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Introduction

Geir Lundestad

The Book and its Background

In 1997 the Norwegian Nobel Institute held a Nobel Symposium under the
title “The United States and Europe: Cooperation and Conflict: Past, Present
and Future.” Symposium is Greek and means “drinking together.” We did
drink together, but, more importantly, a group of distinguished American and
European historians and political scientists came together to discuss the past,
present, and future of the American-European relationship. The symposium
resulted in the book No End to Alliance: The United States and Western Europe:
Past, Present and Future.

The general conclusion of the 1997 symposium was that, despite the many
changes after the end of the cold war in 1989-91, there had indeed been no
end to the Atlantic alliance. The Soviet threat was gone with the disappear-
ance of the Soviet Union itself, but some of the old rationale of “keeping the
Russians out, the Germans down, and the Americans in” nevertheless lingered
on. New issues, particularly in the former Yugoslavia, underlined the need
for continued cooperation between the two sides of the Atlantic. Political
science realist John Mearsheimer was in a minority of one when he, just
like so many other realists, predicted the withdrawal of American troops from
the European continent and ultimately the end of the Atlantic alliance itself.
No alliance had allegedly survived the disappearance of the threat against
which it was directed.? Most of the rest of the participants felt that orga-
nizations like NATO, the very heart of Atlantic cooperation, would not just
dissolve.

In 2007 the Norwegian Nobel Institute held a new symposium on the
same topic as ten years earlier. The participants in this symposium at scenic
Balestrand on the Sognefjord on the west coast of Norway were a great deal
less certain about what would happen to the Atlantic alliance. While a number
of American troops still remained in Europe, most of them had indeed left the
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continent. While NATO certainly continued to exist, it appeared to have lost
its central focus of averting war in Europe. The administration of George W.
Bush had gone to war, not in Europe, but first against the Afghanistan of
the Taliban and of Osama bin Laden and then against the Iraq of Saddam
Hussein. In these wars Washington had gathered together whatever allies, or
“coalitions of the willing,” it could find. NATO had invoked Article 5 of the
North Atlantic Treaty, the first time it had ever done so, against the Islamist
attacks of September 11, 2001, but absolutely no effort was made to conduct
the wars within a NATO context. As Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld
so explicitly stated: “The mission determines the coalition; the coalition does
not determine the mission.” This was just another way of emphasizing that
NATO had lost the predominant role it had possessed in US diplomacy under
the cold war.?

Not that most Europeans had any burning desire to participate in the
Bush administration’s military campaigns. Afghanistan was one thing. Here
the Islamist provocation of September 11 was obvious, but the need for
European troops was limited, at least in the initial military phase. Iraq was
to present the greatest challenge to NATO since its founding in 1949. The
new united Germany under Chancellor Gerhard Schréder made it clear that
it would participate in no military operations in Iraq, whatever the United
Nations Security Council decided. France under President Jacques Chirac led
the criticism of the USA in the UN; traditional enemies Russia and China,
which had little desire to offend powerful America, hid behind the French.
Chirac told Washington’s vocal supporters in Central and Eastern Europe
that they had missed a golden opportunity “to shut up.” The reluctance of
France and Germany to promise to support Turkey, in the case of a con-
flict with Iraq, threatened the very core of the NATO commitment. Despite
the support Washington received from London, from several other capitals
in Western Europe, and from most capitals in Central and Eastern Europe,
NATO's future appeared to hang in the balance. Except for a brief period in
a few countries during the launching of the invasion of Iraq, public opinion
in virtually all European countries soon hardened against the American-led
action.

NATO had been founded to provide American guarantees to Europeans,
who felt themselves threatened by Stalin’s Soviet Union. Now NATO was
being transformed into an instrument of intervention, first in Bosnia and
Kosovo, which was generally acceptable to most European politicians, and
then, when the Bush administration concluded it needed support after all,
in Afghanistan, which was also understandable in the light of the events of
September 11. But a preventive war against Saddam Hussein'’s Iraq was much
too big a step for several European governments and for the general public in
almost every European country.
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The year 2007, ten years after the previous effort, therefore seemed to be
a good time to take stock of what had happened in the previous ten years
and to discuss some of the developments that might be most relevant for the
future. The primary focus was on the years of the Bush administration, but the
contributors also discussed the immediately preceding years of a relationship
with different political cycles in different countries.

The year 2000 has been set as the convenient formal starting point of the
book based on the symposium. The revised symposium papers were written
in the fall of 2007. American-European relations have indeed become a very
“hot” topic for both political scientists and historians. It seems more open
than ever what will happen to the American-European relationship in general
and, more concretely, to NATO, to the EU, and to the relationship between
the two organizations.

Instead of focusing rather exclusively on the United States and the major
European countries involved, as is so frequently done in such efforts, this
book will analyze certain factors that have been of crucial importance in
the events of the last few years and are likely to remain so in the future as
well. The factors selected are the recent legacy of the American-European
relationship, the end of the cold war and the question of the unifying threat,
changes in US politics, changes in EU and European politics, the role of
“New Europe,” the non-European focus of recent conflicts as opposed to
the European focus of the cold war, the leadership issue in alliance politics,
the significance of economic and cultural issues in producing cooperation or
conflict, and, last but not least, the development of popular attitudes on the
two sides of the Atlantic. Two chapters deal explicitly with the future of the
American-FEuropean relationship. Finally, the editor offers some concluding
remarks.

Just Another Crisis?

While some general observers talked, again, about the end of NATO, others
disagreed. In our proceedings at Balestrand the question emerged more and
more whether the early years under George W. Bush should be seen as just
another crisis, however drawn out and deep it appeared at first. Even in
the golden years of American-European cooperation during the cold war,
there was virtually almost always a big crisis of one sort or another. Just to
mention some of the most important ones: the initial years of the setting-
up of the Marshall Plan and of NATO, the question of West Germany’s
rearmament, Suez, the various crises associated with Charles de Gaulle’s pres-
idency culminating in France’s withdrawal from the military integration of
NATO, the Vietnam war, the neutron bomb and intermediate-range missiles,
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Ronald Reagan’s hard line toward the “evil empire” followed by his extensive
cooperation with Mikhail Gorbachev, the unification of Germany. Even this
abbreviated list underlines that crises are nothing new in Atlantic relations.
The end of NATO has been predicted time and again. The literature has
been dominated by the crisis perspective. To pick just a few examples from
the mid-1960s, Henry Kissinger wrote about The Troubled Partnership: A Reap-
praisal of the Atlantic Alliance (1965), Ronald Steel about The End of Alliance:
America and the Future of Europe (1964), which later forced him to deal with
“NATO’s Afterlife” (1991), and Paul-Henri Spaak about The Crisis of the Atlantic
Alliance (1967).4

The question then follows of the extent to which the events of the George
W. Bush years should be seen simply as another crisis to be added to this
already very long list or whether they represent something fundamentally
new in the relationship. At first the answer to this question seemed rather
obvious. It was given in my own book The United States and Western Europe
since 1945 from 2003. The subtitle made the answer quite explicit: From
“Empire” by Invitation to Transatlantic Drift. The United States and Europe had
already drifted apart. Most likely the drift would continue, although there
would probably not be any divorce between the two sides.

Today the answer appears less obvious than it did just a few years ago. In the
United States, the Bush administration was soon forced to admit that devel-
opments in Iraq, and then in Afghanistan as well, were not going as planned.
The initial military campaigns were indeed successful. In ordinary warfare no
one could stand up to the United States. Almost everything else, however,
quickly went from bad to worse. Washington was not as omnipotent as it had
thought; its intentions were definitely not considered as benignly abroad as at
home. In 2004 George W. Bush was re-elected, but it had become obvious to
the administration that concessions had to be made. After his reinauguration
Bush quickly went to Brussels in an effort to strengthen NATO. Even on
the EU, Washington’s rhetoric became a great deal more positive. A more
united Europe was allegedly now clearly in America’s interest. The USA needed
friends and allies, after all. Despite the many quarrels and disagreements, most
of those allies and friends were still found in Europe. So, in its second term,
the administration has lectured less and listened somewhat more.

The growing problems in Iraq also meant that Bush was rapidly losing
support inside the United States. In 2007 his popularity ratings were reaching
the low levels of Jimmy Carter and even Richard Nixon in his Vietnam and
Watergate years. This gave the Democrats an unexpected chance, which they
were able to exploit in the 2006 elections to capture both houses of Congress.
It also increased their chances of winning the 2008 presidential elections.
Even many Republicans lost faith in the initially ambitious and unilateral
Bush course, although on Iraq even they were somewhat divided on what was
the right solution.
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There were also significant developments taking place in Europe. At first it
seemed that these might lead to even greater problems in Atlantic relations.
In Spain in April 2004 the conservatives under José Maria Aznar were thrown
out of office and the Socialists under José Luis Zapatero took over; the new
prime minister made it clear that he would be supporting the general policy
of France and Germany. Two years later the same happened in Italy, where
conservative Silvio Berlusconi, who had been so close to George W. Bush, was
replaced by the more radical Romano Prodi. The popularity of Bush was so
low in most of Europe that it also affected the standing of the United States
in general in a negative way; even anti-Americanism was on the rise.’

It gradually became clear, however, that even those governments that had
been most critical of the United States over Iraq had a growing interest in
improving relations with the USA. Relations had simply deteriorated too
much. The United States still had a useful role to play, in the world and in
Europe. A hostile attitude to the USA would also divide the EU and make
concerted European action more difficult. After the German elections in 2005
Gerhard Schroder’s SPD-Green coalition was replaced by the Grand Coalition
of CDU-SPD under the more conservative Angela Merkel. The new chancellor
came from the old East Germany; she was noticeably friendlier to the United
States than Schroder had been. Relations between Berlin and Washington
quickly improved.

In France no progress was possible toward America on the sensitive
Iraq question, but France and the United States soon cooperated well in
Afghanistan, in Iran, and in Lebanon. The Europeans contributed a significant
number of troops to the fight against the revived Taliban in Afghanistan;
France, Germany, and the United Kingdom took the lead in trying to find
a solution to the Iranian nuclear issue; the United States and France joined
forces trying to stabilize the moderate government in Lebanon and to limit
Syria’s influence there. Despite America’s strong support for Israel and the
EU’s somewhat greater understanding for the Palestinians, the two sides of
the Atlantic were also able to work reasonably well together on the Israeli-
Palestinian issue, even during the Israeli-Lebanese war in 2006.

The election of Nicolas Sarkozy as president of France in May 2007 led
to further great improvements in French-American relations. Sarkozy was
determined to reform France, certainly including its relations with the United
States. He was much more open to American policies and attitudes than
Chirac had been. Suddenly all the theories about transatlantic drift seemed
rather outdated. With France cooperating with the United States, no indepen-
dent Europe was emerging.

All the time there had been strong groups in Europe that favored close
ties with America. The UK had consistently insisted on the importance of
its special relationship with the USA. New prime minister Gordon Brown was
determined to avoid the “poodle” stamp that had come to plague Tony Blair so
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much, but even he claimed that the United States was the United Kingdom'’s
single most important ally. Most of the smaller countries bordering on the
Atlantic also continued to favor strong ties with the United States (Portugal,
the Netherlands, Denmark, even neutral Ireland). In Central and Eastern
Europe, Poland and the Baltic states in particular emphasized the importance
of maintaining close ties with the United States.

All this gave reason to ask whether the Iraq crisis would blow over and
the whole issue would just find its place as the latest in the long series of
Atlantic crises that interested primarily historians. On the European side,
many assumed that, once George W. Bush was out of power in 2008-9
the American-European climate would further improve. Had not relations
been excellent under Bill Clinton? Was not Bush then the main problem?
An increasing number of Americans agreed that Bush was indeed the prob-
lem, but all leading presidential contenders focused on the importance of
America’s leadership in fighting terrorism. With no major new terrorist inci-
dents in the United States and several in Western Europe, would not the
fight against terrorism constitute an important unifying element in Atlantic
relations?

The 1990s: A Separate Period?

No one could be certain what the future would hold. But the past was there
to study for anyone interested. Was the deterioration in Atlantic relations
really all due to Bush and Iraq, as most Europeans assumed, and even some
Americans agreed? How close had the relationship actually been under Bill
Clinton? If relations had been strained even under Clinton, this clearly sug-
gested that more structural explanations lay behind the Atlantic difficulties.
If not, that suggested that Bush was indeed to blame and the problems might
then allegedly largely disappear when he left office.

Clinton had generally been a popular president in Europe, probably the
most popular since John E Kennedy. Virtually everywhere he went he was
celebrated as a big star. Displaying the characteristic so visible in America,
in Europe too he gave so many the impression that he actually agreed with
them. Thus, in “Third Way” meetings with Tony Blair and European leftists
he clearly suggested he was one of them, or at least that he would have been
if he had held the right to vote in Europe. Many Europeans also had much
to be grateful for in America and Clinton. Blair was grateful for Clinton’s
strong assistance in trying to bring peace to Northern Ireland; many Germans
appreciated Clinton’s and, even more, his predecessor George H. W. Bush'’s
strong support for Germany’s unification when other leaders had hesitated;
the Central and Eastern Europeans especially liked Clinton’s rapidly develop-
ing support for their membership in NATO.
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It was often argued that the end of the cold war had to weaken the
American-European relationship. What was most remarkable, however, about
NATO in the 1990s was how limited the changes were. NATO did not dis-
appear; it increased its membership. In 1999 Poland, the Czech Republic,
and Hungary joined, and the expectation was clearly that others would soon
follow. NATO worked out a new strategy; it was becoming ever clearer that its
relevant geographical area was increasing. The 1999 strategy referred to the
“Euro-Atlantic” region.

The United States was rapidly reducing the number of US troops in Europe,
but about 100,000 remained under Clinton. The reduction was due to the end
of the cold war and expectations in the United States, not to pressure from the
European allies. When the Europeans now had to express their opinions on
what they really wanted the USA to do, virtually without exception they all
wanted the Americans to stay. In fact, from Iceland to Spain, from France
to Poland, new invitations were issued for the Americans to remain or, in
the old Soviet sphere, to come in. While the old Red Army left the Eastern
part of Germany, there was absolutely no pressure for the US Army to leave
the Western parts. France dropped some and Spain all of its reservations on
military integration in NATO.®

There were difficulties in American-European relations in the 1990s, as
there had almost always been in the past. The most challenging ones took
place in the former Yugoslavia. In Bosnia, Washington first stayed aloof, then
vetoed the Vance-Owen plan, which was in a way the EU’s attempt to solve
the Bosnia problem, before the Clinton administration finally forced through
its own solution in the form of the Dayton accords. Washington’s “lift-and-
strike” military strategy (lift the embargo against the Bosnians and strike the
Serbs) had been sharply at odds with the Europeans’ more humanitarian
approach on the ground. In the end, however, after so much had gone so
wrong, both Paris and London were prepared to go along with the American-
led military-diplomatic solution. A few years later, in Kosovo, the two sides of
the Atlantic worked together more harmoniously, although Washington felt
it was rather cumbersome to conduct a war by NATO committee, and at least
some Europeans wondered at America’s firm insistence on not committing US
ground troops to the fight. Even much of a European left that had for so long
been so critical of war and of the United States supported the Kosovo war.
Basic democratic and humanitarian principles had to be upheld in Europe
against Serbs slaughtering Kosovars.

There were, however, also signs in the 1990s that major pieces were moving
in the Atlantic relationship. Three more structural developments were of
particular importance. First, the fact that the Soviet Union had disappeared
was bound to have dramatic long-term consequences, and not only for the
cohesion of NATO. Thus, the impending collapse of the Soviet Union was the
precondition for the Gulf War of 1991. Most likely there would have been no
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US-led invasion if Moscow had continued to support Saddam Hussein. This
was a preview of the situation in 2003. With the Soviet Union being history,
again, there was no danger of the United States facing a great-power military
response.

In the 1990s the inhibitions against US interventions were primarily domes-
tic. America wanted to take out the “peace bonus” after the cold war and
concentrate more on domestic affairs. This was certainly also Bill Clinton’s
initial expectation. He pulled the US troops out of Somalia and he did not
intervene to stop the blood bath in Rwanda. In Bosnia he long hesitated, until
he finally made up his mind in 1995. The 1999 decision about Kosovo was
easier. The USA also intervened in Haiti. Clinton was committed to fighting
Islamic terrorism and to overthrowing Saddam Hussein, even by military
means, although not through a large-scale military invasion. So, while in the
1990s the great-power situation was immeasurably improved with the United
States as the sole remaining superpower, Clinton hesitated to take full military
advantage of this fact.”

Second, the political complexion of the United States was changing. In 1994
the Republicans captured both the Senate and the House of Representatives.
This meant that after only two years in office Bill Clinton had lost control,
particularly over his domestic agenda. For the first time since the days before
Franklin D. Roosevelt the Republicans had taken charge of Congress with a
program dramatically different from that of the Democrats.® On the foreign-
policy side, the unilateralism and the militarism of the South and mountain
West were now on the offensive. Thus, the Kyoto Treaty (1997) and the
International Criminal Court (ICC) (1998) were dead in Congress even before
George W. Bush came to power. Bush just issued the death certificates in a
particularly blatant way. The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty was voted down;
the ban on landmines was not even favored by the Clinton administration
itself. Much that in Europe was blamed on Bush had in fact been decided well
before he came to power.

This set the tone for what was to follow at the presidential level in 2000
when George W. Bush defeated Vice President Al Gore. With the weakest
possible mandate from the voters, Bush then continued to lead America as
if he had won a most resounding victory. America was strong; it was virtuous;
and now it was ready to act, particularly after the events of September 11.

Third, important change was also taking place in Europe in the 1990s. The
Maastricht summit of December 1991 was to represent a big step forward on
the road toward European integration. The meeting committed the members
to a common currency (the euro) and sought to establish a common foreign
and security policy; it even tried to lay the groundwork for a common defense
policy.

On the foreign policy, and particularly the defense side, there was still a
long way to go from intention to reality, but Maastricht definitely signaled
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the emergence of a new and more ambitious Europe. Despite initial doubt and
uncertainty in many places, in 2002 the euro was the only legal tender in most
member countries. This fact boosted the self-confidence of the EU members a
great deal, and also encouraged them to speed up their integration efforts in
the foreign policy and defense fields. In December 1998 at Saint-Malo, France
and the United Kingdom agreed on some important overall guidelines. It had
long been implied in European integration that a stronger Europe would also
be able to temper the foreign policy behavior of the United States. After the
turn of the millennium, with tension increasing between the two sides of the
Atlantic, this argument was made more explicit. A stronger Europe was needed
to prevent or at least to modify Washington'’s excesses, especially those of the
incoming Bush administration.’

The Contributions in the Present Volume

The contributors and other participants at Balestrand came from many
different countries. Almost half were from the United States, the other
half from various European countries. None came from outside the NATO
area, although it might perhaps have been useful to have had some non-
European/American perspectives on the developments of the Atlantic world.
A great many different views were presented. No effort was made to produce
a scholarly consensus, although the lively exchanges have since led to many
modifications in the papers as they were originally presented. Without excep-
tion, all the chapters published in the present book are considerably revised
compared to the original papers presented in June 2007.

In the analysis of the past, as just outlined, the state of affairs in the
1990s became a central point of discussion. How significant were the changes
in the 1990s? Then: how dramatic were the effects of September 11? Even
if American-Furopean relations were seen as relatively harmonious under
Clinton, September 11 might have changed priorities in Washington so fun-
damentally that a return to a Democratic administration in 2009 would not
represent a return to the ways of Clinton. And, how significantly had the new
and more ambitious EU and events in the key member states changed Atlantic
relations? While US leadership had been more or less automatic during the
cold war, the new EU insisted on being heard in a manner rather different
from the patterns of the past.

In the analysis of America’s present and the future, was the Republican
revolution already over? The demographic changes that had produced the
revolution could not prevent the Democratic resurgence of 2006. John FE
Kennedy had been the last president from the liberal and relatively European-
focused Northeast and Midwest. All later presidents had come from the
South or the West, more conservative regions and relatively more focused
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on Asia and the Western hemisphere. Yet, even if the more liberal left might
come back, it was a fact of life that Europe was playing a smaller role
now than it had during the cold war. The cold war had been primarily
over Europe, but that conflict was now long gone. Trade across the Pacific
had become larger than across the Atlantic in the late 1970s. The most
dynamic economies were found in Asia. The energy question was becom-
ing ever more important. That fact, the Islamic fundamentalist threat, the
many conflicts of the Middle East, and the special status of Israel shifted the
focus to that region. In many ways Europe was now third in Washington'’s
attention, after the Middle East and (East) Asia. On the other hand, on the
investment side Europe was vastly more important than either Asia or the
Middle East. And, although the percentage of people of European ancestry
was going steadily down, roughly two-thirds of Americans still had their roots
in Europe.

On the European side, how far will European integration go? Economically
the almost fully integrated EU is already the equal of the United States. The EU
still has far to go to establish a truly integrated Common Foreign and Security
Policy (CFSP)/European Security and Defense Policy (ESDP). It would seem
that any such policy, to be fully effective, presupposes a general agreement
between France and the UK, the two countries with the most significant
military resources, but also the two that often stand the furthest apart. If
European military capabilities were integrated—admittedly a big if—the EU
would become a truly major actor, although its military resources would
still be considerably less than half those of the USA.!° If the European side
were strengthened, would that make for better or worse relations across the
Atlantic?

In his survey of the historical past, “Privileged Partners: The Atlantic Rela-
tionship at the End of the Bush Regime,” Charles S. Maier reminds us that we
are still discussing an unfinished period. While one can make the argument
for a disrupted relationship between the United States and Europe, “the
rupture has been relatively brief; the [Bush] administration appears to wish
to repair it; the imperial intoxication that was one cause of the strains has
perhaps worn off.” Deeper continuities may well keep the United States and
Europe together: their basic status quo orientation in a world of increasing
turmoil, their shared politics of productivity, the basic role of the political
center on both sides of the Atlantic, and so on. “A shared community of
interests, domestic as well as international, make it logical for the United
States and Europe to continue cooperation.” The Bush years could then be
seen simply as an “imperial interlude.”

In his chapter, “Atlantic Orders: The Fundamentals of Change,” Charles
A. Kupchan takes what appears to be virtually the opposite approach: “the
Atlantic order is in the midst of a fundamental transition.” While important
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bonds still remain between the two sides of the Atlantic, “mutual trust has
eroded, institutional cooperation can no longer be taken for granted, and a
shared Western identity has attenuated.” In the long historical perspective,
he identifies at least four basic Atlantic orders, a Balance of Power period from
1776 to 1905, a Balance of Threat period from 1905 to 1941, the years of
Cooperative Security from 1941 to 2001, and, finally, the untitled period we
have been living in since 2001. Yet, despite his insistence that “the close-
knit security partnership of the past five decades is in all likelihood gone for
good,” even Kupchan does not entirely rule out that the most recent years
might represent “only a temporary departure from deeper cooperation.”

Most observers agree that during the cold war the Soviet threat was crucial
in holding the two sides of the Atlantic together. In his chapter, “From the
Cold War to the War on Terror: Old Threats, New Threats, and the Future of
the Transatlantic Relationship,” Michael Cox argues that terrorism will not
hold the NATO members together in the way the Soviet threat did. In fact,
as the war on terror unfolds with probably more attacks on Europe than on
the United States, the two “could be pushed apart in the future.” Many in
Europe felt that the American approach to fighting terrorism, as exemplified
by Guantdnamo and Abu Ghraib, was counterproductive. Divorce between
the two sides may not occur, but they are likely to drift further apart. “There
is no way of returning to some presumed golden past of allied unity using the
vehicle of something so ill-defined as an ‘Islamic threat’ to hold the alliance
together.”

In his contribution, “Unilateralism in US Foreign Policy: What Role does
America see for Europe?,” G. John Ikenberry contends that, in a world where
the West stands truly triumphant, a fundamental debate has broken out
within its ranks about unilateralism versus multilateralism. The Bush adminis-
tration is not simply more unilateral than previous American administrations;
under Bush, America has seemingly forfeited its leadership position as the
steward of the rules and institutions of governance. “Furopeans want more
liberal global governance while the United States seems to want less—perhaps
none.” This is at the heart of the difficulties today. Still, Ikenberry is optimistic
about the future of the Atlantic relationship. No country can solve the world’s
problems alone. Ultimately even the United States will have to recognize that
some form of multilateralism is necessary, although it may not necessarily be
the variant espoused by the Europeans today.

In “The US Changing Role and Europe’s Transatlantic Dilemmas: Toward
an EU Strategic Autonomy?,” Frédéric Bozo asserts that the American role in
Europe is being rapidly reduced and that the European Union is becoming
a much more important actor, certainly regionally, but to some extent even
globally. He maintains that the stronger Europe becomes, the better this will
be for Atlantic relations. “Europe can become more independent without
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having to duplicate America, and this would be enough to transform what
has been from the origins an asymmetrical alliance into a more balanced
partnership.” The EU has no desire to “become a strategic challenger, if not
an opponent of the United States.” If for no other reason, the USA is too
strong for that. At the same time, Washington, and all of us, should recognize
that, despite temporary setbacks over defense capabilities and constitutional
ratifications, the CFSP/ESDP will continue to develop.

In his “‘New Europe’ between the United States and ‘Old Europe’,” Marcin
Zaborowski analyzes the increasing diversity within “New Europe.” While
it may initially have been true that virtually all the new democracies in
Central and Eastern Europe wanted to establish strong relations with the
United States, Iraq, EU enlargement, and domestic developments in the var-
ious states have gradually produced greater diversity. Poland, by far the
biggest country of the region, and the Baltic states continue to emphasize
the crucial importance of the American security connection, particularly in
view of the new strengthening of Russia. The Southeast Europeans (especially
in Hungary, Slovakia, and Slovenia) are emphasizing their New European
orientation. Overall, Zaborowski concludes that “America had an enormous
capital of trust in the region—a considerable share of this was wasted
in Iraq.”

During the cold war the primary focus was on Europe, as the main prize
in the fight, and on Western Europe as America’s main partner. In her con-
tribution, “How Well Can Europe and the United States Cooperate on Non-
European Issues?,” Helga Haftendorn underlines that the current scene is
dominated by the many non-European questions: terrorism and Afghanistan,
the issue of nuclear weapons to Iran and North Korea, the failed states of
Africa, the emergence of China as a key international actor, and, always
creating difficulties, the many problems of the Middle East. In explaining
American-European disputes Haftendorn finds that “differences in the power
relations. .. are more relevant than diverging concepts of world order, though
they still matter.” She ventures that “the current transatlantic differences
might be trivial compared to the controversies to come.”

In “Leadership or Partnership? Can Transatlantic Leadership be Shared?,”
William Wallace discusses America’s leadership of the Atlantic alliance. When
the USA perceived itself as weak, it had pursued a policy of isolationism vis-a-
vis Western Europe. When it became predominant after the Second World
War, it led as a matter of course. Once the countries of Western Europe
had rebuilt their economies after the war, they expected to play a larger
role. Washington was prepared to move “from sponsorship to partnership.”
However, the obvious assumption was still that “partnership would not chal-
lenge US leadership.” With the strengthening of the EU, the question arose
of how balanced the relationship could indeed become. The jury is still out
on the possibility of a truly balanced relationship. Wallace’s conclusion is

12



Introduction

that “security leadership cannot be shared; but economic partnership is an
everyday reality.”

In recent years it has often been affirmed that economic quarrels have been
driving the United States and the European Union apart. In “Do Economic
Trends Unite or Divide the Two Sides of the Atlantic?,” David P. Calleo
discusses this view. He argues that, while many economic issues have certainly
come up, they have generally been relatively quickly and amicably resolved.
The most difficult and persistent disputes have concerned the management
of the dollar and its exchange rate, related to America’s twin budget deficits.
These disputes are still very much with us today. We should never forget,
however, that even the dollar disputes have been taking place within a rapidly
growing Atlantic market and investment area. “Today, nearly two decades
after the Soviet collapse, we sense a growing geopolitical alienation within
the West, and hope to invoke our extensive economic ties to counter it.” In
the end, however, Calleo thinks the USA and Furope are bound to remain
both rivals and partners.

In “Worlds Apart? The United States, Europe, and the Cultural Ties that
Bind Them,” Rob Kroes takes two quips as his points of departure. The
first is that “the only culture the Europeans have in common is American
popular culture;” the second that “the only culture shared on both sides of
the Atlantic is European culture.” America was to a large extent founded
on European culture, and only when it had defined itself as separate from
Europe could America begin to export its own mass culture. This mass culture
was then adopted by groups in Europe for their own purposes. While there
is a broad mass culture unifying the two sides of the Atlantic, this culture
is always complex and often contradictory. Thus, Kroes concludes by argu-
ing that, “if anti-Americanism has risen steeply all over the world, surely
in Europe as well, it may have to do crucially with what many see as the
betrayal by Americans of something distinctly American, of ‘truths held to be
self-evident’.”

In “Can the Circle Be Unbroken? Public Opinion and the Transatlantic
Rupture,” Steven Kull argues that the prognosis for repairing the Atlantic rela-
tionship ought to be good. There may well be a large split between the policies
of the Bush administration and the attitudes of the European public, but “the
changes in US foreign policy that the Europeans have found objectionable
have also made the American public uncomfortable.” Although American
opinion may have acquiesced to these changes, particularly in the wake of
September 11, public resistance soon increased and the Bush administration
is now on its way out. In broad terms, therefore, despite recent policy tensions,
American and European public opinion reveal “substantial common ground
on numerous policy issues and the preferred character of the relationship
between the United States and Europe.” The rumors of the death of the
Atlantic alliance may indeed be highly exaggerated.!!
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In “Where are American-European Relations Heading? A View from the
United States,” Stanley R. Sloan looks at the future. He contends that “for
the next period of history” there will be relatively few dramatic changes. The
United States will remain the most important global power; the Furopean
Union will gain in relative power, despite the limitations inherent in a “United
Europe of States.” Despite unilateralist temptations in America and multipolar
inclinations in Europe, both sides will, learning from the lessons of recent
years, resist extreme positions in dealing with each other. “Neither the United
States nor the European nations will be able to identify more effective, com-
patible, or reliable partners among global players.” The added force of global
interdependence will increase pressure on the United States and Europe to
develop compatible strategic perspectives.

In “The Rise of the European Union and its Impact on the US-EU Part-
nership: A View from Europe,” Gustav Schmidt offers a somewhat different
prognosis. He argues that the EU has already emerged as a pole in the interna-
tional system, “an examplar of global governance, which should invite others
to follow its lead.” The EU will be offering a more relevant course for much of
the world than the unilateralist temptation of the United States. Not only
will the EU be the predominant organization on the European continent,
bringing peace to a continent long dominated by war, but it will also be
setting much of the agenda in neighboring states and even for the emerging
international order. Yet, “such a pole is welcome as an example of responsible
conflict resolution and not as a counterweight to the USA in some multipolar
system.”

In his “Conclusion: The United States and Europe: Just Another Crisis?,”
the editor notes that, while several of the contributors suggest that the United
States and Europe may well return to the cooperation of the past, most factors
would seem to indicate that the two have entered a new period compared to
the cold-war years. While NATO was ideally suited to dealing with the Soviet
threat, terrorism is not similarly unifying; it will have to be dealt with by an
array of institutions, global, regional, and national.!? America will be tempted
by the military options it has; Europe by the political instruments that have
produced such remarkable results in its own region.

America has changed compared to the cold-war years, especially because
of demographic developments and because of September 11. While in the
foreseeable future the EU cannot challenge the US militarily or politically,
slowly the EU is defining its own identity and increasing its international
influence. The United States has never had a truly balanced relationship with
anyone; nor is it likely to have one with the EU. In a world dominated
almost entirely by non-European issues, the historical record indicates that
such issues have most frequently divided the United States and Europe.

On the other hand, a divorce between the two sides of the Atlantic appears
unlikely. Practically all the contributors in this volume would seem to agree
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on this. In an increasingly complex and interdependent world, the United
States and Europe are bound to recognize they have important values in
common. The two sides may not be as close as during the cold war, but to the
extent that they still need friends and allies—and they do—they will be forced
to look to each other. The Bush administration’s attempt to lead the world
more or less unilaterally has failed. The EU will never be able to unite on a
policy of balancing the United States, but neither can the Europeans continue
along the cold-war lines of US leadership and domination as if nothing has
happened.

We have to wait for the future of the American-European relationship
to unfold. History almost never repeats itself; when it does, it is virtually
impossible to find out what it is in history that repeats itself. Historians repeat
themselves, but that is an entirely different matter, with little or no impact on
how history develops.
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Privileged Partners: The Atlantic
Relationship at the End of the
Bush Regime

Charles S. Maier

Introduction

Four hundred years ago English-speaking Europeans established their first
colony in North America at Jamestown, Virginia. Jamestown is history;
indeed we study the site through archeology—the historical reconstruction
of vanished societies by the fragmentary artifacts they leave behind. Arche-
ology presupposes a temporal gap or interruption between the evidence
and the scientist. It often entails excavation through intervening layers
of sediment; it implies discontinuity and caesura. It is an act of retrieval
whose discoveries sometimes convey a sense of melancholy. The pieces dug
up are covered in dust and sometimes cracked and broken. Reflecting on
the European-American relationship over time has some of the quality of
archeology.

Much of the Atlantic relationship, as we call the postwar connections of
Western Europe and the United States, seems to reflect an era now buried
under a brief but turbulent intervening layer of events associated with the
Bush administration. Given the turbulence of Atlantic relations since 2002
and the widespread sense of American impatience with Europe, as well as the
attention paid to a rapidly growing Asia, one can make an argument for a
dis