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Debatingthe transatlanticrelationship:
rhetoricand reality

ERIK
JONES*

The rhetoric surrounding the transatlantic relationship is overblown. To be
sure, there is a crisis in relations between Europe and the United States. As a
result, the countries of the North Atlantic alliance will have to decide,
paraphrasing from the definition of 'crisis' in the 1913 edition of Webster's
dictionary, whether their partnership 'must go on, or be modified, or
terminate'. Moreover, we have a pretty good idea what that decision will be.
Virtually no one believes that relations can continue as they are or that the
transatlantic community should be abandoned altogether. Hence, no matter
how you choose to polarize the issues at stake, resolution of the present crisis
will involve more flexibility and a stronger commitment to multilateral
cooperation on both sides of the Atlantic.
This overblown rhetoric builds on a familiar refrain. The current crisis is
special because it involves so many issues, because the different points of
tension are so tightly interrelated, and because the values at stake are so
fundamental. Elizabeth Pond's 2004 book, Friendlyfire, is a good example.
Early in the preface, Pond notes that: 'In the past, however heated the confrontations, transatlantic quarrels tended to be over single issues ... not over a
whole range of topics that obstructed conciliation on any one of them and
maximized ill will.'" She may be right. Yet John Palmer makes precisely the
same point in his I987 book, EuropewithoutAmerica?'It is true that transatlantic
friction is nothing new,' he concedes in his opening chapter, and yet 'the
situation today is different both in terms of the scale and complexity of those
differences and in the way in which economic, political, and security policy
differences interact with each other.'2
Nor was Palmer's crisis the first of this sort. JosefJoffe describes a similar state
of affairsin his 1981 article in ForeignAffairs,'European-American relations: the
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enduring crisis'. Indeed, the opening paragraph of the article contains a
sentence that is oddly prescient in the light of recent events: 'Instead of infusing
the West with a new unity of purpose, as might have been expected, the crisis
over Afghanistan has left a legacy of confusion, distrust and resentment which,
in retrospect, turns the many disputes of the past into minor family squabbles.'3
Somewhat later on in the piece, Joffe points out that 'it is clear that perceptions
and beliefs on both shores of the Atlantic are drastically out of phase. The few
premises that are still shared by Europeans and Americans are dwarfed by the
many disputes where they clash not only over tactics but over Weltanschauung.'4
Joffe's assessment of the transatlanticcrisis of the early 198os was not an isolated
one. At about the same time, Christopher Tugendhat wrote in International
Affairs about 'the wedge of mutual suspicion and misunderstanding which is
currently forcing the partners apart ... In the United States there is mounting
impatience with what is seen as the softness and unreliability of the allies ... In
Europe distrust and in some circles even dislike of the United States has
reached disturbing levels.'5
Of course, to suggest that we are still living through the same 'enduring
crisis' would be wrong. The transatlanticpartnership of the Cold War had a
number of unique points of tension, not the least of which was the deployment
of American nuclear weapons on European soil and their subsequent withdrawal.6 My point is that while the crisis may be different now, the differences
are familiar, at least judging from the rhetoric. Therefore it is worth
reconsidering a question raised by Lawrence Freedman more than two decades
ago: 'Should we view the current set of trans-Atlantic troubles as just another
episode in a continuing story or are there deeper factors that will severely test
the durability of the Alliance?'7 Freedman concluded that while there were
deeper forces at work, the alliance could nevertheless 'be turned into a more
mature relationship between countries'.8 Such a relationship remains a possibility. Indeed, the present crisis may even help to bring it about.
I develop this argument below in five sections. The first three sections
examine different areas of concern in the current debate. The fourth explains
how deeper forces are working to multiply and enlarge the obstacles which any
'more mature' relationship will have to overcome. The fifth concludes with
my reasons for optimism in looking to the future.

3 JosefJoffe, 'European-Americanrelations:the enduringcrisis',Foreign
Affairs59: 4, SpringI98I, p. 835.
4 Ibid., p. 842.
5 ChristopherTugendhat,'Europe'sneed for self-confidence',International
Affairs58: i, Winter I981-2,
pp. 7-8.
6 StanleyKorberarguesthat this was the distinctivefeatureof the crisisin transatlantic
relationsduringthe
early i98os. StanleyKorber,'Can NATO survive?',International
Affairs59: 3, Summer I983, pp. 33941.
7 LawrenceFreedman,'The Atlanticcrisis',International
Affairs58: 3, Summer I982, p. 4I I.
8 Ibid.,p. 412.
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Missionsand coalitions
To begin with, it is important to reiterate that there is a crisis in the transatlantic
relationship. The crisis is a big one. It may even be the biggest ever.9 Nevertheless, resolution of this crisis is not beyond the realm of possibility. Indeed,
the broad solution-through which both sides of the Atlantic commit themselves to more flexible cooperation-seems obvious to almost everyone, and
has done for many years. If the crisis is worse now than before, it is because that
solution has been difficult to implement and not because of some quantum shift
in the complexity of the transatlanticrelationship. The majority of the points of
conflict (or obscurity) are more rhetorical than real. While this rhetoric is often
complicated, the underlying principles are not.
US Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld has given birth to more than a few
of these rhetorical controversies through his frequent press conferences. The
most famous centres on Rumsfeld's assertion that 'the mission determines the
on 8
coalition.' From the context, it appears that the comment-made
October 2001-was
originally intended to deflect speculation about the
durability of international commitment to the US-led 'war on terror':
Fromtime to time, I see referencesin the pressto 'the coalition'-singular. And let me
reiteratethatthereis no singlecoalitionin this effort.This campaigninvolves a number
of flexible coalitionsthat will change and evolve as we proceed through the coming
period. Let me reemphasizethatthe missiondeterminesthe coalition,and the coalition
must not determinethe mission ... A month from now, I expect someone somewhere
might report that a particularnation is not doing something or has stopped doing
something,and the speculationcould be 'Is the coalition coming apartor unraveling?'
... Well, let me make clear:No single coalitionhas 'raveled',therefore,it's unlikelyto
unravel.Io
Over time, however, the idea that 'the mission determines the coalition' has
come to represent the essence of American unilateralism." As Charles
Krauthammer explains: 'We take our friends where we find them, but only in
order to help us in accomplishing the mission. The mission comes first, and we
decide it.'12 This is a much more muscular version of what Krauthammer
originally described as 'pseudo-multilateralism: a dominant great power acts
essentially alone, but, embarrassedat the idea and still worshipping at the shrine
of collective security, recruits a ship here, a brigade there, and blessings all
around to give its unilateral actions a multilateral sheen.'I3
9 The importanceof acceptingthe significanceof the crisisis evident in Michael Cox's recent review of
Robert Kagan'sOfparadiseandpower.Cox's point is that it is necessaryto recognize that the crisisis
significantin orderto understandwhy it has reachedsuch proportions.Michael Cox, 'Commentary:
Martiansand Venusiansin the new world order',International
Affairs79: 3, Summer2003, p. 53I.
I/t I oi8200 I._toi 8sdmy.html.
http://www.dod.mil/transcripts/20oo
I
I See e.g. JosefJoffe, 'Continentaldivides', TheNationalInterest
7I, Spring2003, p. 157.
'The unipolarmoment revisited',TheNationalInterest70, Winter 2002-2003, p.
I2 CharlesKrauthammer,
IO.

13 CharlesKrauthammer,'The unipolarmoment', Foreign
Affairs70: I, Winter 1990-91, p. 25.
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The more muscular version of the argument is also the more revealing. For
unilateralism to work in the manner that Krauthammer describes, the great
power must not only be able to accomplish 'the mission' on its own, it must
also be able to decide what the mission is in real (and not reified) terms. That is
far easier said than done. Most 'missions' have a logic of their own that must
unfold no matter how much the 'dominant great power' would prefer things to
be otherwise. The close connection between war-fighting and peace-making is
only one case in point. The link between environmental protection and energy
policy is another. Moreover, once we admit that the mission cannot be defined
by the dominant great power in all its many facets, we must also accept the
possibility that some missions may be impossible to accomplish unilaterally.
Acting alone, the United States has no greater prospect of winning the war on
terror than it has of averting global warming. Indeed, Rumsfeld made this
point about US dependence on international cooperation explicitly just prior
to his assertion that 'the mission determines the coalition': 'The support of
allies like Italy and other friendly countries around the world, certainly
including the NATO nations and the AWACS that's now flying over the
United States is criticalto the success of what will be a long and sustained
campaign to liquidate terrorist networks that threaten all of our people.'14
Krauthammer's 'unipolar moment' is not a general condition of the postCold War world order. Rather, it is a moment of opportunity generated by an
exceptional conjunction of factors. It obtains when the United States has the
ability both to define its objectives and to achieve them, acting alone. The US
government may nevertheless prefer to adopt a 'pseudo-multilateralism'; but it
does not have to and nor, Krauthammer suggests, should it. 5
The point to note is that this special condition is hardly unique to the postCold War era: it appertains to all countries, not just to the United States. Of
course, the United States, with its 'demonstrated surfeit of autonomous power',
has unipolar moments more often than other countries do.'6 But even secondrank powers, in Krauthammer's language, will find moments when they can
both define their interests and achieve them-or at least try.17 Here we need
only think of Britain and the Falklands (or Argentina and the Malvinas), France
and Chad, China and Tibet, or Russia and Chechnya. Moreover, we do not
have to like what the examples represent: indeed, that is precisely the point.
What is difficult to imagine is that any government would choose to allow
the 'coalition to determine the mission' when presented with the opportunity
to define its interests and achieve them by acting alone. Consider, for example,
14 http://www.dod.mil/transcripts/200ooI/to8200i_toi8sdmy.html(emphasisadded).
15 Krauthammer
attemptsto make this suggestionmore palatableby insistingthat the United Statesact in

the globalinterestratherthan in the nationalinterest.However, the problemremainsthat the US
definitionof the globalmissionis no more constrainingthe realworld than the US definitionof the
missionin general.See Krauthammer,'The unipolarmoment revisited',p. I4.
6 Joffe, 'Continentaldivides',p. 157. Spurredon by the neo-conservatives,the Bush administration
may
identifysuch opportunemoments more often than they actuallyexist. See G. John Ikenberry,'The end
of the neoconservativemoment', Survival46: i, Spring2004, pp. 8-Io.
17 Krauthammer,'The unipolarmoment', p. 24.
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the case of macroeconomic policy coordination in the European Union. Here
the constraints on state autonomy are strong-particularly when compared to
the restraints of 'international law' on the conduct of US foreign policy. The
treaty provisions adopted by all EU member states make it clear that they
should treat economic policy as a matter of common interest. The specific
provisions for macroeconomic policy coordination enjoin the member states
from engaging in actions that will impose costs on one another or impede the
economic functioning of the union as a whole.I8 By and large, the countries of
Europe have abided by these commitments. On occasion, however, they have
not. In December 2000, the Irish government reduced its fiscal surplus despite
having agreed specifically not to do so only months before.'9 In 2001, the
Portuguese government reported inaccurate government accounting statistics.
In 2002, the German government failed to live up to its own commitment to
trim its fiscal deficit. Later that same year the French government refused to
acknowledge that any such commitment was binding.20 And in November
2003, the French and the Germans suspended the rules for fiscal restraint
altogether. In other words, unilateral moments abound in the European
Union's procedures for multilateral surveillance.
The mistake would be to assume that any country is innocent in such
matters. Even the staunchest supporters of European economic policy coordination have relied on mechanisms to impose unwanted or unsustainable burdens
on the countries around them. In many ways, the smaller states are more adept
at such beggar-thy-neighbour tactics and so more prone to use them. For
example, Luxembourg relies on banking secrecy laws to attract foreign savings,
while staffing its industry with migrant workers and cross-border commuters
who generate tax revenue without drawing on social benefits. Meanwhile,
Belgium and the Netherlands use prices and incomes policies to hold down
relative production costs and so export unemployment to Germany. The
German government might try to use similar tactics-for example, by relying
on concerted wage restraint to increase competitiveness against the United
States: but the result would be to trigger even more strenuous efforts on the
part of Europe's smaller countries and to reduce the whole of European
domestic consumption.21
Yet for all the defections, European macroeconomic policy coordination
should be considered more a success than a failure. The comparison with the
4, 98 and 99 of the Treaty Establishing the European Community.
'The politics of Europe 200I: adversity and persistence', IndustrialRelationsJournal 33: 5,
pp. 385-7.
'The politics of Europe 2002: flexibility and adjustment', IndustrialRelationsJournal 34: 5,
Dec. 2003, pp. 369-7I.
The Belgian government conceded this asymmetry during the negotiation of the 1993 European
Commission White Paper on competitiveness. Nevertheless, both the Belgians and the Dutch remain
committed to the use of concerted wage moderation in order to sustain cost competitiveness vis-a-vis
their 'major trading partners', meaning Germany. See Commission of the European Communities,
white paper, Growth, competitiveness,employment:the challengesand waysforward into the 21st century, Part C
(Brussels: European Commission, I993), p. 72.

i8 See articles
'9 Erik Jones,
Dec. 2002,
20 Erik Jones,
21
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divisions of the I970os is particularlystriking. When the Bretton Woods system
broke down and the dollar began its wide fluctuations against European
currencies, Europe's different national economies all went in their own
different directions.22 By contrast, the sharp swings in the dollar over the past
few years have been met with much more stability in Europe, and particularly
within the European single currency area. International observers may
complain that Europe is not doing enough to improve its economic performance, but they can hardly hark back to the glory days of the 1970s for support.
Moreover, the reason for this new-found economic stability is not that the EU
member states like multilateral surveillance per se. Given the opportunity,
virtually all the countries of Europe have demonstrated a willingness to break
the rules of economic policy coordination, even if only in spirit. Nevertheless,
these same European countries recognize that multilateral cooperation is more
effective than going it alone, at least in general and over the long haul. The
coalition does not determine the mission; however, in economics at least, most
missions require a coalition response.
The debate about missions and coalitions tends to assume that anyone would
steadfastly adhere to one side or the other. There is precious little evidence to
suggest that is the case. The United States emphasizes flexibility but admits that
cooperation is important. The Europeans emphasize cooperation but with due
regard for flexibility. Striking a balance between these two points of view is a
matter of degrees and not absolutes, of will and not principle.

valuesandexpectations
Capabilities,
Examples drawn from economics may unfairly skew the analysis. To a greater
or lesser extent, every government has access to economic instruments that it
can use to beggar its neighbours, and all governments use them. However,
every government also recognizes the dynamics of interdependence, wherein
retaliatory measures and feedback mechanisms make it impossible to ignore the
actions and reactions of others.23 The distribution of military capabilities is
much less democratic and the dynamics of security interdependence are
perhaps more subtle. Although the world remains a dangerous place, only a
few countries ever confront the necessity to use military force. Fewer still have
substantial armies. Only one country is a superpower.
Within the realm of security, it is possible to imagine a stark contrast between the attitudes of the superpower and the attitudes of those countries that
have little need to resort to the use of force and few resources to do so. Put

22
23

ErikJones, Thepoliticsof economic
andmonetary
union:integration
andidiosyncrasy
(Lanham,MD: Rowman
& Littlefield,2002), pp. 5-7.
Indeed, the classicstatementof the problemwas written to informUS policy-makersof the necessity
for cooperatingwith their Europeancounterparts.See RichardCooper, Theeconomics
of interdependence:
economic
in theAtlanticcommunity
(New York: McGraw-Hill, I968).
policymaking
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bluntly, the United States has the resources and the self-confidence to recognize
unipolar moments in the conduct of foreign policy; Europe does not. This is a
principal theme in Robert Kagan's book Of paradiseand power.24Kagan's premise is twofold. First, US security guarantees during the Cold War encouraged
European governments to allow their military abilities to atrophy. As a consequence, 'Europe's military weakness has produced an understandable aversion
to the exercise of military power.' Second, the pattern of European integration
during the post-Second World War era has intensified European reluctance to
use force. 'Whatever its architects may have intended, European integration
has proved to be the enemy of European military power and, indeed, of an
important European global role ... Europe does not see a mission for itself that
requires power. Its mission is to oppose power.'25
Kagan's thesis has attracted a large body of commentary, both critical and
admiring.26 Whatever the judgements reached, all seem to accept that there is
an underlying connection between capabilities and values, and specifically
between the capacity to project force and the willingness to do so. Where they
tend to differ is in their assessment of the nature of power, the direction of
causality and the implications for world order. In synthetic form, the antithesis
of Kagan would run something like this. Military force is not the only or even
the most important source of state power. The atrophy of European military
capabilities reflects and did not cause the desire of Europeans to develop other
resources for power projection. This decision to opt for alternative power
resources was based on a realistic assessment of the threats to national security
in a globalized world. The most pressing problems facing Europe and the
United States may be solved only through cooperative, non-violent intervention. The United States would do well to emulate the European emphasis
on non-military elements in the conduct of foreign policy. Moreover, aside
from the dispute over military power, and particularly over Iraq, the United
States has no greater collection of friends in the world than is to be found on
the other side of the Atlantic. Failure to heed that fact can only make the
United States weaker, not stronger.
This synthetic critique is resonant, particularlygiven the recent tragic turn of
events in Iraq. In response, Kagan has been careful to qualify his position, both
in an afterword to the paperback edition of his book and in a subsequent essay
in ForeignAffairs.27The thrust of this qualification, and the emerging consensus
in the debate, is that the United States should temper its own urges to act
unilaterally-both because it will not succeed and because it may engender
Robert Kagan,Of paradiseandpower:AmericaandEuropein thenewworldorder(New York: Knopf, 2003).
The citationis takenfrom the essaythat launchedthe volume. See Robert Kagan,'Power and
weakness',PolicyReviewI I 3, June 2002, http://www.policyreview.org/JUNo2/kagan_print.html.
26
See e.g. Cox, 'Commentary',pp. 523-32; David P. Calleo, 'Power, wealth and wisdom', TheNational
Interest72, Summer2003, pp. 5-15; Philip Gordon, 'Bridgingthe Atlanticdivide', ForeignAffairs82: I,
Jan.-Feb. 2003, pp. 70-83; TonyJudt, 'Americaand the world', New YorkReviewof Books50: 6, IO
of nations:orderandchaosin thetwenty-first
April 2003, pp. 28-3 I. See also Robert Cooper, Thebreaking
century(New York: AtlanticMonthly Press,2003), pp. 155-72.
27 Robert Kagan,'America'scrisisof legitimacy',ForeignAffairs83: 2, March-April2004, pp. 65-87.
24

25
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reactions that are ultimately harmful both to the United States and to the
world.28 By implication, irrespective of the superpower status of the United
States, the dynamics of interdependence are no more subtle for security than
for economics.
Yet for all the commentary surrounding Kagan's thesis, there is more to the
transatlanticrelationship than just power and weakness. Indeed, the argument
about capabilities and values is misleading. It focuses too much attention on the
preponderance of American military might and it exaggerates European
military weakness. Moreover, much of the debate about the Kagan thesis has
taken place within the context of US foreign policy analysis, where the link
between capabilities and values is almost self-evident. By contrast, relatively
few commentators have considered the notion of Europe that is implicit in
Kagan's argument. Even fewer have made the connection between the Kagan
thesis and the analysis of European foreign policy.29
The notion of Europe is important because it is such an obvious source of
confusion across the Atlantic. Foreign policy analysts in the United States refer
to the European Union as 'Europe' in the same casual manner that they refer to
the United States of America as 'America'. However, such aggregation does
injustice to the many and deep divisions between European states, particularly
in the matter of foreign and security policy. Within Europe, there is less
interest in the link between capabilities and values and more interest in the
problem of expectations.30 Which countries should be expected to contribute
to the EU's common foreign and security policy (CFSP), which will sit on the
sidelines, and which will obstruct progress? How are the different coalitions of
member states likely to change from one policy area to the next? Should the
EU become involved only when all member states are in agreement, or should
smaller groups have the right to resort to 'enhanced cooperation'? Such
questions are anything but idle. Indeed, they express at the European level
precisely those concerns that the debate about missions and coalitions addresses
in the transatlanticrelationship.
Any consideration of a European CFSP makes it obvious that the relationship between capabilities and values is country-specific. To begin with, Europe
is home to a number of self-proclaimed neutral countries. Among the neutrals,
Sweden presents an anomaly for any general claim about the link between
capabilities and values. Sweden spends relatively heavily in order to assure its
neutrality, while Austria, Finland, Ireland and Switzerland do not. In fact,
Sweden falls just behind Greece in the world rankings for defence outlays,
despite the fact that Greece is a non-neutral member of NATO and despite the

28

See also CharlesKupchan,'The rise of Europe,America'schanginginternationalism,and the end of US
I I8: 2, 2003, pp. 225-8.
primacy',PoliticalScienceQuarterly
29 For a notableexception, see Calleo, 'Power, wealth and wisdom', pp. I
1-I4.
30The following paragraphs
were influencedstronglyby ChristopherHill's analysisof the 'capabilityexpectationsgap' in Europe. See ChristopherHill, 'The capability-expectationsgap, or conceptualizing
Europe'sinternationalrole',Journalof CommonMarketStudies3I: 3, Sept. 1993, pp. 305-28.
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continuing tensions between Greece and Turkey.3' The Swedish military also
participates in a wide range of peacekeeping operations around the globe. The
official explanation is that 'Active participation in peacekeeping operations is a
way for Sweden to underscore its opposition to war and violence and its
interest in international peace and human rights.'32
Germany is an anomaly as well. The early history of European integration is
littered with suspicions that Germany would reassert its aggressive tendencies,
despite having been decisively defeated in the Second World War, with all the
humiliation, destruction and disarmament that such defeat involved. The bellicose attitudes of the Germans were assumed to exist independently of the
capabilities of the German state. Indeed, belief in the persistence of German
martial values explains why many postwar politicians in Europe believed
Germany should never be given both the autonomy and the ability to wage
war. The solution of the 950os was to bind Germany within European
institutions. Hence, for example, Article 2 of the protocol used to modify the
Brussels Treaty Organization into a Western European Union leads off with
the following amendment: 'The sub-paragraph of the preamble to the Treaty:
"to take such steps as may be held necessary in the event of renewal by
Germany of a policy of aggression" shall be modified to read: "to promote the
unity and to encourage the progressive integration of Europe".'33
European integration exists, at least in part, because the relationship between
capabilitiesand values is-or is perceived to be-different for different countries.
European institutions are intended to lock down expectations. In this way, and
where vital interests are at stake, Europeans are willing to let the coalition determine the mission. The security commitment written into the I948 Brussels
Treaty (and underpinning the WEU) is much stronger than that written into
the 1949 Treaty of Washington (which underpins NATO). In the event of'an
armed attack', WEU allies 'will ... afford ... all the military and other aid and
assistance in their power'. Meanwhile, a NATO ally 'will assist ... by taking ...
such action as it deems necessary, including the use of armed force'.34 An
alliance with the United States may afford its members the luxury of allowing
differences in either values or capabilities to result in differences in
expectations. An alliance of only Europeans cannot.

3

Of course, it should be admittedthat Greece spendsroughlytwice as much as Sweden when measured
as a ratioof GDP. However, this still does not explainthe rough comparabilitybetween the two
countriesin absoluteterms,nor does it eliminatethe disparitybetween Sweden and, among others,
Finland.The dataare takenfromJeffreyChamberlain,Comparisons
of US andforeignmilitaryspending:
datafromselected
publicsources,CRS Report for CongressRL 32209 (WashingtonDC: Libraryof
Congress,28 Jan. 2004).
32 http://www.sweden.se/templates/FactSheet
4I73.asp#3.
33 The text of the I954 Parisagreementsis availableonline from the officialwebsite of the WEU, http://
www.weu.int.
34 The Treatyof Brusselsis availableat http://www.weu.int. The Treatyof Washingtonis availableat
http://www.nato.int/docu/basictxt/treaty.htm.
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However, this institutionalized notion of Europe loses cohesion once vital
interests are no longer at stake.35 At the same time, the composition of European coalitions becomes more flexible and mission-specific. Obviously, such
flexibility has important implications for the effectiveness of European security
operations and the efficiency of European military procurement.36 Europeans
have proved to be extremely reluctant to strengthen their joint capabilities.
Instead, the predominant strategy for EU member states has been to try to
manage expectations both with respect to each other and with respect to third
parties. The emphasis in CFSP is on the 'common', and the elaboration of a
European security and defence identity (ESDI) is logically prior to any
discussion of a European security and defence policy (ESDP). Within this
context, there is less danger that Europe will be unable to secure its objectives
in the world than there is that 'Europe' will fail to materialize while the rest of
the world is waiting for it to act.
The internal weakness of 'Europe' implies that some European countries
may have to act alone or in concert with non-European powers if they are to
achieve their foreign and security policy objectives. It also implies that there
will be times when some countries side with the United States while others do
not. Finally, it implies that the United States may have to deal alternately with
individual member states and with the European Union when it reaches out to
its European allies. Even as the United States releams the importance of cooperation, Europeans must acknowledge that such cooperation can only be flexible.
What matters is not just capabilities and values, but expectations as well.

andtheruleof law
Leadership,
legitimacy
Most polarized depictions of the debate about transatlantic relations are misleading. No one outside the narrow group of ardent neo-conservatives has
seriously argued that the United States should not seek allies. Likewise, very
few voices in Europe have claimed that the United States is beyond
redemption or that the Atlantic alliance is beyond repair.37The real issue was
never whether there should be cooperation; nor is it whether the cooperation
should be flexible. Rather, it is over who leads and who follows. It is about
how leadership is justified. And it is about the rules for determining whether a
given act of leadership is just.

35And it breaksdown altogetherwhen it clasheswith vital, or even relativelyimportant,nationalinterests,
as discussedabove.
36 See Cooper, Thebreaking
of nations,pp. 157-8; AndrewD. James,'The defenseindustryand
a Europeanperspective',in Daniel S. Hamilton,ed., Transatlantic
transformation:
transformations:
NA TO for the21st century(WashingtonDC: Center for TransatlanticRelations,Johns Hopkins
equipping
University, 2004), p. I75.
37 This is not to say that there was not vitriol on either side. For two perspectiveson the mutual

antagonismin the presentcrisis,see Timothy GartonAsh, 'Anti-Europeanismin America',New York
Reviewof Books50: 2, 13 Feb. 2003, pp. 32-4; TonyJudt, 'Anti-Americansabroad',New YorkReviewof
Books50: 7, i May 2003, pp. 24-7.
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Once again, the master phrase-maker is US Defense Secretary Donald
Rumsfeld. His suggestion that Europe be divided into 'old' and 'new' surged
through political debates on the continent like a jolt of electricity. Yet viewed
in context, the comment is much less an allusion to west European decadence
than it is a complaint about the refusal of Europe to follow the lead of the
United States:
Question:Sir, a questionabout the mood among Europeanallies ... If you look at, for
example,France,Germany... it seemsthata lot of Europeansrathergive the benefitof
the doubt to SaddamHussein than PresidentGeorge Bush.
Rumsfeld:Now, we rarelyfind unanimityin the world. I was ambassadorto NATO,
and I-when we would go in and make a proposal,there wouldn't be unanimity ...
And, by golly, I found that ... if there'sleadershipand if you're right, and if your facts
are persuasive,Europe responds.And they alwayshave ... Now, you're thinking of
Europe as Germanyand France.I don't. I think that'sold Europe. If you look at the
entire NATO Europe today, the center of gravityis shiftingto the east.And there are
a lot of new members... Germanyhasbeen a problem,andFrancehasbeen a problem.38
Rumsfeld's frustrationis palpable. When the United States used to lead, Europe
used to follow. Now that is no longer the case. To borrow from Michael Cox,
Europe 'is no longer prepared to be pushed around by the Americans'.39
The debate about declining US leadership has shifted attention away from
military capability and into two different but overlapping areas: 'soft power'
and 'legitimacy'. Meanwhile, the terms have become so laden with meaning
that they have to be introduced in inverted commas. 'Soft power' describes the
vast arrayof resources short of the use of force that states can call upon in order
to achieve their objectives in the international system.4? 'Legitimacy' describes
those attributes of state action that make the exercise of power acceptable to
different groups. The two concepts overlap in so far as states do not have to use
force when they can persuade different groups to accept the legitimacy of state
action. Borrowing from Robert Cooper, 'legitimacy is as much a source of
power as force.'41
The two concepts are different, however, because soft power is a state
endowment while legitimacy is in the eye of the beholder. US policy-makers
can make all the arguments about the legitimacy of their actions that they want.
The strength of such arguments is necessary but insufficient. What matters is
that the arguments are accepted. By implication, the very existence of a conflict
over the legitimacy of US leadership is a problem-not because one side is
right and the other is wrong, but because the two (or many) sides disagree.
38 http://www.dod.mil/transcripts/2003/tOI
232003_tOI
39 Cox,

22sdfpc.html.

'Commentary', p. 531.

40 The classicstatementis Joseph S. Nye Jr, Boundto lead:thechanging
natureof American
power(New York:
Basic Books, I990). However, the notion of'soft power' is as old as the studyof 'international

relations',if not older. See e.g. E. H. Carr,Thetwentyyears'crisis:1919-1939(London:Macmillan,1939),
pp. 97-I34-

41 Cooper, Thebreaking
of nations,p. I67.
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Of the two strands in the debate about leadership, the discussion of
legitimacy is the more important. To be sure, the United States should invest in
soft power resources, just as it should strive to convince other countries and
peoples that its values are worth upholding, that its intentions are honourable,
that its policies are meritorious and that the consequences of its actions are for
the good of all.42 However, the real challenge is to create a framework within
which such resources can be deployed without creating a sense of manipulation, where the pattern of leadership is consistent with the underlying logic of
any claim to legitimacy, and where all parties are more interested in resolving
disagreements than in raising them.
Institutions by themselves are only part of the answer.43 So too is any appeal
to the 'rule of law'. Writers like Anne-Marie Slaughter may be correct to
identify the importance of international legal norms as one of the 'clear, cruel
lessons of Iraq'.44 However, institutions are prone to inertia and international
law is weak. Legitimacy is easier to maintain in a well-institutionalized and
transparent legal order.45 But it is difficult to establish and it is nevertheless
prone to crisis (and abuse). Hence even staunch advocates of the UN system
are wont to admit to the need for US 'participation and leadership'.46
Institutions require leadership and leadership requires institutions. The
alternative is a situation where any use of power gives rise to suspicion, where
state action is its own source of opposition and where the state effectively
consumes its own legitimacy.47
The trick is to strike a balance between leadership and the rule of law, giving
enough transparency and formal equality to bring diverse groups into cooperation while reserving enough freedom of manoeuvre to prevent institutional
sclerosis and to respond to new challenges. Moreover, finding this balance is as
much a part of domestic politics as of international relations. Just like the need
for legitimacy, the need to balance leadership and the rule of law is a universal
requirement.48

Europeans have been struggling with the balance between leadership and
the rule of law for some time, the process taking expression most recently in
the Intergovernmental Conference (IGC) to negotiate a constitutional treaty
for the European Union. Two features of this struggle are particularly striking.
42 See e.g. Joseph S. Nye Jr, 'The Americannationalinterestand globalpublic goods', International
Affairs

78: 2, Spring2002, pp. 233-44.
43 See G. John Ikenberry,Aftervictory:
andtherebuilding
restraint,
institutions,
of orderaftermajorwars
strategic
(Princeton:PrincetonUniversityPress,2001).

44 Anne-MarieSlaughter,'The clear,cruel lessonsof Iraq',FinancialTimes,8 April 2004, p. 15.
45 Anne-MarieSlaughter,'A dangerousmyth', Prospect
95, Feb. 2004, pp. I 1-13. See also Stanley

Hoffmann,'Americagoes backward',New YorkReviewof Books50: 10, 12 June 2003, pp. 74-80.
BrianUrquhart,'World orderand Mr Bush', New YorkReviewof Books50: 15, 9 Oct. 2003, p. I2.
47 This is essentiallywhat many criticsof currentUS policy have accusedthe Bush administrationof doing
in the transatlantic
relationship.See e.g. Ivo H. Daalder,'The end of Atlanticism',Survival45: 2,
Summer2003, pp. 147-66.
48 Much of this conventionalwisdom is expoundedat length in the sociologicalliteratureof the late I960O
and early 1970s. See e.g. TheodoreJ. Lowi, Thepoliticsof disorder
(New York: Norton Library,1971),
pp. I69-85; Michel Crozier, Thestalledsociety(New York: Viking, 1970), pp. 19-36.
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The first is that the member states of the EU are as willing as they are to accept
the constraints of EU law, even when it is inconvenient, and even when the
European Court of Justice rules against them.49 Indeed, such acquiescence in
the European legal order is so pervasive that eyebrows are raised only when it is
withdrawn. The refusal of France and Germany to abide by the stability and
growth pact came as a surprise to most observers, despite the fact that economists had long suggested that sanctions would never be used and despite the
absence of legal force across much of the procedure for handling 'excessive
deficits'.50
The second striking feature is that the member states have had such difficulty
finding agreement on the appropriate formula for weighted majority voting in
the Council of Ministers. This issue has bedevilled every IGC since the signing
of the Maastricht Treaty in 1992. It was the main point of contention behind
the collapse of the Brussels European Council summit of December 2003. And
yet students of European decision-making are quick to point out that the
member states only rarely subject decisions to a vote-even under those procedures which allow for qualified majority voting. The overwhelming ethos in
the Council of Ministers is to strive for consensus rather than to make progress
irrespective of dissent. Given the importance of consensus, the difference between the two formulas on offer at Brussels is not worth bringing down the
constitutional treaty as a whole.5'
The constitutional impasse reached at the end of 2003 reflects the continuing difficulty that Europeans face in finding an appropriate balance between
leadership and the rule of law. German and French insistence on ensuring that
larger countries have greater influence than smaller in the Council of Ministers
is grounded in the need to secure Franco-German leadership in an EU that
includes a large number of much smaller countries. For the smaller countries
themselves, the struggle has been to prevent Europe from becoming a FrancoGerman condominium. Certainly there is nothing new in this pattern of
events.52 The mistake would be to assume that the current tension is only
about the balance between large and small.
The balance of power among member states is important primarily in so far
as it affects the legitimacy of the EU as a whole. And it is that legitimacy which
matters: not any given formula for majority voting per se. France and Germany
may succeed in leading Europe to a constitutional treaty-and, given the
changes of government in Spain and Poland, there is every sign that they will49 See Leslie FriedmanGoldstein,

theEuropeanUnionin comparative
context
Constituting
federalsovereignty:
(Baltimore:Johns Hopkins UniversityPress,2001).
50The EuropeanCommissionhas chosen to challengethis decision before the EuropeanCourt ofJustice.
However, the challengewas basedon proceduralprinciplesand not on the rulesfor excessivedeficits
per se. The ECJ heardargumentsin the springof 2004 and a judgment is expected by the summer.
51 Peter Ludlow made this
point at the SAISBologna Center on 22 April 2004. See also Peter Ludlow,
'Brusselsbreakdown',Prospect
95, Feb. 2004, pp. 38-43; ErikJones, 'Competing modelsfor Europe's
constitutionaldebate:the basics',Journalof European
Affairs2: i, Feb. 2004, pp. 8-I9.
52
ErikJones, 'Smallcountriesand the Franco-Germanrelationship',in PatrickMcCarthy,ed., Franceto cooperate
Germany,1983-1993:thestruggle
(New York: St Martin's,1993), pp. 113-38.
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but they cannot ensure that the outcome is acceptable. Moreover, repeated
insistence on the constitutional significance of the new treaty seems to be making
mattersworse ratherthan better. As British Prime Minister Tony Blair's decision
to call a referendum on the constitutional treaty has revealed, important groups
across the EU fear the implications of a European rule of law as much as if not
more than groups in the United States fear the United Nations.53 As AnneMarie Slaughter suggests, European attachment to legal principles is instrumental and not ideological.54 The ideological voices are almost all to be found
on the other side of the European debate.
If there is a meaningful division between old Europe and new Europe, it is
between the informal leadership of the Franco-German couple in times past
and the more difficult partnershipbetween France and Germany looking to the
future. The need for Franco-German reconciliation no longer provides sufficient legitimation for the creation of European institutions. Instead, European
institutions must play a double role: they must enhance the efficiency of the
Franco-German partnership and they must provide the framework for legitimating Franco-German leadership.55Alternatively, European institutions must
provide a legal order within which large-country leadership is no longer so
necessary for Europe to function or for integration to progress. Neither alternative is going to be easy to bring about.
In this sense at least, the constitutional crisis of Europe is similar in many
respects to the crisis in the transatlantic relationship. Both communities-the
European and the Atlantic-must be accepted as legitimate; both require
leadership; and both are grounded in the rule of law. The difference is that the
tensions within Europe are far greater than those across the Atlantic. The
differences between European countries are more pronounced. And the stakes
are higher. By comparison, the rhetoric about transatlantic crisis is out of all
proportion.

divisions
Deepening
Nevertheless, there is a crisis in transatlantic relations. Indeed, finding an
acceptable formula for cooperation across the Atlantic may be more difficult
now than ever before. To return to the question posed by Lawrence Freedman
in the I98os, there are deeper factors that are severely testing the durability of
the Atlantic alliance. However, these factors have less to do with changes in the
transatlantic relationship than they have to do with changes on either side of
the Atlantic.

53The Britishpressis filled with examplesof oppositionto the constitutionaltreaty.Some of this
oppositionis spillingover into the Americanpressas well. For a representativeexample,see Anthony
Beevor, 'Why Britain should vote "no"', InternationalHerald Tribune, I I May 2004, p. 7.

54Slaughter,'A dangerousmyth'.
55ErikJones, 'Franco-Germaneconomic relations:from exchangeand convergenceto collective action',
in PatrickMcCarthy,ed., France-Germany
in thetwenty-first
century(London:Palgrave,2001), pp. 57-8I.
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Unity and diversity
The contrast between the United States and the European Union as systems for
economic governance is an obvious source of confusion. The newspapers are
quick to report that the two economies are roughly equal in size and that the
euro is a currency to rival the dollar. However, they are slow to explain what
the implications are of having a centralized, federal system on one side of the
Atlantic and a coordinated collection of national governments on the other.
The differences play out in two dimensions: predictability and process.
To begin with, the EU is more dependent on predictability in economic
conditions than is the United States. This is true for the simple reason that
predictability facilitates coordination. So long as the EU member states can
predict what economic conditions will look like, they can plan their separate
policies with an eye to managing the multiple interdependencies and feedback
loops that operate within and across European national borders. When the predictions fail, coordinating a response is difficult. When the failure is more important for some countries than for others, coordination breaks down altogether.
Economists will recognize this argument as a soft version of the concern for
asymmetric shocks in a monetary union. However, the point is not to suggest
that the single European currency will break down. That seems unlikely, and
increasingly so. Rather, the objective is to explain why EU policy-makers are
much more concerned about movements in the dollar than the US policymakers are concerned about movements in the euro. Europeans complained
when the dollar was strong and they complained again when the dollar was
weak. Both times, the complaints fell on deaf ears. Successive US Treasury
secretaries, both Democrat and Republican, simply could not understand the
reason for all the fuss.56
The European Union is also much more deeply committed to reform as a
process than to the achievement of specific results. For example, the Lisbon
Strategy embraces a host of 'processes' designed to make Europe the world's
most competitive economy by 2010. Yet as the March 2004 European Council
summit demonstrated, maintaining the process of reform is the overriding
objective. Moreover, it is an objective that is shared by all member states and all
political parties. Indeed, it was designed to be globally acceptable and broadly
encompassing. The stability and growth pact is more controversial, and yet the
idea of fiscal consolidation as a process also has wide and deep support. Member
states may slip in their commitment and they may experience prolonged
episodes of 'derogation', but they will not renounce the virtues of stable money
or sound finances.
This emphasis on process is not shared by the United States. The alternation
between Democrats and Republicans creates important and intentional discontinuities in the way the US economy is managed. Within this context, the
willingness of the Bush administration to run up huge fiscal deficits is an
56 This argument is adapted from Jones, The politics of economicand monetaryunion, pp.
I23-41.
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obvious source of concern. The United States may lay claim to the world's
richest and most dynamic economy, but such advantages must be nurtured if
they are to be maintained. By neglecting the importance of process in order to
achieve a desired result, Bush appears to be throwing caution to the winds
while at the same time sowing the seeds of future volatility. Moreover, such
volatility threatens not only to undermine the predictions of European economists, but also to challenge the processes of economic policy coordination
more generally.
Finally, as European integration deepens in the economic realm, predictability
and process become more ever more important; and, as a result, the differences
between the EU and the US as continental economic systems increase. So do
the possibilities for misunderstanding and confusion across the Atlantic.

and inattentiveness
Interdependence
Meanwhile the economies of the United States and the European Union
continue to grow together, Americans and Europeans visit each other with
ever-increasing frequency, popular cultures are intermingled, and families are
interspersed and interconnected. It is no secret that globalization and interdependence are most intense among the advanced industrial societies of the
world, and particularlywithin the Atlantic community. The United States and
the European Union may have new and important relationships with other
parts of the globe, but they remain tightly interconnected.
The key difference between the two in this context is that the United States
is evolving into an ever more tightly integrated national culture. It is diverse; it
is multi-ethnic; and yet it is also deeply patriotic and deeply American. The
shock of I I September 2001 and the subsequent 'war on terror' have reinforced
these tendencies. But it did not create them. The deepening of American
culture has been evident for some time, with implications that are both positive
and negative when seen from the outside world.
The European Union, by contrast, is experiencing a resurgence of interest in
preserving national diversity. Moreover, the diversity that is sought in Europe
is not just the quaint folklore of regional festivals. It is deeply grounded in the
reaction to economic insecurity in the West and the recent exit from communist domination in the East. That said, it would be a mistake to regard the
European desire for national and cultural diversity in only negative terms. One
of the huge advantages of the expansion of university exchange programmes,
for example, has been the greater appreciation of the importance of national
difference.
The problem is that it is relatively easy for different Europeans to have an
individual relationship with the United States. It is relatively difficult for
different Americans to understand or appreciate the diversity that is Europe.
From an American perspective, European culture is a jumble of goulash and
pilsner, Bach and Brahms, impressionist art and existentialist literature. Viewed
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from any given national perspective, this jumbled view of Europe translatesas
inattentiveness despite the best of intentions and the closest of relations.
Moreover, it can only grow worse as Europe grows larger. At a popular,
visceral level, the transatlanticrelationship suffers as a result.

Reasonsfor optimism
The debate about the transatlantic relationship is overblown. It is not,
however, unnecessary. Indeed, by building up the rhetoric of crisis, the debate
may actually force both Europeans and Americans to confront problems they
might otherwise prefer not to face.
Consider two recent changes of posture, one American, the other European.
The American change is in relation to the importance of partnership. The US
National Security Strategy published in September 2002 included a whole
chapter on the need to 'develop agendas for cooperative action'. That chapter
is the penultimate in the document, the opening paragraph focuses on
America's leadership role, and the references to NATO seem more a blueprint
for reform than a celebration of achievement. Nevertheless, the chapter does
admit that 'there is little of lasting consequence that the United States can
accomplish in the world without the sustained cooperation of its allies and
friends in Canada and Europe.'57 As the crisis in Iraq deepened, this notion of
partnership became more important. And as the conflict in transatlantic
relations simmered, the rhetoric of partnership came to the fore. Writing in
ForeignAffairs,US Secretary of State Colin Powell made it clear that, 'above all,
the president's strategy is one of partnerships ... Partnership is the watchword
of US strategy in this administration.'58Such rhetoric may be unrepresentative,
and a number of Republicans have accused the Secretary of State of failing to
communicate the President's view accurately, but it remains an important shift
in emphasis nonetheless.59
The European change is in reference to multilateral cooperation. The EU's
strategy document went through a very public drafting, with a preliminary
version presented to the Thessaloniki European Council in June 2003 and a
final version presented at the Brussels European Council the following December. The June draft included a section called 'Strengthening the international
order' that alluded to the importance of'an effective multilateral system'. In the
December draft, 'effective multilateralism' is part of the section title. The new
draft also includes reference to arrangements for sharing NATO assets;it insists
on the need for 'more effective use of resources', and it suggests that 'our aim
should be an effective and balanced partnership with the USA.'6?
57 TheNationalSecurityStrategyof the UnitedStatesofAmerica(WashingtonDC: The White House, Sept.
2002),
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58 Colin L. Powell, 'A strategyof
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59 See
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The crisis in the transatlantic relationship is a crisis of will and not of
principle. And it will be overcome through action and not rhetoric. Looking
beneath the rhetoric, there is some evidence to suggest that the will to overcome the crisis exists. Indeed, Lawrence Freedman may have been right all
along. In reaction to the crises of times past, the United States and Europe may
actually have established a 'more mature relationship', or at least something
resembling one. It is complicated. It is conflictive. And it is often heated. But it
is too important to let go. Understanding this fact should not foster complacency. Rather it should encourage politicians on both sides of the Atlantic
to support the flexibility and cooperation that virtually all parties admit is
necessary to bring the crisis to an end.
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