Why Western Europe Needs the
United States and NATO

ROBERT J. ART

The rich, industrialized, democratic, northern states, we are told,
have entered a new era in their relations with one another. These states —meaning
the United States, Canada, Western Europe, the Scandinavian countries, and
Japan—now constitute a “pluralistic security community,” wherein the rule of
law, not the use of force, settles disputes and conflicts that arise among its
members.! War among these states is now unthinkable; and as a consequence,
so it is argued, security concerns and military considerations hold little sway as
these states deal with one another. Instead, international institutions, high eco-
nomic interdependence, and the pacifying effects of democracy are the central
determinants of state relations within this emergent security community.

As exhibit number one, advocates of this view offer the Maastricht Treaty
of 1991, which put Europe on the course of true political union. Two central pillars
of European Political Union (EPU) are: European Monetary Union (EMU), which
means a common currency and a single central bank for all member states; and
a common foreign and security policy (CFSP), with the expectation that ultimately
Europe will create its own defense capability. Whether these advocates hold to
the supranational or the intergovernmental model of European integration, they
cite both EMU and CFSP as evidence that traditional Realist analysis, which

! The phrase “pluralistic security community” comes from Karl W. Deutsch et al., Political Commu-
nity and the North Atlantic Area: International Organization in the Light of Historical Experience (New
York: Greenwood Press, 1969), 5-8. For examplars about the changed nature of state relations in
Western Europe and about the pacific effects of democracy, Richard H. Ullman, Securing Europe (Princeton,
NIJ: Princeton University Press, 1991), chap. 2; Jacques Delors, “European Integration and Security,”
Survival 33 (March/April 1991): 99-109; and Bruce Russett, Grasping the Democratic Peace: Principles
Jor a Post-Cold War World (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1993), chaps. 1, 2, 4.
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stresses the importance of security concerns and considerations of relative power,
no longer captures the political reality in Western Europe today.

I challenge this view. It is both wrong and dangerous to believe that security
and power no longer motivate the Western European states in their relations with
one another. The view is wrong-headed because it is factually incorrect, as I
shall show. It is dangerous because policy based on this mistaken view carries
the risk of disastrous outcomes. Realist analysis, because it highlights the role
of security and relative power, remains valid in understanding what is happening
in Western Europe today. The desire for security vis-a-vis one another has played
a role in the Western European states’ second great push for closer union in the
1990s, just as it did during their first great push of the late 1940s and early
1950s. In neither phase of Europe’s integration can economic considerations alone
explain elite motivations. In the first phase, the desire to banish war from Europe
and to tame Germany drove European elites equally as much as did their desire
to generate wealth. In the second phase, the desire to constrain a newly unified
Germany and “to Europeanize Germany rather than Germanize Europe” similarly
drove European elites equally as much as did their desire to make Europe a more
cohesive and powerful economic and political actor vis-a-vis the United States
and Japan.?

No less a figure than Helmut Kohl, the chancellor of Germany and the prime
driver behind European Union, has argued that security factors and relative power
still count in the new Europe. In October 1995, when addressing his fellow
Christian Democrats, Kohl argued that monetary union was not simply an issue
of wealth, but also one of “war and peace in the 21st century” and

To anyone who says this is inadmissable histrionics, I ask this question: Who among
us five years ago would have believed that the Balkans would have fallen so rapidly
into fratricidal war, to ethnic hounding, to rape, murder and death?’

In a front-page article for Die Zeif's weekly, he went on to stress that concerns
about relative power still remain important in Europe and that they must be
constructively addressed. Kohl argued that should Europe fail to achieve monetary
union, then it would regress to a mere common market, which would be politically
split between those states within the mark zone and an anti-German alliance of
those that were not. What would then ensue, in his words, is the following:
“Germany’s dominance would necessarily provoke fear and envy among all our
neighbors and move them toward common action against Germany.” Finally, in
early 1996, he argued: “If there is no momentum for continued integration this
will not only lead to a standstill, but to regression. Nationalism has brought great

2 For a Realist analysis applied to European Monetary Union, see Joseph M. Grieco, “State Interests
and Institutional Rule Trajectories: A Neorealist Interpretation of the Maastricht Treaty and European
Economic and Monetary Union,” Security Studies 5 (Spring 1996): 176-22.

3 Helmut Kohl, quoted in Alan Cowell, “Kohl Casts Europe’s Economic Union as War and Peace
Issue,” New York Times, 17 October 1995. Kohl was addressing a party congress in Karlsruhe.
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suffering to our continent. Just think of the first 50 years of this century.”™ No
better statements can be found about the weight that security and relative power
factors still play in intra-West Furopean statecraft, here even in the realm of
economic and monetary affairs.

In this article, I show that Kohl has a better grasp of what is going on in
Europe today than do those analysts who denigrate traditional state concerns for
security and relative power. I concentrate on Western Europe’s political struggle
to define its future security arrangements from the middle of 1989 to the end of
1995. This struggle is commonly referred to as either “the Eurodefense debate”
or the debate over “Europe’s Security Architecture.” The struggle began when
it first became clear to Europeans and Americans that Germany might be reunified
and the cold war ended and concluded with the United States and NATO reas-
serting their continued relevance to European security with NATO’s assumption
of its peace enforcement role in Bosnia. During these six years, the United States
and the Western Europeans struggled with one another both to define the future
security arrangements for Europe and to keep the United States militarily engaged
there. My central argument is that Western Europe’s drive to create a European
Defense Identity (EDI), which would encompass both CFSP and the common
defense, was motivated by three elite worries: fears about the power of a newly
reunited Germany; concern that the United States might leave Europe now that
the cold war had ended; and as a consequence of the first two, the nightmare
that Europe might revert to its destructive nationalistic past unless corrective steps
were taken. “Renationalization fears” is the generic term used by the European
political-military elite to encompass these three interrelated worries.

Although I stress the role that security and relative power considerations
played within Western Europe as it debated its security future during this period,
I do not claim that these two fully explain the drive for either EPU or EDI. They
are only part of the story, even though I believe they are the most important
part. European elites were also motivated by three other desires: first, to make
the common market more efficient and productive by creating a single currency
and central bank; second, to make European firms more competitive in the global
economy by enabling them to take advantage of greater economies of scale within
the newly revamped single market; and third, to enhance Europe’s international
political clout by fostering a more united foreign and security policy. I do not
deny the importance of these three motives, but I do claim that they, too, are
only part of the story. Neither EPU nor EDI makes sense unless we understand
that security concerns and relative power considerations continue to play an
important role in the calculations of the Western European states via-a-vis one
another.

4 Cited in John Tagliabue, “Europe’s Union of Currencies in Anxiety Stage,” New York Times, 2
November 1995; and Alan Cowell, “Bonn Admits Currency Plan for Europe Has Problems,” New
York Times, 7 February 1996.
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The struggle within Western Europe to construct its security future is, there-
fore, a hard case for Realism. Apart from the case of the United States and
Canada, Western Europe is the other place where a pluralistic security community
has taken the firmest root. I demonstrate that even though there is a commitment
to the rule of law and the pacific resolution of disputes among the states of
Western Europe, none of their elites take either for granted. To the contrary,
they have been motivated in part by their fears about what might happen to this
security community if they did take matters for granted. By revealing the role
these fears played, I demonstrate that Realism passes this hard test and in the
process show that those who dismiss them are engaged in woolly-headed flights
of dangerous irrelevance.

To make my argument, I proceed in the following fashion. First, I define
more precisely what renationalization fears mean and then provide an overview
of the political struggle that subsequently took place to construct Western Europe’s
future security arrangements. Second, I show how the major state actors (the
United States, Britain, France, and Germany) used international institutions as
tools in their battles with one another to construct these arrangements. Third, I
lay out the compromises through which this political struggle reached resolution
and illustrate the role played by the Yugoslav crisis in resolving it. Fourth and
last, I draw some policy implications for American foreign policy, arguing that
the American military presence remains of central importance for stability in
Western Europe.

One final point. This analysis focuses on security matters within Western
Europe. I do not treat the big subject of NATO’s enlargement or the even bigger
one of pan-European security (how an enlarged NATO should relate to Russia,
Ukraine, and all those other states not likely to be taken into NATO). For Europe’s
political future, these are critical issues, and I do not denigrate their importance.
My task, however, is a different one. Equally important to Europe’s future,
indeed central to it, are peaceful relations among the Western European states.
Those relations, in the view of the Western Europeans, are not something that
can be taken for granted, nor something that closer economic integration by itself
will solve. Indeed, matters are the reverse: closer economic relations will not
work unless security concerns are properly dealt with first. Therefore, if Europe
as a whole is ever to achieve a large measure of peace, Western Europe must
play a central role, but it will be unable to do so unless its own nightmares are
held in check.

RENATIONALIZATION OF DEFENSE
Renationalization Fears

The renationalization fears experienced by Western Europe’s political-military
elites centered on this worry: they might return to what French analyst Francois
Heisbourg called “la geopolitique de grand’papa” (old-style geopolitics) if the
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United States left.> These elites feared that their security and defense affairs
would retrogress from multilateralism to nationalism—from the multilateral,
transparent, and cooperative approach that had been achieved within NATO under
forty years of American leadership to a nationalistic, competitive, autonomous,
noncooperative approach. Renationalization thus meant the return to the national-
istic pursuit of security and defense policies.$

In itself, this would not be a danger; it would only waste money. What the
Western Europeans feared, however, was the spread of nationalistic backsliding
from these matters to others, to foreign policy and ultimately to the entire range
of issues on which they cooperated. They feared, in short, the spill over effects
that nationalism in one issue area would have on other issue areas. If that were
to happen, then the Western European states could well return to the destructive
power politics that they had just spent the last forty-five years trying to banish from
their part of the continent. Thus, so these elites reasoned, the renationalization of
security and defense matters could seriously threaten, if not fatally harm, the
economic union Western Europe had already achieved, as well as make impossible
the greater political union they were seeking. In sum, renationalization threatened
a potentially fatal blow to Western European integration.’

5 See Francois Heisbourg, “The European-U.S. Alliance: Valedictory Reflections on Continental
Drift in the Post-Cold War Era,” International Affairs 60 (April 1992): 669.

% For evidence about the more nationalistic approach to defense matters in the early 1990s, see Jan
Willem Honig, “The ‘Renationalization’ of Western European Defense,” Security Studies 2 (Autumn
1992): 122-139.

7 The analysis of political-military elite attitudes in this and succeeding sections is based in part on
over one hundred interviews I conducted in Western Europe and Washington, DC periodically from
1990 to 1994. I also found especially useful the following published sources: Catherine Guicherd, 4
European Defense Identity: Challenge and Opportunity for NATO (Washington, DC: Congressional
Research Service, Library of Congress, 12 June 1991); Louise Richardson, “British State Strategies
after the Cold War” and Stanley Hoffmann, “French Dilemmas and Strategies in the New Europe”
both in Robert O. Keohane, Joseph S. Nye, and Stanley Hoffmann, After the Cold War: International
Institutions and State Strategies in Europe, 1989-1991 (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press,
1993), 148-169 and 127-148, respectively; Elizabeth Pond, Beyond the Wall: Germany's Road to
Unification (Washington, DC: The Brookings Institution, 1993); Philip Zelikow and Condoleezza Rice,
Germany United and Europe Transformed: A Study in Statecraft (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press, 1995); Paul R. S. Gebhard, The United States and European Security, Adelphi Paper #286
(London: International Institute of Strategic Studies, 1994); Michael R. Beschloss and Strobe Talbott,
At the Highest Levels: The Inside Story of the End of the Cold War (Boston: Little, Brown, 1993);
Diego Ruiz Palmer, French Strategic Options in the 1990s, Adelphi Paper #260 (London: International
Institute of Strategic Studies, July 1991); Anand Menon, Anthony Forster, and William Wallace, “A
Common European Defense?” Survival 34 (Autumn 1992): 98-119; Daniel Vernet, “The Dilemma
of French Foreign Policy,” International Affairs 68 (April 1992): 655-664; Richard Corbett, “The
Intergovernmental Conference on Political Union,” Journal of Common Market Studies 30 (September
1992): 271-298; David S. Yost, “Mitterrand and Defense and Security Policy,” French Politics and
Society 9 (Summer/Fall 1991): 141-158; David S. Yost, “France and West European Defense Identity,”
Survival 33 (July/August 1991): 327-352; Steven Philip Kramer, “The French Question,” The Wash-
ington Quarterly 14 (Autumn 1991): 83-96; Ronald Tiersky, “Mitterrand, France, and Europe,” French
Politics and Society 9 (Winter 1991): 9-25; Ronald Tiersky, “France in the New Europe,” Foreign
Affairs 71 (Spring 1992): 131-147; Alexander Moens, “American Diplomacy and German Unification,”
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As a consequence, no matter how much they disagreed with one another,
no European government envisioned a Europe without an American military
presence. They may have differed about the political-military role the United
States would play and how it would play it, but none, not even France, wanted
the United States to leave. Germany’s neighbors wanted the United States in
because they worried about a united Germany if it were out. Germany wanted
the United States in because it worried about its neighbors’ worries if the Ameri-
cans were out. Of course, all worried about the Soviet Union’s power before it
broke up and the chaos within its former borders after it did. But fear of national-
istic backsliding within Western Europe if the United States left was as potent
a fear as that of Soviet-Russian power and chaos. The unanimous wish that the
United States stay is the most potent evidence available that Western Europe’s
governments still do not trust themselves to avoid the worst excesses of their
past.

Yet, this fear that their security and defense affairs might once again become
renationalized presents a puzzle. After all, the states of Western Europe are all
democracies, they have high levels of economic interdependence with one an-
other, and two of them are armed with nuclear weapons. Democracies are not
supposed to fight with one another; high interdependence among states is supposed
to lead to their peaceful relations; and France and Britain have the ultimate secur-
ity guarantee against German resurgence. If peace were ever overdetermined in
a region, it should be in Western Europe. With war among the states unthinkable,
then, what legitimacy did the renationalization fears of the Western European
elites have?

The answer lies in the phenomenon of a “security competition,” which elites
feared would ensue if the Americans removed their security blanket from Europe.?
Security competition is a concept used by international relations theorists that
encompasses the deleterious effects that defense renationalization can have on
a group of states that had hitherto cooperated with one another militarily.

A security competition among states commences when they come to view
their security as highly competitive and divisible, not quasi-harmonious and semi-
indivisible. When a state perceives its security in indivisible terms, it believes
two things: first, it thinks it cannot be indifferent to events that directly affect
its neighbors but that do not directly or immediately affect it; and second, it
thinks its security cannot be achieved through its own efforts but must be attained

Survival 33 (November/December 1991): 531-546; Catherine McArdle Kelleher, The Future of Euro-
pean Security: An Interim Assessment (Washington, DC: The Brookings Institution, 1995); Mathias
Jopp, The Strategic Implications of European Integration, Adelphi Paper #290 (London: International
Institute for Strategic Studies, 1994); and Laurence Martin and John Roper, eds., Towards a Common
Defense Policy (Paris: The Institute for Security Studies, Western European Union, 1995).

8 Stephen Van Evera was the first, as far as I know, to use the phrase “security competition,”
although he did not define it. I am indebted to him for suggesting the phrase to me and for urging me
to flesh it out. See Stephen Van Evera, “Why Europe Matters, Why the Third World Doesn’t: American
Grand Strategy After the Cold War,” The Journal of Strategic Studies 13 (June 1990): 11.
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by pooling its resources with others. To believe that security is indivisible, there-
fore, is to act, not unilaterally, but cooperatively and multilaterally, to attain it. If
nations in a grouping come to regard their security as divisible and then implement
policies that lead to competitive approaches, a security competition has broken
out. Security competitions thus involve a two-step process: first, the development
of a widespread view that security is divisible; second, the pursuit of competitive
military policies to achieve it. Only when the divisibility-of-peace view moves
to the stage of competitive approaches has security become renationalized.

States within a region could view their respective security as separable and
distinct from one another without engaging in a competition to attain it. This is
possible, but not likely. Adverse external events will intrude on this static and
benign state of affairs and will require the states to take action to counter them.
The states in question will ultimately have to decide whether to concert their
actions or instead to act unilaterally and competitively to counter them. Whether
they concert depends on both how severe the threats are and how each is affected
by them. The more severe the threats and the more they affect all nearly equally,
the more likely is concerted action. But if the threats affect them differentially,
even slightly so, then the states in question are less likely to cooperate, especially
since they had already come to see their security as detachable from their neigh-
bors. Equality in the effects that threats have on a given set of states, however,
is rare. It is therefore more likely that competitive approaches will be pursued,
once a belief in detachable security has developed, than a cooperative approach
will be reforged. The step from divisibility to competition is thus a short one.

Finally, it is not necessary that all states cease cooperation for a full-blown
security competition to ensue. It is sufficient that only one of the large powers
defects. Unless somehow checked, the result is predictable: divisibility and then
competition will spread like wildfire to the other states. If one influential power
acts in ways that ignore the security interests of its neighbors or that adversely
affect them, they must take counteractions that will be seen in turn by the state
that first acted unilaterally as competitive.

As I conceive it, a security competition differs from a security dilemma. The
difference is that the former is more comprehensive than the latter. A security
competition can be manifested as a security dilemma, but it need not be. A
security dilemma has traditionally referred to the action-reaction spiral (an arms
race) that occurs when nations find themselves locked into increasing their arma-
ments via-a-vis one another. The security dilemma arises because it is relative,
not absolute, power that counts in international relations. For most situations,
if one state has added to its offensive military power, then other states have
thereby experienced a decrease in their defensive capabilities. They must then
act to counter the increase, or else accept a worsened position. But if they do
counter it, the other state may increase its armaments in turn and undercut the
increases of the responding states. This would require additional actions by the
latter, provoke counters by the former, and so on. A dilemma is the necessity
of choosing between two equally unpleasant alternatives. For states locked into






