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The destinies of the United States and Europe are now inter-
twined in such critical ways as to be inseparable. Policies, programs, and
practices of states on each side of the Atlantic must be measured against
this reality. Some Europeans believe that Europe, Russia, and China can
create a bloc to balance U.S. power, and some Americans believe the United
States can divide European states from one another or simply ignore them.
These attitudes and actions, however, are and will continue to be based
more on fantasy than analysis or understanding. The United States in par-
ticular, with all of its power and potential, ambitions and aspirations, must
grasp this notion and act according to its logic.

Nothing has happened to lessen the importance of the continent of Eu-
rope as the most important landmass—economically and politically—to be
kept free of a hegemonic power at odds with U.S. interests, values, and ob-
jectives (the stuff of three world wars in the twentieth century). Europe still
depends on U.S. power, influence, engagement, and leadership to be fully as-
sured of its own independence, security, long-term prosperity, and in some
places even domestic tranquility. Meanwhile, the U.S. and European econo-
mies, especially those of the European Union, are now so intermingled that
both sides would suffer grievous injury if either tried to lessen their level of
entanglement with one another significantly. The panoply of economic in-
teraction between the United States and the EU, including trade in goods
and services, investment, cross-ownership, travel, and finance, must now be
valued in the trillions of dollars, with the power to control and influence
rarely having a clear locus on one side of the Atlantic or the other; certainly
neither side is able to claim decisive predominance. Indeed, transatlantic
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economic interdependence is now so much a fact of life that the concept is
no longer even questioned. At the same time, a broad array of relatively
common values and institutions of incalculable worth bind the United
States and Europe together, creating an interpenetration of influence unri-
valed among any other set of major powers. Much of what the United States
seeks to do elsewhere in the world will depend on its ability to gain the sup-
port and active engagement of European power—and European powers—
politically, economically, and militarily.

The Five Transformations

Radical changes have taken place in the nature of global politics, military
strength and effectiveness, economics, society, and even culture—in a phrase,
in the nature of power and influence in today’s world. Taken together, these
changes have made Europe a new repository of capacity to act in the world
and thus have given new significance to the relationship between Europe
and the United States. In recent years, five significant changes have rede-
fined the position and role of Europe in the world.

END OF THE COLD WAR

With the collapse of the Soviet Union’s internal as well as external empires
and of communism’s order and appeal in Europe, the European continent
suddenly ceased to be the cockpit, the primary locus, of competition for glo-
bal power and the place on which U.S. attention abroad had to be riveted.
Europe’s political and strategic independence is still critical to the United
States, and if this wheel squeaked, it would be first in U.S. priorities for oil-
ing. Yet, it is not now squeaking, and the United States has had the luxury,
if not the compulsion, for the foreseeable future to look elsewhere in pursuit
of many of its most important strategic requirements. No, Europe has not
become a backwater, but no longer is it the central focus of global politics—
at least as defined by the most important power in the international sys-
tem—as arguably it had been previously without serious interruption since
the inception of that concept a few hundred years ago.

CONSOLIDATION OF THE EUROPEAN UNION

Although Europe’s significance as a geostrategic entity at the top of the list of
regions that must be actively kept free of anti-Western hegemonic or ideological
dominance has radically declined, its internal development has preserved its in-
herent importance on the world stage. With some limited exceptions, notably
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the United Kingdom, European military power has decreased apace with the re-
treat of the continental threat; but Europe’s economic and political power have
increased, in part because the EU has bounded forward on a number of fronts.
Vigorous debates of a decade ago about whether the European Community
should emphasize widening (admitting more members) or deepening (advancing
economic and political integration among existing members) have been deci-
sively answered with “Both.” Although tension between the two projects con-
tinues, especially as the EU tries to admit 10 new
countries while writing a constitution that can ide-
ally chart a single course for all EU member states
and the union as a whole, the overall success of the
European experiment continues driving forward, de-
spite its recurring fits and starts.

THE RISE OF GLOBALIZATION

The end of the Cold War and of the threats it
posed to the security of virtually all Western states, and even to the prospects
for the survival of humankind, altered the reality and widespread perceptions
of the efficacy of traditional forms of state power in international relations. To
be sure, central European countries recently freed from Soviet and Commu-
nist dominance still placed security, including military guarantees and mem-
bership in NATO, well ahead of domestic prosperity and links to the EU; and
residual concern remained about the reemergence of a challenge from post-
Soviet Russia. The economically and politically dominant western part of the
continent, however, judged military power to be of diminishing importance,
EU economic and political integration to be of rapidly rising importance, the
role of international institutions to be of increasing benefit, and nonstate in-
teractions with other parts of the world to be of steadily growing significance.

Meanwhile, from the mid–twentieth century onward, historical barriers
among nations and people were increasingly surmounted by technology,
leading to the rise of globalization, defined here in shorthand as “those de-
velopments that are increasing the pace and extent of interaction among
nations, societies, and peoples and of the speed with which information can
be transmitted and processed”1 plus its myriad effects on individual societ-
ies. Clearly, Europe has become as globalized as any other part of the world,
with a profound impact on European perceptions of international society;
instruments of power and influence; and relationships among governments,
international institutions, and the nongovernmental and private sectors. In
brief, in contrast to the Cold War era, the immediate territory of Europe as
well as that of nearby regions has become more important to virtually all Eu-
ropeans, with nonmilitary instruments increasingly the coin of the realm.

The destinies of
the U.S. and
Europe are now
inseparable.
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EMERGENCE OF THE SOLE SUPERPOWER

By the 1990s, the United States’ 75-year vocation of eliminating Euro-
pean-based threats to U.S. security in the form of German and then Soviet
efforts to dominate the continent had come to an unexpected and thor-
oughly successful end. With the sudden recognition that Soviet power and
purpose had for some years been hollowing out from within, the United
States found itself to be the world’s sole superpower. Indeed, for years it
had been steadily amassing, relatively and absolutely, more incipient mili-
tary, economic, political, and even cultural power than any other country
in centuries—some historians have argued since the Roman Empire. At
the same time, the United States discovered that, at least geostrategically
though not in terms of the rise of globalization, it had largely regained the
sanctity of its two broad oceans with the end of the Cold War as the
nuclear balance of terror with the Soviet Union disintegrated. For the first
time since the bombing of Pearl Harbor, serious, direct threats to the U.S.
homeland appeared to have receded into the realms of either strategic
theory or the distant future.

For post–Cold War relations across the Atlantic, the United States could
have emerged as an unmatchable strategic competitor for Europe, had either
side had any interest in such a competition; it is striking that neither did,
reflecting nearly a century of shared strategic perspective and an even longer
history of shared values. Even in economic relations, where the demands of
the Cold War had required that the United States and the European Com-
munity essentially bury their differences, no radical change occurred when
the apparatus of confrontation with communism and Soviet power collapsed:
both sides of the Atlantic discovered that they were destined to sail together
in the same economic boat.

At the same time, the emergence of the United States as sole superpower
also seemed to mean that European states and institutions no longer had to
provide the military and economic sinews of power in pursuit of common se-
curity interests on the continent. Soon, however, this generalization was
confounded as allies on both sides of the Atlantic realized that their strate-
gic partnership was still useful and indeed necessary to secure the future of
the continent. These reasons included preservation and reform of the NATO
alliance and its historically unique, integrated command structure; the con-
tinued embedding of a now unified Germany into NATO and the EU; ground-
ing central Europe firmly and fully in the West, not least to end its tragic
history as casus belli and battleground of great wars; drawing the Russian
Federation into the Western system of security, politics, and economics;
stopping all conflict on the continent; and, to all these ends, keeping the
United States engaged as a European power.2 Nevertheless, the degree of
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European engagement in these efforts, certainly in terms of providing classic
tools of power, was concomitantly reduced from Cold War requirements.

Yet, the United States’ role of sole superpower also meant that it could no
longer require other countries, including its long-term strategic partner Eu-
rope, to respond to its definition of challenge, as had been patent during the
Cold War. In this sense, superpowers come in pairs: without the Soviet Union
or a strategic replacement for it, it hardly
seemed possible that developments any-
where in the world could escalate to con-
flict necessarily embroiling Europeans and
Europe. For Europe and generally for the
United States as well, ending the Arab-Is-
raeli conflict was desirable but not strategi-
cally necessary; the Indo-Pakistani conflict
could erupt again into violence but was far
away and largely out of sight; proliferation
of nuclear weapons and of other weapons of mass destruction (WMD) was
believed to be a relatively managed, secondary matter; international terror-
ism attracted so little attention on either side of the Atlantic that it merited
a scant four words in the 1999 NATO Strategic Concept3; and China’s po-
tential emergence as a rival to overall Western power and position was only
a distant prospect.

Thus, throughout the 1990s and into the new century, it was difficult for
the United States to enlist support from European allies to develop and
modernize relevant instruments of power, especially military power, for po-
tential use elsewhere and certainly not to apply it toward any of the situa-
tions noted above. At NATO, after all, the term “outside of area” in the
mid-1990s meant Bosnia and Kosovo, even though both were demonstrably
within Europe. Further, although some European states did engage in peace-
keeping and nation building, virtually all could safely cede responsibility to
the United States to manage most problems external to Europe that might,
unmanaged, at some point seriously affect European interests. These in-
cluded, after the 1991 Persian Gulf War, developments in the greater Middle
East of unimpeachable interest to Europe, indeed, arguably of even greater
interest to Europe than to the United States. Sole superpower thus tended
to be a lonely position.

EUROPE AS AN INTERNATIONAL SYSTEM

Looking backward, Americans may be tempted to characterize Europe’s
post–Cold War behavior as free riding. In fact, some Americans made such
arguments throughout the 1990s and continue to do so, especially in light of

Europe has fully
supported the U.S.
use of military power
to combat terrorism.
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major reductions in military spending; little European progress in develop-
ing particular military capabilities—so-called interoperability—that would
permit allied militaries to fight together in an information-dense environ-
ment; and, in this U.S. view, Europe’s commensurate failure to share the
burdens—seemingly even in prosecuting the 1999 air war over Kosovo, de-
spite the fact that this conflict was occurring in Europe and thus was in

Europe’s interest.
Judging the EU so negatively obscures some

additional factors. Certainly, in terms of re-
sponsibility for the functioning of the global
economy, key European states and the EU were
then and are now playing substantial and ef-
fective roles more or less commensurate with
their economic weight in the world. Europe
was similarly coming to terms with what were
then almost exclusively nonmilitary challenges
of the emerging phenomenon of globalization,

such as environmental damage, the movement of crime across borders, dis-
ruption of societies, the spread of disease such as HIV/AIDS, and waves of
immigration.4 Viewed objectively, the European role in responding to the
challenges of globalization was also helping to shape the future battlefield,
so to speak, in the sense that it helped directly and indirectly reduce the
long-term likelihood of conflict in many parts of the world. Thus, European
states have consistently outpaced the United States in foreign aid as a per-
centage of gross domestic product; and European governments, private in-
dustry, and nongovernmental organizations have done more than their fair
share in trying to deal with the congeries of economic, political, social, and
human factors that, left unaddressed, can contribute to conflict and to sup-
port for terrorism. These efforts show a capacity and the political will to act
on behalf of interests that are also shared by the United States and others.

In judging Europe’s contributions to overall Western security and its abil-
ity and willingness to employ power to that end, many outside observers also
tend to overlook Europe’s own system of international politics: sufficiently
large, complex, modern, interconnected, productive, and sophisticated in all
dimensions that its effective functioning is itself of vital importance in glo-
bal politics, security, and economics, including of course for the United
States. Indeed, the question of whether Europe is prepared to project power
abroad, which has been a major U.S. objective for several years, must not
obscure the necessity, first, for Europe to project power within Europe itself.
Among top U.S. strategic interests is that Europe not be dominated by a
potentially hostile, hegemonic power. A corollary is that Europe be able to orga-

The divergence
over Iraq deeply
affected U.S. views
of European power
and influence.
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nize and conduct itself successfully, within itself, in part to ensure that the
United States will not have to intervene once again, perhaps militarily, in pur-
suit of its own strategic interests. The United States championed European eco-
nomic and political integration as well as military defense from the late 1940s
onward largely because of this same rationale. That mission, now turned essen-
tially to the east of the existing EU, is still critical to U.S. interests.

The European system, therefore, includes the major projection of power
within Europe itself in direct support of U.S. interests. NATO’s redefined
purpose within Europe in the 1990s to fulfill the remaining items on the
twentieth-century transatlantic security agenda was conducted in parallel
with EU actions geared toward complementary ends. Yet, although the
United States played the leading role in NATO’s transformation and has
contributed significantly to Europe’s future—all the while standing ready
to be the guarantor of last resort of Russia’s behavior—the Europeans have
successfully undertaken most of the effort. This is especially true finan-
cially and economically, where Europe took on the lion’s share of burdens,
including the deepening and widening of the EU; West Germany’s massive
subventions to former East Germany; sovereign investment in central Eu-
rope, the Baltics, the Balkans, and even the Russian Federation; and the
integration of these societies into the West.

Furthermore, European militaries, with limited exceptions, have in truth
not kept pace with qualitative and high-technology developments in the U.S.
military, but the vast proportion of Western military personnel in the Balkans
are European, not American, and they would have borne most of the brunt of
ground combat in Kosovo had it been necessary. Europeans share the military
burden with the United States in postwar Afghanistan as well.

European Military Power: America Finds It Wanting

For the past several years, most aspects of European power projection capa-
bilities and political will relevant to the interests and concerns of the United
States have generally been found wanting in prevailing U.S. analysis. This
reference is to Europe’s projection of military power beyond Europe, which
has been the principal criterion for U.S. judgment of European power and
Europe’s willingness to use it. Some U.S. criticism has been based on the un-
spoken assumption that, as during the Cold War, the existence of the Atlan-
tic Alliance implies that European interests elsewhere in the world, including
interests in projecting power, should be similar to those of the United States.
Indeed, in many cases, U.S. success in dealing with regional challenges and
conflict also benefits Europeans, even as far afield as the South Asian sub-
continent and Northeast Asia. Perhaps, also, the 50-year existence of the
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Atlantic Alliance, coupled with the fact, almost unique in history, that it
was not dismantled when its principal purpose was achieved, has led to a
natural if unwarranted assumption that one set of common interests neces-
sarily carries over to a second.

This notion holds that modern-day allies, unlike traditional, independent
sovereign states acting entirely according to their individual interests, in-
stead form a community of interests that can reliably produce new common
analysis and new common action. That result would certainly be unprec-
edented; indeed, a major part of NATO’s reform during the 1990s was

directed toward defying the classic history of
alliances that had outlived their initial pur-
poses. The United States led in nurturing the
proposition that the Atlantic Alliance had an
integrity and purpose that did not depend en-
tirely on the Cold War from which it was born.
Allies fearing that the United States would
reduce or end its military engagement in Eu-
rope particularly supported this sentiment.

This effort included preserving NATO for its own sake (16 countries jointly
defending themselves rather than renationalizing military affairs); emphasiz-
ing the completion of the security work of the twentieth century that was
listed above; nation building and fostering values as shared strategic inter-
ests as well as worthwhile in their own right; retaining an unprecedented
and unsurpassed integrated military command structure (Allied Command
Europe); and the slow recognition that some interests and challenges exist
beyond Europe that could affect everyone sooner or later. The last-named
notion was not a ringing endorsement for preserving an alliance, but it was
better than nothing.

The United States, meanwhile, pressed its European allies to maintain
defense spending at the highest possible level and to develop capabilities
that would promote interoperability and power projection. Thus, the United
States accepted, in principle and to a great degree in practice, the EU’s de-
velopment of a European Security and Defense Policy (ESDP) in part be-
cause that could provide incentives for European states to take defense
seriously for the cause of European integration, even if they would not do so
for the cause of NATO’s continued effectiveness. At the same time, the
United States, supported by some key allies, also argued forcefully for
NATO’s continued primacy. As part of this understanding, the NATO allies
agreed that the EU’s so-called Headline Goal Task Force (the Rapid Reac-
tion Force) could have direct NATO support to give it any real chance of
being militarily effective.5 Even so, few expected that European capabilities

A division of labor
can save the United
States resources.
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for power projection outside of the NATO framework would amount to
much beyond some limited cases such as interventions in Africa, search-
and-rescue operations, or extracting civilians from conflicts. In fact, within
ESDP, the EU took on military responsibility in the Congo in 2003 and has
promoted security in Macedonia; in 2004, it may do the same in Bosnia,
where NATO now has lead responsibility.

ESDP is also allied to another important, long-term EU development, the
Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP). Both are designed, progres-
sively, to give the EU competence in foreign policy and security matters,
among the last of the areas of sovereignty that any state is willing to see re-
duced. Along with ESDP, CFSP has a virtue that is unmatched by NATO
because the EU institutions can act seamlessly on a crisis from its inception
at the political level through the employment of military force, whereas
NATO can only act when requested to do so by member states or the United
Nations, often after a crisis has passed the point of nonmilitary resolution.

In a low-key way, the United States also chivvied its European allies to
look beyond the continent to regions in which the United States was begin-
ning to see emerging problems. Even so, the general interpretation of Sena-
tor Richard Lugar’s (R-Ind.) famous 1990s slogan for NATO—“Out of area
or out of business”—was of NATO’s admitting new members rather than of
its militarily engaging beyond Europe. Emblematic of this view, NATO’s
Partnership for Peace (PFP), whose membership came to include every con-
stituent element of the former Soviet Union, was essentially a U.S. show in
terms of resources committed and day-to-day involvement of U.S. personnel
in PFP countries. Washington did not make a particular point of asking al-
lies to play similar roles.

Not surprisingly, therefore, in the relative absence of major challenges ei-
ther to U.S. or to European interests from beyond Europe, much of the in-
tra-alliance debate on issues of European military capabilities and political
will to use those capabilities had something of an academic quality. The Eu-
ropeans made commitments and pledges to increase their defense capabili-
ties, including two rounds of a NATO Defense Capabilities Initiative at the
1999 Washington summit and the 2002 Prague summit, but rarely redeemed
these promises6; and the WMD issue was placed under the mandate of three
separate NATO committees as early as 1994 but largely languished.7 In ef-
fect, the United States and Europe may have valued the continuation of
transatlantic military cooperation, the preservation of Allied Command Eu-
rope, and the development of contingent capabilities, but hiding behind the
intra-allied debate was a lack of clarity about where such capabilities might
actually need to be used. Thus, in response to U.S. requests for increased
military capacities, the European answer in large part was rhetorically sound
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but reticent in practice, related less to analysis of what the future could hold
than to the felt European need to influence the United States and retain
U.S. engagement on the continent. Concomitantly, the Europeans’ lagging
effort toward creating military capabilities for the future was not a critical
matter for the United States. Although the United States continued to press
its allies, with the exception of the potential use of allied airpower in
Kosovo—within Europe—no particularly compelling case existed where the
United States wanted the Europeans to project military power and the Euro-
peans were unable to respond.

The Impact of 9/11

From September 11, 2001, onward, different perspectives between the United
States and most of its European allies regarding instruments of power and
power projection beyond Europe gained a more tangible quality. The United
States knew and the Europeans understood that the tragic attacks de-
manded a military response and that the United States alone had to define
precisely where and what that would mean as well as take full command of
operations. Purely on European and Canadian initiative, without being
asked to do so by Washington, the alliance took the unprecedented step of
invoking Article 5 of the 1949 North Atlantic Treaty.8 Although many Eu-
ropeans later expressed regret that the United States preferred to conduct
military operations in Afghanistan through a U.S.-led coalition of the will-
ing and able, rather than through the NATO military command, they un-
derstood what the United States had to do. Indeed, much of the later regret
was based on the European concern that a U.S. vision of Europe’s military
backwardness would negatively impact Europe’s influence in Washington
and future U.S willingness to take NATO seriously.

Most importantly, so far in the U.S. global war on terrorism, no funda-
mental fault lines have developed between the two sides of the Atlantic in
terms of the use of power and other instruments for combating terrorism in
its immediate expression (distinct, for example, from debates about what
constitutes international terrorism or about the relative emphasis that
should be placed on different elements of counterterrorism activity, such as
trying to prevent terrorism’s development and emergence as opposed to tar-
geting its practitioners and supporters). Europe has fully supported the U.S.
use of military power, particularly but not exclusively in Afghanistan where
in fact NATO formally assumed command of the International Security As-
sistance Force in August 2003.9 Individual allies, the EU, and other institu-
tions have contributed greatly to countering international terrorism in a
wide range of areas, including intelligence, police work, border control, fi-
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nancial assets blocking, and a host of other activities that can be at least as
important as direct military action and on which the success of military ac-
tion depends.10 Some allies have also provided fighting forces, notably spe-
cial forces of the United Kingdom, France, Denmark, Germany, and Turkey in
Afghanistan.11

Thus, allies do not diverge from the United States on the application of
these elements of power, and the Europeans have capabilities—plus the lo-
cus of a number of counterterrorism efforts on European soil—of great and
immediate benefit to the United States. The
United States has appropriately acknowl-
edged that contribution. Therefore, in help-
ing to meet the most important current threat
to U.S. security, the European allies have the
capacity to be of direct value, they have been
willing to use those capacities, and the United
States depends in significant part on Euro-
pean actions. Of course, this is not just Euro-
pean willingness to support U.S. needs—putting
power and influence at U.S. disposal. Although some assessments of the nature
and extent of the challenge from international terrorism differ between most
European countries and the United States—and every European state be-
lieves that major progress in settling the Israeli-Palestinian conflict is crucial
in limiting terrorists’ appeal in the Arab and Islamic worlds—few in Europe
can rule out their own vulnerability or the need to take at least prophylactic
steps to counter terrorism.

On to Iraq

Despite a significant degree of transatlantic understanding on practical and
short- to medium-term steps to counter international terrorism, especially
that emanating from the Europe-proximate Middle East, the same cannot be
said to exist regarding the U.S. view of Iraq during the past two years; the
arguments for the war in Iraq and the conduct of the postwar period; and
overall issues related to WMD. Differences of view do not necessarily pit the
United States on the one hand versus all European allies on the other; a va-
riety of assessments and viewpoints can be found within countries on both
sides of the Atlantic. Much has been written about these differences and
need not be rehearsed here. For purposes of this discussion, important ques-
tions can be limited to a focus on instruments of and attitudes toward power
and influence in terms of (1) what Europe can and will do; (2) how that re-
sponse relates to U.S. expectations, thus either influencing or failing to in-

What do the U.S.
and Europe need to
shape the future, not
just respond to it?
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fluence U.S. views of the place, power, role, and potential of European coun-
tries and Europe as a whole; (3) how the United States should judge the fu-
ture European role in terms of these criteria; and (4) how the United States
should view the future in general in terms of instruments, processes, coun-
tries, and institutions needed to secure its national interests.

Unlike the conflict in Afghanistan, as
part of the war on terrorism, most European
allies were not able, much less willing, to
contribute to the anti-Saddam military ef-
fort as defined by the United States. With
some notable exceptions, most prominently
the United Kingdom,12 a number of leading
European countries and much of public
opinion diverged from the United States in

terms of what should be done, why it should be done, when it should be
done, and who could as well as would take part under U.S. leadership and
command. This divergence deeply affected U.S. views of European power
and influence in terms of subjective assessments and objective capacities,
regardless of whether European countries would employ those capacities.
Further, this disagreement created a two-part problem, both parts of which
are important but the nonmilitary one more so than the military because, at
least in combat, the United States has less need for allies than it has in ei-
ther pre-combat diplomacy or providing security and other forms of support
after combat is over.

This last point is of particular concern in regard to the European role
within NATO and the projection of military power to places such as the
greater Middle East. Experience in Afghanistan and Iraq argues against try-
ing to get European states to spend more money on defense for its own sake
and, except for a few more advanced militaries, against emphasizing high-
technology weapons capabilities (advanced tactical aircraft, precision-
guided munitions), and in favor of convincing allies to create other military
capacities that are also important to common action and potentially a useful
supplement to U.S. action outside the framework of the alliance. These ca-
pacities must focus not only on integration of forces across the battlefield
(emphasizing C4ISR, or command, control, communications, computers, in-
telligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance) but also on special forces,
peacekeeping units, strategic and tactical airlift and sealift, other steps
needed to increase force deployability, and the full range of paramilitary ac-
tivities that have proved so important in every venture from Bosnia through
Iraq—activities at which several European countries excel.

These possibilities have played a major role in NATO’s formation of a
new NATO Response Force (NRF). It is the complement to the EU’s rapid

European nonmilitary
capacities can become
‘influence multipliers.’
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reaction force and is designed “to be a robust, high readiness, fully trained
and certified force that is prepared to tackle the full spectrum of missions,
including force.”13 Among other things, it can be a vehicle for European al-
lies to provide what capabilities they can to joint military operations rel-
evant to twenty-first-century challenges and deployable beyond Europe. The
NRF can be the nucleus of increased European defense efforts, a renewed
military partnership with the United States, and perhaps even the core of
NATO’s capabilities in the future.14 Of key significance are the NRF’s prac-
tical rather than theoretical approach to European military contributions to
the alliance, the maintenance of integrated military efforts by a number of
allies, and the creation of a force that can actually act militarily in useful
and effective ways, however limited, at least at first. Although unlikely to
blunt U.S. criticism of European defense efforts at least in its early days, the
NRF is a start;15 it is also a start on Europeans regaining some limited influ-
ence over the U.S. approach to the use of force.

Seeking a Role for European Power and Ceding Some Influence

At least in theory, the United States could provide all of these military capa-
bilities on its own, developing and deploying those it currently lacks, with-
out recourse to allies. Of course, the United States would be considerably
constrained if particular European allies actively opposed a U.S. military ac-
tion that required transiting Europe to get there (i.e., almost anywhere in
the greater Middle East). That did not happen during the Iraq war.16 What-
ever any European state might have felt about that war, once it began, none
could wish the United States to fail, just as none can wish the United States
to fail in Iraq in the conflict’s aftermath. All Europeans still depend on U.S.
effectiveness, leadership, and commitment to Europe, which could be
eroded if there were active efforts to impede the U.S. pursuit of its critical
interests. Moreover, in regard to the greater Middle East, there is a common
understanding that all Western states are in the same boat together in the
end. It is in part for this reason that the European Council has begun debate
on a set of far-reaching concepts, dubbed the “Solana Report” for its author,
CFSP High Representative Javier Solana, that goes a fair distance in meet-
ing U.S. concerns regarding European attitudes about threats and responses
to them.17

The United States could also foot the bill for the conflict and aftermath
by itself, without serious impact on the management of the U.S. economy or
even the alternative potential uses of moneys spent on Iraq. Such a U.S. go-
it-alone approach could thus depreciate the importance of any European
role in securing U.S. national interests. Nevertheless, four primary reasons
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exist for the United States to reject this reasoning, instead looking to allies
to deploy niche capabilities in Afghanistan and Iraq; to provide military,
paramilitary, and police forces for peacekeeping duties; to help provide lo-
gistical support for others’ military efforts; and to engage directly and finan-
cially in nation building.

The first reason is instrumental: a division of labor can save the United
States resources, so long as confidence is high that so-called niche capabili-
ties provided by allies are either not critical to the United States or will be

provided in any likely scenario. Furthermore,
in some circumstances, as in postwar Iraq,
both the United States and the United King-
dom (the latter as a former colonial nation)
would benefit from decreasing their profiles
and increasing the visible presence of person-
nel from other nations, both European and—
especially—the non-Western and Islamic.18

The second reason is alliance-political: to
do what is possible to keep differing transat-

lantic perspectives of what is important in terms of national and alliance-
wide security from further diverging. In this regard, preparing for joint military
action can sometimes be as important as actually fighting together. That was
certainly true in the conflict-free Cold War in Europe, and it is far from
clear how many more wars, if any, like that in Iraq in 2003 there will be to
fight in the foreseeable future, even in the U.S. estimation.

The third reason for the United States not to go it alone where it can
gain the support of allies is that the greater the cooperation, the greater the
chances of minimizing other problems across the Atlantic. This is about pre-
serving the Atlantic Alliance not just for its own sake but also for the sake
of continuing to promote a broader community of interests and values, not
least in economic and other nonmilitary areas. This view also has strong
resonance in Europe; thus, Poland assumed command of the Multinational
Division Central South in Iraq in September 2003, and NATO actively sup-
ported it,19 while some allied forces, notably French, continue to serve with
U.S. fighting units in Afghanistan.

The fourth and most important reason is domestic-political within the
United States. Although most Americans continue to be willing to pay a sig-
nificant price to secure national interests and values in wartime, public and
congressional opinion are reluctant to pay heavy costs, in either U.S. blood
or treasure, following the end of formal hostilities. They certainly are not
comfortable with the impression that the United States is bearing burdens
without the support of the European allies. Naturally, therefore, following

The core task for
the U.S. is to turn
incipient power into
lasting influence.
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an initial period of trying largely to go it alone, the United States has begun
turning to allies and others for postwar support in Iraq. Also naturally, sev-
eral allies and other states have conditioned that support on U.S. willingness
to share perspectives and decisions, as well as costs and responsibilities, con-
cerning what happens in Iraq as well as, for some European allies, concern-
ing what the United States might do elsewhere, especially in the Middle
East, for example, regarding Iran and the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.

In short, allies are prepared to trade needed support for influence or, put
differently, to trade something that the United States needs, even if largely
for domestic political reasons, for U.S. recognition and appreciation of Euro-
pean power to shape events and to help decide how and where this is done.
That is clearly in the common interest.

Beyond Military Power

Events surrounding the war on terrorism, the defeat of Iraq, efforts to stop
the spread of WMD, and the congeries of new U.S. responsibilities for re-
building a system of security, economics, and politics in the greater Middle
East—responsibilities perhaps to be shared with other states—should be
leading to a reassessment of the critical elements in the realm of power:
what is it that the United States and, in this case, its European allies need to
be able to do to influence events in the Middle East and elsewhere to their
liking, especially in a rapidly globalizing world? What do they need in order
to shape the future, rather than just respond to it?20

Further, what forms of European power are relevant within this context,
for European ends and as judged important by the United States in the pur-
suit of its own national objectives? Discussed above have been the roles of
European economic power and influence, European actions to stabilize and
transform emerging democracies in the former Warsaw Pact, European ac-
tive engagement in the war on terrorism, European military efforts in the
Balkans and as far afield as postwar Afghanistan, and European niche and
other military capabilities and willingness to deploy them, including the dis-
patch of the Polish multinational division in Iraq.

Yet, European countries and the EU can and will act in other ways that
can significantly shape events and in some cases reduce the likelihood of
conflict or other threats to Western security interests. Terminology used in
discussion and debate of these matters, such as “hard” versus “soft” power, is
often fuzzy and imprecise, especially as between diplomacy and force and as
between military and nonmilitary instruments. Analysts and commentators
often rate military force as most significant, without reference to what out-
come is desired, simply because it is widely believed to be most clearly deci-
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sive. Yet, shaping the future and building security can depend as much on
what is done effectively in advance of situations emerging that could then
require more robust capabilities and intense action, especially the use of
military force. Of course, this proposition is nothing new, nor is the apho-
rism that recourse to war in the absence of outright aggression by one or an-
other party usually reflects failure to use nonmilitary instruments and methods
effectively beforehand.

At the same time, to borrow a term in vogue in strategic analysis—the
notion that certain military capabilities can become “force multipliers”—
European nonmilitary, crisis-shaping capacities and the willingness to use
them can become “influence multipliers” in relations with the United States.

Whether timely U.S. and European joint efforts can forestall the emer-
gence of key challenges to Western security interests, including interna-
tional terrorism and the spread of WMD, is of course now being deeply
debated. Debates about preventing terrorism, for example, turn on complex
questions, such as whether changing conditions in societies that produce
terrorists or at least the political and personal support for terrorism, can
help to dry up the sea within which the terrorist fish swim.21 For his part,
U.S. president George W. Bush has said, “We fight against poverty because
hope is an answer to terror.”22

More generally, Western security, as broadly understood, faces a wide range
of actual and potential challenges where nonmilitary instruments are impor-
tant. Preventing communicable diseases from coming to a nation’s shores, es-
pecially in a world of easy and frequent travel, is one such case; less well
understood is the value of promoting health in countries where its absence
can help produce conflict, support for terrorism, and social and economic
breakdown—potential security as well as humanitarian concerns that can op-
erate beyond the borders of the immediately affected country or region.
Health is not alone; the full range of issues that cluster under the rubrics of
development and environment, broadly understood, are part of this canon.

Strategic Partnership to Shape the Future

These points may seem far afield from the original discussion of what power
and influence Europe can wield, how Europe relates to the United States,
and how seriously the United States should take Europe, but they are not.
Indeed, the greatest potential for agreement and reinforcement of action in
the transatlantic world falls in the area of advance effort, of trying to pre-
vent the emergence of threats in common to the United States and Europe.
The United States and the European states should be looking for means to
augment traditional political-military security cooperation, that is, the mu-
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tual harnessing and rationalizing to common ends of the military power on
the two sides of the Atlantic, primarily through NATO. Even though that
cooperation continues to be important to both sides, they should also be
looking for ways to build on the obvious and ineluctable intertwining of
their respective economies, shared leadership of the global economy, and in-
terests and capabilities in a wide range of third areas, especially health, edu-
cation, development, promotion of human rights, democracy, and the rule of
law as well as other aspects of society, nation, and institution building.

One such means should be the creation of a strategic partnership between
the United States and the EU, in league with the NATO alliance partnership,
reflecting a wide range of shared goals, similar threats and challenges, and
complementary means to meet them. This U.S.-EU strategic partnership
would not primarily be about military relations, left largely to NATO, but
rather about marshalling the economic strength, talents, leadership, and com-
mitments that are common to all these nations, to a greater degree than any
other set of nations, for purposes of working together on critical elements of a
twenty-first-century agenda, as introduced above, that must be pursued even
to deal with more exigent matters such as the threat of terrorism.

Such a scenario for U.S.-European engagement would harness each side’s
capabilities to produce effects that neither can produce alone, even to pro-
mote its own national security. It also looks very much like the pattern of
U.S.-European relations during the past half century, which included a heavy
reliance on working with others, forging and fostering international institu-
tions, and promoting the rule of law—old lessons being learned all over
again, not out of textbooks but from hard, practical experience. Given that
events have once again demonstrated that neither the United States nor the
European states can achieve their national goals alone—or at least that
each will better be able to do so in cooperation with, rather than opposition
to or abstention from, the other—and given the wide range of areas in
which the two sides are ineluctably interdependent, moving in a cooperative
direction is the course of wisdom for the twenty-first century, just as it was
in the latter half of the twentieth century.

Turning U.S. Incipient Power into Lasting Influence

As argued above, the United States emerged from the Cold War with more
incipient power than any other nation or empire since the collapse of the
Roman Empire. Yet, even a decade ago it was also clear to many observers—
and it becomes ever more clear with each passing month—that the empha-
sis has to be on the word incipient and that the core task for the United
States in the years ahead is to turn this incipient power into lasting influ-
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ence. The method for doing so was evident from 1945 until the end of the
Cold War and it is becoming clear again: the United States can only make
this critical transition of power to influence by once again building institu-
tions, attitudes, policies, and practices that can fulfill U.S. interests precisely
because they also meet the interests of other countries and peoples. This in-
sight, which should in fact be self-evident, is only now beginning to be re-
learned, and it must still be fully adapted to the post–September 11, post-Iraq
era. It very much validates the proposition that Europe—its people, power,
influence, and institutions—matters decisively not just to the prosecution of
European interests and values but also to those of the United States and of
other peoples and societies across the inevitably globalizing world.
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