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The first few months of the Bush presidency have had a mixed reception in
Europe. While the foundations for close and constructiverelationsbetweenthe
United States (US) and the European Union (EU) are strong, many European
policymakers are worried about the overall neo-conservative bent of the Bush
team and its hard- line at ti tude on many for eign policy is sues. The trend that un-
nerves many lead ers and of fi cials across Europe is one of ever- growing “US uni-
lateralism”.

Whether the issue is national missile defence (NMD) and the future of the
Anti-Ballistic Mis sile (ABM) Treaty, or global warm ing and the Kyoto Pro to col, or
even an innocuous proposal by the OECD to clamp down on tax havens and
money laun dering, the Bush team has, so far, dis played a marked in dif fer ence, if
not outright hostility, towards international agreements that the Europeans con-
siderim por tant. In stead the em phasisis onthe needtoup hold US free dom of ma-
noeu vre and erode those con straints which the US finds both er some. Even among
America’s mostloyal sup portersthereisaconcernthatunder George W. Bush the
USisin creas ingly en gag ing with the rest of the world on its own terms.

Europe’spolitical class of course under stands thatitis fartoo earlyto make a
definitejudge mentontheim pactofthe Bushvictoryontransatlantic coop eration.
It always takes a while for a new administration to settle in and find its rhythm.
Many Euro pe ans hope that, with the pas sage of time, some of Bush’s plans will be
modified so that they become more acceptable. And it is also true that a lot will

1 Thisarticleis based on“Unilateral America, Lightweight Europe? Man ag ing di ver gence intrans at
lan tic for eign pol icy”, pub lished by the CER in Feb ru ary 2001; an Ital ian ver sion drawn from the
same ar ti cle ap peared in the no. 2-3 2001 is sue of EuropaEurope.
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depend on the relative influence of people such as Colin Powell (Secretary of
State) and Robert Zoellick (US Trade Representative), whoare moreinclinedto
pay attention to the views of America’s allies than other power brokers such as
Dick Cheney (Vice President) and Don ald Rumsfeld (De fense Secretary). Buton
the whole, there is a marked sense of un ease on whether Euro pe ans and Ameri-
cans will continue to have a shared world outlook and a common approach to
“global governance” (that is, the efforts by governments, international organisa
tionsand non-governmental organisationsto managetheinternational systemas
such).

While it is clear that Bush will pursue differentpriorities and strate giesthan
Clin ton did, itis quite wrong to ar gue that US- European di ver gences started with
him as sum ing of fice. Af ter all, there has been for years a sense of driftin trans at-
lantic cooperation on foreign policy, particularly regarding issues outside the
European arena. The start of this gradual divergence can be traced back to the
end of the Cold War, but it seems to have acceleratedsince the mid-1990s.

In recent years, Europeans have been mildly sceptical, and sometimes
deeply an noyed, by US pol icy on “rogue states” (such as Iraq, Iran and North Ko-
rea); the pro pen sity of Con gressto use eco nomic sanctions es pe cially when they
includeil le gal extra- territorial pro vi sions; or the pro- Israeli bias in its Mid dle East
strat egy, to name only a few is sues.

US policymakers, meanwhile, have their own set of frustrations. They are
concerned, and some times dis mayed, atsome Euro pean actions—or, more of ten,
the perceivedlackthereof: the EU countries’ distinctly under- whelming mili tary ca-
pabilities, and their continued reluctance to agree to a more equitable “burden-
sharing”; Europe’sendemicinabil ity to over comeitsdip lo maticinco herence and
turn the EU’s Com mon For eign and Se cu rity Policy (CFSP) into some thing credi-
bleand meaningful;theinexcusable foot-draggingon EU enlarge ment; afre quent
indulgenceinprovincialism, ondis play forin stance dur ing the Asian fi nan cial cri-
sisof1998 orinthe EU’s currentre luctance tothink about se curity problemsinthe
Persian Gulf or in Northeast Asia; and the sanctimonious grandstanding from
Europeansontopicsthatthe USdeemsunsuitablefortransatlanticdialogue, such
as the death penalty.

Putto gether, these di ver gences amount to quite a list. Itis im por tant to view
them in the context of the very close and productive relations that Europe and
Americacontinuetoenjoyacrossavarietyofpolicyareas. Butitisnousedenying
thatthese dif fer ences have in creased inim por tance.

The pointofthisarticleistolookatsomeim portantchangesin US foreign pol-
icy that have taken place dur ing the last dec ade and as sess what they mean for
transatlantic cooperation. Equally important are the policy prescriptions on how
the diver gences can be man aged, or atleast how their harm ful ef fects can be mini-
mised. Itwould be mislead ing to sug gestthat Europe and America are head ing for
apo liticaldivorce. Butifthe trans atlantic partnershipistoendure andthrive, lead
ers, of fi cials and out sid ers will need to tackle these dis agree ments head on.
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A new climate of opinion in Washington

To asses whether some of the trends in US for eign pol icy that have proved prob-
lematic for Europe in re cent years will con tinue, or even worsen un der Bush, it is
necessary to “deconstruct” the catch-all concept of “US unilateralism”. Upon
closerin spectionitap pears that three fac tors have shaped a new cli mate of opin-
ioninWashington:theriseof CongressinUSforeignpolicy making;theweakening
US commitment to multilateral regimes; and the trend towards spending more
money on defence but less on non-military instruments of diplomacy. It is worth
analysing each of these three ele ments in greater de tail.

TheincreasedimportanceofCongressinUSforeignpolicy making

Congress hasinthelastdec ade mark edlyincreaseditsin fluence overthe conduct
of American foreign policy. The principal reason is that the end of the Cold War
hasless enedtheim perative toframe a bipartisan ap proach, with vo cal minorities
and spe cial in ter ests now of ten in the lead on many for eign policy is sues.

The ideological orientation and broader outlook of Congress have thus be-
comeincreasinglyim portant. More of ten than not, Con gress has used its growing
stature to push US policy in a more confrontational, unilateral direction (see the
votes and attitude of Congress on UN contributions, the International Criminal
Court or the extra- territorial pro vi sions of the Helms- Burton and D’A mato Acts).

Arguably the high point of Congressional unilateralism was the rejection of
the Com pre hen sive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) in late 1999. The cava lier man ner in
which Congress debated and voted on the CTBT unnerved many in Europe and
created a lot of mistrust. Even The Economist, hardly the voice of the anti-
American left in Europe, wrote a harsh but poignant leader: “If America refuses
mul ti lat eral en gage ments, it may be bliss fully free; but it will also be alone. It will
be aleader with no one to lead, in aworld made un sta ble by its very iso la tion. This
issov ereignty all right. Buta su per power should be big ger and wiser than that.”?

While Republicans have fought hard to cut for eign af fairs fund ing and have
often resisted the principles of multilateral global governance, many Democrats
have frustrated Clinton’s attemptsto getfast- track authority forinternational trade
agree ments. There fore Congress menand women in both parties have for eign pol
icy inclinationsthatare problem atic for Europe.

From a Euro pean point of view the prob lemis two fold. First, itis the uni lat eral
mood in Con gress as such. For many Con gress men and women the in ter national
ramifications oftheiractions, orthe opinionsof US al lies, are little more than an af-
terthought. But sec ond and equally im por tantis the grow ing di vide in for eign pol-
icy out look be tween the White House and Capi tol Hill. Too of tenin re cent years,
the ad mini stration has failed to en gage the dif ficultmembers of Con gress earlyon
and in a sustained way. Too often it has refused to spend political energy and

2 The Econo mist, 22 Oc to ber 1999.
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capitaltoovercome Congressionalunilateralismorobstructionism.

Hope fully Bushwillunder stand the need for atruly bi partisonap proach to for-
eign policymaking. If so, this could reduce the pernicious party-political games
that beset US foreign policy under Clinton. But the Europeans, both at the
member- state and the EU level, also need to step up their ef forts to en hance the
representationof their views and in ter ests on Capitol Hill. In con crete terms, this
means greater and more con certed at tempts to ex plain Euro pean view pointstoin-
fluential Congress menandwomen and, particularly, those Senatorswhofocuson
foreign affairs.

Finally, the Europeans should stress to their counterparts in the executive
branch that they ex pect them to en sure that com mit ments en tered into will be up-
held. Americans who urge Euro pe ans to take on theirdo mestic opinion and par lia-
mentary opposition for the greater good of Atlantic cohesion — for instance over
defence spending or genetically-modified organisms - should realise that this
type of political en gage mentis needed on both sides of the At lan tic.

A weakening commitment to multilateral regimes

The second —and closely re lated —trend in US for eign pol icy that causes con cern
inall Euro pean capitalsis aperceivedreductioninthe US com mit mentto pursue
itsobjectivesthroughinternationalorganisationsand multilateralfora. The careful
construction of a rule-based international system is the goal of many European
governments and of the EU’s CFSP. But America is displaying increasing wari-
ness and re sistance —atrendthatis beingreinforced under Bush.

It is important to underline that European preferences are not merely the
productoftheirown, successful,experience ofmultilateralgovernance (the EUis,
in es sence, all about sub jecting inter- state re lations to the rule of law). But Eu ro-
pe’'ssup portformultilateralre gimesisactuallythe consequence ofadeepercon-
viction that most of the world’s problems — ranging from security threats to
economicinstabilitytoenvironmentaldegradation—canalmostalwaysbe solved
only through robust multilateralefforts. Most prob lems on the global agenda are
too com plex and too per sis tent for one coun try to solve alone.

The “black- list” of Ameri can po si tions and de ci sions that have caused Euro-
peandisap pointmentiswellknown. Theyinclude America’s broaderattitude tothe
UN and its functional organisations. Many Europeans are also dismayed at the
way in which the UN has been poli ti cised, and they too worry about the lack of ef-
fec tive ness of many of its pro grammes. But they also know that the UN is only as
strong as its members want it to be. Without exception, European governments
are convinced ofthe need for UN in volve mentto tackle many pressing global prob-
lems. Asaresult, they are deeply com mitted to UN re form. By con trast, the US at ti-
tude to the UN is of ten close to dis dain while the sin cer ity of its at ti tude to wards
UN reform is subject to doubt. Curiously, even the International Monetary Fund
(IMF) — an organisation in which American influenceisexceptionallygreat—has
become unpopular in leading Republicancircles.
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The weakening US com mit mentto global governance has been mostvividly
demonstrated by its attitude to various international treaties. In recent years the
US has not signed, or the US Senate has refused to ratify, several important
agree ments (in ad di tion to the CTBT):

The Kyoto Proto colon globalwarming. Notonly hasthe Sen ate re fused to rat-
ify the Proto col, butthe hard-line US ne gotiating stance during the follow- up
conference in the Hague in Oc to ber 2000 has been widely seen as the main
rea son for the fail ure to reach an agree ment. Worse yet, in March 2001 Bush
stunned his allieswhen he an nounced his de cision to sim ply with draw the US
from the Kyoto negotiationswithout, so far, offeringanycrediblealternative
on how to com bat global warming.

The Treaty Estab lishing the Inter national Criminal Court (ICC). In 1998, 180
countries, including the US, supported in principle the creation of such a
court. Butin the end, and de spite ma jor con ces sions of fered by the other ne-
gotiating countries to allay US concerns, the US delegation was one of the
seven coun tries not to sign the fi nal treaty. The other coun tries were Is rael,
Libya, Iraqg, China, Qatar and Sudan. In De cem ber 2000, President Clin ton at
long last signed the treaty. But because the administration prevaricated so
long and had not lobbied in its last two years on behalf of the treaty, the
chances of ratificationare nil.

The Land Mine Treaty. In 1997, following a groundswell of public concern
over the ef fects of anti- personnel mines in civil wars in Af rica, Asia and else-
where, a treaty was sighed that banned their use. Alone among its al lies, but
together with Rus sia and China, the US re fused to sign.

The ABM Treaty could well be the next vic tim of the grow ing US dis like of in-
ter nationaltreaties. Itis highly likely that to pro ceed with its am bi tious mis sile de-
fence plans, the Bush ad mini stration willmove be yond the con straints of the ABM
Treaty. And while most Europeans recognise that the ABM cannot survive in its
pres entform, they also agree that some in ter na tion ally agreed limit upon mis sile
defence systems is needed. They also stress that NMD should be developed
along side, and not as a sub sti tute of, other non- proliferation ef forts. By con trast,
the Bush team seems unconvinced about the merits of such a treaty-based ap-
proach.

Ever less money for diplomacy, ever more for defence

The third trend that leaves Euro pe ans scratch ing their heads is the Ameri can will-
ingness to let the sums available for diplomacy and preventive action dwindle
year-on-year while spending ever more money on defence. A country’s budget,
like that of a company or an individual, reflects its priorities. Even America’s
strong estsup portersin Europe are con cerned aboutthe growing gap be tween the
financial resources for “soft se curity” (awide-ranging cate gory in cluding civil re-
construction, mine-clearing,technicalassistance,policeandjudicialtraining,and
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debtre lief) and the money spent on “hard se cu rity” (such as mili tary salaries and
hardware).

Some figurescanillustrate the changesin US funding priorities. The per cent-
age of the US federal budget devoted to international affairs excluding defence
spend ing —the so- called “150 Ac count” — has been de clining for dec ades. “In the
1960s, the 150 Ac count made up 4 per cent of the fed eral budget; in the 1970s, it
av er aged about 2 per cent; dur ing the first half of the 1990s, it went down to 1 per
cent.”® The development and humanitarian aid budget has been hit particularly
hard. The US government spends just $10.4 billion a year — a meagre 0.11 per
cent of GDP — on development aid, compared with an OECD av erage of 0.3 per
cent of GDP.

Other non- military spending has been cutas well. Con gress has made se vere
cuts in the funding for multilateral developments banks (around 40 per cent, or
$700 mil lion, since 1995); it has re duced the fund ing for nu clear non- proliferation
ef fortsin clud ing the Safe guard pro gramme in the former Soviet Union; and it has
slashed family planning programmes by attaching anti-abortion clauses. Even
fund ing for the IMF has been dif fi cult to get through Con gress.

The last For eign Op erations Bill, passed in July 2000 by the House and Sen-
ate, con firmed this trend. The to tal funds author ised, $20 bil lion, were 40 per cent
below what America spent on non-military security pro grammes in 1984, and $2
bil lion be low what the ad mini stration had re quested. And while Con gress slashed
ahostof de vel op ment aid and other soft se cu rity pro grammes, itadded $5 bil lion
extrade fence spending, ontop of the $300 bil lion al ready al lo cated, for proj ects
that even the Pen ta gon had said it did not need.

Mean while, the gap in de fence spend ing be tween the US and all other coun-
tries is widening every year. While both Republicans and Democrats stress that
Amer ica should not be the world’s po lice man, they vote for ever more sums to be
spent on the military, lead ing to what might be called a “de fence over kill”.* Such is
the overwhelming nature of US mili tary su prem acy that the coun try spends more
than the next nine countries combined.

Not only Europeans, but many Americans have signalled their unhappiness
with this state of af fairs. Ellen Frost of the In stitute for Inter national Economics has
sharply criti cised the fact that “Over time, US for eign aid has shrunk to piti ful pro-
portions.”™ Re gard ing the cuts in the State De part ment’s budget, she added: “The
Department’stroublesre flectwide spread Congressionalcontemptfordiplomacy
and the so- called ‘pin -striped cookie -pushers’ who prac tice it. Its budget is grossly

3 R. Gard ner, “The One Per cent So lu tion. Shirk ing the Cost of World Lead er ship”, Foreign Affairs,
July- August2000.

4 J. Lindley- French, Lead ing Alone or Act ing To gether? The Trans at lan tic Se cu rity Agenda for the
next US Presi dency (Paris: WEU In sti tute for Se cu rity Stud ies, Sep tem ber 2000).

5 E.Frost,“The Trans atlantic Relation ship: AViewfrom Washington”, Dis cus sion Paper forthe Con-
ference on EU- US Re lations, Uni ver sity of Geor gia, April 2000.



STEVEN EVERTS

in ade quate; what few in cre ments that have drib bled into it are de voted to en hanc-
ing the physicalsecurityofembassies.”

Four additional elements make this growing imbalance more problematic
fromaEuropean perspective. First, thereisabroad consensusamongEurope’s
foreign policy ex pertsthatthe big gestchallenge facing the westernworld is how
to deal with the dis or der of “failed states”, whether they are in Europe, the Cau-
casus, Africaorelsewhere. Itisclearthattheensuingpollitical, economic and se-
curity problems can only be dealt with by using avari ety oftools and a mix ture of
national and multinational efforts. Few analysts believe that limiting these to
hard security tools will suffice to maintain peace and restore order. Having a
well- equipped armyis use ful if one wantstore pel anIraqi- style at tack on Ku wait
or wage a Kosovo- type air cam paign. But with out also us ing other for eign policy
means, it will be of little help in dealing with the instability in the Balkans, let
alone in Africa.

Secondly, while Europe has in the past overplayed the virtues of being a
civilpower, itis—atlong last—try ing torem edy thisim bal ance through its ef forts
to construct a real European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP). At the Hel-
sinkisum mitof 1999, EU lead ers pledged their com mit mentto setup a Rapid Re-
ac tion Force of 60,000 troops and to be able to sus tain that de ploy ment for one
year. Not only are EU countriesengagedinaseriousexercisetoenhancetheir
power-projectioncapabilities, but eight EU countries have also increased their
de fence budg ets for 2001.6 Thus, while the Euro pe ans are try ing to en sure that
their for eign poli cies can draw upon a full range of tools, the same can not be said
of the US.

Thirdly, there is a risk that this imbalanceinfinancialprioritiesisexacerbat
ingtrans atlantic divergencesinworld outlook. Itis no sur prise thatthe American
preference formilitary spendingislinkedto particularideas onwhatare the great-
estse curity threats. High eston America’s listare prob lems, such as bal lis tic mis-
sileproliferation,thatseemmostame nabletomilitaryandtechnologicalsolutions.
Quite the opposite for the Europeans. They are most worried about organised
crime, migration and environmental devastation, issues that have a greater
chance of being solved by political engagement and huge sums of money. The
caricature of both sides is reminiscent of the saying “if the only instrument you
have is a ham mer, all your prob lems start look ing like a nail”.

Finally, the vastin creases in de fence spend ing are linked to an ever- greater
reluctance to deploy ground forces, particularly for Kosovo-style peacekeeping-
plus-reconstruction op erations. George Bush, CondaleezzaRiceand Colin Powell
have all argued thatthe US should be come more se lec tive introop de ploy ments
be cause Americais notthe world’'s “911”. The im plication is that the US should fo-
cus on “full spec trum war fight ing” while “lesser tasks” such as peacekeep ing and
reconstruction will be left to the Europeans and others. But as Flora Lewis has

6 G.Andréani, C.Bertramand C. Grant, “Euro pe’s Military Revo lu tion (London, CER, March 2001).
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pointed out: “Thereisapeculiarcontradictioninthe argu mentthatoverwhelming
strength is es sential but that Ameri can forces should not be used to pac ify trou ble
spots around the world unless American nationalinter ests (which are notde fined)
are clearly involved. A policy of spend but don’t send may serve some sec tional in-
ter ests, but it doesn’t ad dress the nation’s needs in a trou bled world.””

For all these rea sons both sides of the At lan tic should en sure that ade quate
fund ing ex ists for the full range of tools that states can draw on to sup port their for-
eign policy. Ac cord ingly, it would be help ful both for At lan tic unity per se and for
the Alliance’s ability totackle global problemsifthe USre dressedtheimbalancein
funding priorities. Sim ply put: more money has to go to soft se curity inthe US (just
as Europe has to do more on hard security).

Unfortunately, Bush is unlikely to reverse this trend. It is clear that Bush is
deeplysuspiciousofspendingondebtrelief, post- conflictre con struction, the fight
againstinfectious dis eases, or other newis sues onthe global agenda. In stead, he
and his advisors emphasise that they would like to see US foreign policy redi
rectedtowardsdefending US “strate gicinterests”.

Don ald Rums feld hasin di cated that he ex pects afurtherincreaseinthe Pen-
tagon’s budget. But such a rise in defence spending is not what America needs
right now. The best hope, from a Euro pean per spec tive, is the ap point ment of Co-
lin Pow ell. Per haps be cause of his military back ground, Pow ell could use his con-
siderable standing in Washington to reverse the decline in funds for diplomacy,
mul tilat eral ef forts and soft se curity tools. Pow ell has stated hisintentions notjust
toreinvigoratethedemoralised State De partmentand stemthedeclineinitsin flu-
ence, but also to achieve a sig nifi cantrise in its budget. EU mem bers and the Un-
ion’s of ficials should strongly sup portthis efforttore dresstheimbal ance be tween
hard and soft security spending.

The irony is of course that of all coun tries in the world, the US — be cause of
the pow erfulattractionthatitrepre sentsasapoliticalideaand model—isarguably
best placedto de ploy “soft power”. But be cause of a warped sense of fi nan cial pri-
orities, this potential is heavilyunder-used.

Evaluation: where does this leave Europe?

Itis clear that a new cli mate of opin ion has emerged in Wash ing ton and that hu-
mility is not its hallmark, despite George W. Bush’s assertions to the contrary.
The loud est voices of this school can be found in Con gress —al though itsin flu-
ence is not restricted to Capitol Hill. “Unilateralist” is the best term to describe
this group. When thinking aboutfor eign policy, theirem phasisison maintaining
USsuperiorityandsovereignty. Theyarescepticalof multilateralfora, legalcon
ven tions and in ter national norms. They strongly pre fer spend ing on de fence to
any othertype ofinternational spending. Theyalsotendto casttheinternational

7 InternationalHerald Tribune, 15 Sep tem ber 2000.
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de bateinanadversarialway. Andthey are often scorn ful of the contribu tions that
other countries, includingthe Euro pean al lies, make to the main te nance of global
orderandstability. The endre sultisnotisolationismbutunilateralism. Both Euro-
peans and many Americans are worried.

Two ad di tional points need to be made. First, itis true that quar rel ling among
European and Americans is nothing new. They have been doing it for decades.
Nonetheless, the Alliance has endured and thrived. Butthis counterargumentfails
to ac knowl edge that the cur rentdi ver gences are dif fer entin kind, if notin number.
Un like dur ing the Cold War, when the Euro pe ans ar gued — some times fiercely —
with the Ameri cans over nu clear strat egy or how tough to be on the So viet Union,
to day both sides are quar rel ling over the im por tance of rules and norms when it
comes to managing the international system.

Second, Europeansshouldap proachthistopicfromapositive and con struc-
tive angle. Simply complaining about US unilateralism and emphasising Euro-
pean virtuousness may have the short-lived effect of making Europeans feel
good about them selves, butitis un likely to shift Ameri can think ing or mod ify US
be haviour. Instead, itislikelyto sour EU-USrelations, and thatinturn will have a
negative ef fect on the abil ity of Euro pe ans and Ameri cans to tackle global prob-
lems together.

The best solution for European Atlanticists is to ensure that Europe’s own
performance in foreign and security policy improves. Moreover, the Europeans
need to support the multilateralists in America — of which there are still a large
number. Toas surethatthe multilateralistssuc ceedintheirbattle withthe unilater-
alists, the Euro pe ans needto de vise a care ful strategy high lighting both the costs
of US detach mentandthe benefitsofacting multilaterally.

Look ing at the costs, one of the many ar gu ments that the Euro pe ans should
useisthatbyits self- exclusion, the US has lostthe op por tu nity to shape the nature
and functioning of various global re gimes. And since the US of ten does ac ceptand
live up to the re quire ments of cer tain treaties, it might as well for mally ac cede to
them, thus also gain ing the bene fits of veri fi cation. Forin stance, in the case of the
CTBT, the Clinton ad mini stration and also President Bush have de cided to ad here
toamoratoriumonnucleartesting. Butbe cause of the unilateral nature of this de-
ci sion, it does not bind oth ers — mor ally or le gally.

The Euro pe ans also need to con vey to the Ameri cans the bene fits, to Wash-
ing ton, of stay ing within mul tilat eral frame works. This not just be cause the Ameri-
canswillalsovalue the constructionofarule-basedinternational systemwhenthe
current“unipo larmo ment” ends. Rather, the Euro pe ans need to stress that Amer-
icacanlook for ward to anin crease in the ef fec tive ness of its poli cies if it pur sues
them with the active sup portof the Euro pean al lies. And enlisting thatsup portisin
turn dependent on curbing America’sunilateralistinclinations.

Suggestionsontheway forward

It is clear that be low the sur face of in di vid ual dis agree ments — over lev els of de-
fence spending, the wisdom of proceeding precipitously with NMD and various —=
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trade dis putes—lies adeeper, more funda mental divergence overthe organising
principles of the post- Cold War world. It is es sen tially a de bate about the im por-
tance ofrules, norms andin stitutionsintheinter national system. While acon ver-
gence of views on global governance is highly desirable, it is unlikely to come
about soon. Hence, caution and per se ver ance should be the watch words. Still, a
numberofpolicyrecommendationscanbeidentified:

What the Europeans need to do:

The EuropeanUnionshouldexplicitlyrecognisethatmultilateralisingthe US
is one of its key foreign policy priorities forthe comingyears. Indis cus sions
with their American counterparts, the Europeans must constantly reiterate
the benefitstothe US of sup porting globalre gimes: stayingin side multilateral
frameworksisalmostalwaysnecessarytoensure policysuccess(multilater
alismis a means to suc cess, not a goal in it self); and Amer ica will also need
strong and effective international regimes once the unipolar moment has
passed.

One of the best ways for Europe to make an im pact on US think ing is to move
from strategic irrelevance to helpful partner. Europeans who clamour for
more equal ity should re al ise that this re quires Europe to raise its game in for-
eign policy — in particular by making greater efforts to match words with
deeds. For example, when Europeans talk excitedly about European de-
fence, they should en sure that the out come will not be an other false dawn but
a meaningful increase in militarycapabilities and effective decision-making
procedures. Only on this basis can a global partnership with the US come
about. Conversely, the Euro pe ans can and should stress that this part ner ship
will only work if the Ameri cans agree to genu ine and early con sul tations, and
if they pay greater atten tion to Euro pean views on how the in ter national sys-
tem should be structured.

To enhance respect and support for multilateral governance, Europeans
should be more serious about their own international obligations. Forexam-
ple, to date the EU has not made its im port re gime for hormone- injected beef
compliant with WTO rules. Equally, the negotiations between the EU and
South Africa over the bilateral free trade agreement — when obstruction by
southernEU members meantthatthe agree menthadtoberenegotiatedafter
ithad al ready been signed — showed that the Euro pe ans are not averse to us-
ing unilateral measures either. Europe should lead by example and refrain
from acting unilaterally.

Europe should think more glob ally when it comes to hard se cu rity ques tions.
Active European participation in peacekeeping (4587 troops in 15 UN-run
peacekeeping op erations ver sus notroopsin any for the US) and ex ten sive
Europeanforeignaid budgetscounter American dis missal of the Europe ans
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as narrow- minded pro vin cials. But it is true that when it comes to tra di tional
security problems (difficult states, proliferation issues, China/Taiwan), EU
gov ern ments tend to leave them to the US — and yet re serve the right to criti-
cise Washington about the way it deals with them. While the Europeans do
notnec es sarily and al ways have to actglob ally, they should startthinkingina
more strategic manner.

The Europe ans mustimprovetherepresentationoftheirviewsandtheration-
ale of their policiestomem bers of Con gress. At pres ent, separate national ef-
forts have too often proved disjointed andineffective. Toex plain Euro pean
preferences, the EU High Representative for foreign policy, Javier Solana,
should holdin for mal briefing ses sions, per haps three or fourtimes ayear with
mem bers of the House and Sen ate who deal with in ter national is sues. These
visitsshouldbe comearegulareventonthetransatlanticcalendarandhelpto
give a “face” to EU foreign policyinWashington.

What the Americans need to do:

The Americans need to realise that norms and multilateral governance will
not go away as a Euro pean pre oc cu pation. In fact, they will only in crease in
im por tance. There fore those Ameri cans who want to set up a global part ner-
ship with Europe should accept that the promotion of a rule-based interna
tional sys tem must be an in te gral part and an ex plicit aim of it.

To maintain Alliance co he sion, both sides need to be pre pared —fi nan cially
and po liti cally —to use the full spec trum of for eign policy tools. There fore the
trend in Americato ward spending ever more money on the mili tary and ever
less on di plo macy needs to be re versed. Equally, the US mustre alise that on
troop de ploy ments a policy of “spend but don’t send” will strain trans at lan tic
security cooperation.

The Bush administration will need to make greater ef forts to curb the uni lat-
eral instincts of members of Congress. Since wariness towards global gov-
ernance is deep-rooted, especially among Congressional Republicans, the
ad mini stration will have to make con certed ef forts and be will ing to spend po-
litical capital on this issue.

Of all the treaties that the US has re fused to sign or rat ify, those re lating to
arms controlissuesinvolve Europeaninter ests mostdirectly. To al lay grow-
ing Euro pean con cerns, the US should quickly sign and rat ify the Land Mine
Treaty, ratifythe CTBT, andre as sure Rus sia, China and oth ers that it will not
withdraw unilaterally from the ABM Treaty to deploy a missile de fence sys-
tem. Furthermore, American policymakers need to consider the damage to
USstandingintheworldofcontinuingop positiontointernationalconventions
such as the ICC and the Kyoto Protocol.
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TRANSATLANTIC DIVERGENCES IN FOREIGN POLICY

What Europe and America should do together:

Topromote aconvergence ofviewsonmanyindividualforeignpolicyissues,
closer and more systematic consultations are needed. For America, this
means making greater efforts to consult the Europeans early on in their
decision-making process, avoiding faits accomplis. For the Europeans,this
meanstryingto avoidthe problem ofrigidity: once 15 mem bers have agreed a
common po sition, itis sub se quently dif fi cult to change it. In prac ti cal terms,
there should be an EU diplomat stationed in the National Security Council,
while the Ameri cans should have one dip lo mat posted in the Policy Plan ning
and Early Warn ing Unit of the EU’s High Rep re sen tative.

Most of all, Europe and Amer ica need a real de bate about global norms and
governance. Existing divergences on the importance of norms are creating
risinglevelsofirritationandre sentment. They needtobetackledheadon.To
give greaterim petusanddirectiontothis much- needed de bate, a High- Level
Working Group, com posed of sen ior of fi cials on both sides, should work out a
Declarationof Principles. The pointofthe declaration would be to list the prin-
ciples—forinstance ontheim portance of globalre gimes and of re duc ing uni-
lat eral ac tions to an ab so lute mini mum —that should guide both sides in their
foreign policies. After a broader discussion, involving parliamentarians, for-
eign policy specialists and others, this declaration should then be officially
pro claimed atthe EU- US sum mitin June 2002. The dec laration would not be
le gally bind ing, butitwould have a huge po liti cal sig nifi cance. It would set out
the basis for a global partnership that has so much to offer — to Europe, to
Amer ica, and to the rest of the world.



