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THE EUROPEAN UNION AND THE SECURITY DILEMMA

SETH G. JONES

SINCE THE treaty on European Union was signed in Maastricht on
7 February 1992, its signatories have worked steadily to build a security
arm of the European Union (EU). The first step was the creation of a Com-

mon Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), which established common positions and
joint actions in areas of strategic importance such as the Balkans, the Mediter-
ranean, and Russia. The 1997 Amsterdam Treaty added a High Representative
for CFSP to improve the coordination of European foreign policymaking, and
created a policy planning and early warning unit to monitor international security
developments and provide assessments of potential crises. In December 2000 the
Nice European Council approved the construction of a European Union rapid
reaction force and a permanent Military Committee and Military Staff to oversee
future military operations. Such states as Germany and France also have pushed
for the creation of a powerful EU foreign minister post as part of a new European
Union Constitution. Other recent steps have included increased cooperation in
the production and development of advanced weapons, as well as the imposition
of economic sanctions to further foreign policy goals.

This article focuses on two questions. First, and most important, why was a
security arm of the European Union created in post–cold war Europe, and why
did earlier efforts such as the European Defense Community, the Fouchet Plan,
and European Political Cooperation fail? Second, how significant is EU security
cooperation?

Both questions have triggered vigorous debates among academics and policy-
makers. Regarding the first question, constructivists argue that European coop-
eration arose from the internalization of a European identity. The logic is that
decades of interaction through the European Community have caused European
states to internalize regional rather than national identities and interests, and to
establish a de facto “security community” in which competition and war is no
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longer plausible. Others have argued that European states seek simply to counter
American power. For example, Samuel Huntington argues that the formation of
the European Union is “undoubtedly the single most important move toward
an antihegemonic coalition.”1 With the collapse of the Soviet Union and the de-
velopment of a unipolar international system, European security cooperation is
motivated by a desire to counter against a U.S. threat. Regarding the second ques-
tion, a number of studies argue that there is not—nor will likely be—substantial EU

security cooperation because nationalism is deeply ingrained in European coun-
tries. Security competition, rather than cooperation, will be the wave of the future.
The inability of all European states to adopt a common position on the 2003
U.S. war in Iraq illustrates the point. “Take the common foreign policy, including
defense,” notes the Financial Times. “The European split over Iraq has wreaked
havoc with the progress that had been made.”2

This article challenges both sets of arguments. Substantial security cooperation
has occurred, and it is caused by a desire both to enmesh Germany in an inter-
national security institution and to prevent future security competition among
European powers—what I call an “institutionalizing” strategy. The independent
variable is the structure of the European system. Specifically, European security
cooperation is inversely correlated with American power in Europe: the lower the

American military presence in Europe, the greater the impetus for EU security cooperation

to ameliorate a potential security dilemma. European security cooperation is akin to a
“dilemma of common aversions”—a situation in which states must cooperate in
order to prevent a mutually undesirable outcome.3 During the cold war, the U.S.

military presence in Europe dampened concerns about Germany as a potential
hegemon. This changed at the end of the cold war for two reasons: 1) Germany
reunified in 1990; and 2) the collapse of the Soviet Union led to dramatic cuts
in U.S. forces in Europe and anxiety about America’s long-term commitment to
the continent. German leaders, however, recognized the potential for a security
dilemma and went to considerable lengths to ameliorate it. In short, Europe’s
major powers have created an EU security arm as a long-term strategy to embed
Germany in an international security institution and promote peace in Europe.

This article is divided into four parts. First, it lays out the conditions under
which states might choose an institutionalizing strategy. Second, it examines four

1. Samuel P. Huntington, “The Lonely Superpower,” Foreign Affairs 78, no. 2 (March/April
1999): 45.

2. Quentin Peel, “The Failure of Blair’s European Policy,” Financial Times, 6 May 2003, 21.
3. Arthur Stein, “Coordination and Collaboration: Regimes in an Anarchic World,” Interna-

tional Organization 36, no. 2 (spring 1982): 299–324; Stephen D. Krasner, “Global Communi-
cations and National Power: Life on the Pareto Frontier,” World Politics 43, no. 3 (April 1991):
336–66.
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cases: the European Defense Community in the early 1950s, the Fouchet Plan in
the early 1960s, European Political Cooperation in the 1970s and 1980s, and the
Treaty on European Union and subsequent agreements. These were chosen for
several reasons: they represent the most important attempts to create a European
security institution in the postwar era; they allow for variation in the amount of
security cooperation (the dependent variable); and they allow for variation in the
structure of the system (the independent variable). Third, this article evaluates
alternative arguments. Fourth, it briefly explores the prospects for European
security cooperation in the near future.

INSTITUTIONALIZING STRATEGIES

INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS scholars have traditionally argued that states pursue
multilateral cooperation in the security realm by either balancing against a

threatening state through an alliance or bandwagoning with the source of danger.
States, however, have pursued another option that has generally been overlooked.
They sometimes attempt to incorporate a potential threat into an institution—
what I call institutionalizing. As used here, an institution refers to a set of rules that
specify how states should behave. Since there are substantial barriers to security
cooperation through an international institution, we should expect it to occur only
under rare conditions. This section argues that there are two major conditions for
an institutionalizing strategy. The first is existence of a potential security dilemma
that may trigger major war. The second condition is that the threatening state must
recognize the security dilemma and support cooperation through an institution
as the best strategy to ameliorate it.

STATE OPTIONS

The first condition is the existence of a potential security dilemma that may lead
to major war. A security dilemma arises when the efforts a state makes to increase
its own security decrease the security of others.4 At the core of the dilemma is the
assumption that the anarchic nature of international politics imposes constraints

4. The security dilemma literature is quite large. Some of the basic works include John Herz,
“Idealist Internationalism and the Security Dilemma,” World Politics 2, no. 2 (January 1950): 157–
80; Robert Jervis, “Cooperation Under the Security Dilemma”; Charles L. Glaser, “Realists as
Optimists: Cooperation as Self-Help,” International Security 19, no. 3 (winter 1994/95): 50–90;
Randall L. Schweller, “Neorealism’s Status-Quo Bias: What Security Dilemma?” Security Studies
5, no. 3 (spring 1996): 90–121; Andrew Kydd, “Sheep in Sheep’s Clothing: Why Security Seekers
Do Not Fight Each Other,” Security Studies 7, no. 1 (autumn 1997): 1114–54; Charles L. Glaser,
“The Security Dilemma Revisited,” World Politics 50, no. 1 (October 1997): 171–201.



March 30, 2004 22:6 SST TJ1031-05

The European Union and the Security Dilemma 117

on the behavior of states. When a state seeks to protect itself by acquiring arms
or establishing alliances, it may inadvertently cause others to react by acquiring
alliances or arms of their own. In the absence of a supranational authority that
can enforce agreements, and with the existence of either expansionist or “rogue”
states, it may be very difficult to know the intentions of others. The bitter irony
of the security dilemma—and what makes it a dilemma—is that states with fun-
damentally compatible goals may nonetheless end up in competition and war.

Security dilemmas are especially likely in situations where there is a potential
hegemon—a state that is substantially more powerful than its neighbors and has
the potential to dominate them. Potential hegemons induce fear among nearby
states because of their considerable power. As German leaders argued before
the First World War, the growth of Russia presented a challenge to Germany.
Referring to a May 1914 meeting with Army Chief of the General Staff Helmut
von Moltke, Foreign Secretary Gottlieb von Jagow noted:

The prospects for the future weighed heavily upon him. In two to three
years Russia would have finished arming. Our enemies’ military power
would then be so great that he did not know how he could deal with it.
Now we were still more or less of a match for it. In his view there was no
alternative but to fight a preventive war so as to beat the enemy while we
could still emerge fairly well from the struggle. The Chief of Staff therefore
put it to me that our policy should be geared to bringing about an early war.5

Furthermore, wars involving potential hegemons are likely to be destructive.
The three most devastating wars in Europe between 1792 and the present—the
Napoleonic wars, the First World War, and the Second World War—occurred
in multipolar systems with rising potential hegemons.6 States may not always
be willing to bear such high costs. “What they would lose if the system broke
down into mutual defection and competition,” Robert Jervis writes, “is very great
because such a configuration could lead to the renewed threat from the potential
hegemon, or to a very costly war.”7

States facing a potential hegemon have several options, as illustrated in table 1.
First, they can pursue a unilateral strategy—what is sometimes called buck pass-
ing.8 They can refuse multilateral cooperation, pursue independent foreign and

5. Quoted in Fritz Fischer, War of Illusions: German Policies from 1911 to 1914 (New York:
Norton, 1975), 402.

6. John J. Mearsheimer, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics (New York: Norton, 2001), 334–59.
7. Robert Jervis, “From Balance to Concert: A Study of International Security Cooperation,”

World Politics 38, no. 1 (October 1985): 78.
8. Barry R. Posen, Sources of Military Doctrine: France, Britain, and Germany between the World

Wars (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1984), 232–33; Thomas J. Christensen and Jack Snyder,
“Chain Gangs and Passed Bucks: Predicting Alliance Patterns in Multipolarity,” International
Organization 44, no. 2 (spring 1990): 137–68.
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Table 1

STRATEGIES IN RESPONSE TO POTENTIAL HEGEMONS

Strategies Summary Examples Problems

Unilateralism/

Buckpassing

Refrain from
multilateral
cooperation and
“pass the buck”
to third states

• France, Britain vs.
Germany (pre-WW II)

• Russia, Britain vs.
Prussia (1860s)

Often fails to check
power of
hegemon

Balancing Contain potential
hegemon by
aggregating
power and
forming
alliaance

• France, Russia vs.
Germany (pre-WWI)

• USSR, Egypt vs. U.S.,
Israel (1950s)

• NATO vs. Warsaw
Pact (cold war)

Poor track record
in preventing
major war

Bandwagoning Join potential
hegemon by
allying with it

• Bulgaria, Romania vs.
Germany (WWII)

• Japan vs. Germany
(WWII)

Often fails to check
power of
hegemon

Institutionalizing Contain potential
hegemon by
incorporating it
into a security
institution

• Concert of Europe
(France)

• NATO (Germany)
• European Union

(Germany)

Hinges on
cooperation of
potential
hegemon

defense policies, and “free ride” on the efforts of other states. Before the Sec-
ond World War, both France and Britain attempted to buck pass the prospect of
fighting Germany to others.9 The major problem with this strategy is obvious: it
does little to diminish the possibility of a destabilizing security dilemma and the
likelihood of major war.10 A second possibility is balancing against the potential
hegemon. States that choose to balance commit themselves to contain their oppo-
nent by aggregating power and forming an alliance.11 Balancing has occurred on

9. Kenneth N. Waltz, Theory of International Politics (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1979), 165.
10. Robert Jervis, Perception and Misperception in International Politics (Princeton: Princeton Uni-

versity Press, 1976), 84–90.
11. Waltz, Theory of International Politics; Hans J. Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations: The Struggle

for Power and Peace (New York: Knopf, 1963); Mearsheimer, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics;
Ernst B. Haas, “The Balance of Power: Prescription, Concept, or Propaganda?” World Politics
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numerous occasions such as the Franco-Russian alliance against Germany before
the First World War, and the efforts of Prussia, Britain, Russia, and Austria to
check French power during the Napoleonic era. Balancing strategies, however,
also have a poor track record of preventing major war. Third, states may pursue
a strategy of bandwagoning with the potential hegemon. Those that opt to band-
wagon commit themselves to join their opponent by allying with it.12 Examples
include Bulgaria and Romania’s alliance with Germany before the Second World
War. Much like buck passing strategies, bandwagoning strategies fail to check the
power of the hegemon.

The fourth strategy is to pursue cooperation with the hegemon through a
multilateral institution—what I refer to as institutionalizing.13 The fear of future
conflict may create a strong impetus for multilateral cooperation through an
international institution because the cost of security competition may become
exorbitantly high for states. This is clearly not bandwagoning. States that opt
to bandwagon abandon any hope of preventing the potential hegemon from
gaining power, and they join forces to acquire at least a portion of the spoils of
victory.

This strategy has been pursued on a number of occasions. For example, Western
European states created NATO for two purposes, what has often been called
“dual containment”: to balance against the threat from the Soviet Union, and to
incorporate Germany into a security institution.14 Similarly, one of the primary
reasons for bringing Germany into the European Coal and Steel Community
(ECSC) was to help bind it into an institution and prevent future German hege-
mony. Furthermore, Prussia, Britain, Austria, and Russia brought France into the
Concert of Europe in 1818 to prevent future French aggression. “Such a move
would strengthen the hand of responsible members of the French government
against militant agitators, it would make the French feel less threatened and iso-
lated, and it would enhance France’s own sense of security,” Norman Rich argues.
“In addition, by admitting France to their councils the allies would be in a position

5, no. 4 (July 1953): 442–77. On balancing against threat (rather than power), see Stephen M.
Walt, The Origins of Alliances (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1987).

12. Walt, The Origins of Alliances, 17–49.
13. This strategy is similar to what Randall Schweller terms “binding” and what Paul

Schroeder refers to as “pactas de contrahendo (pact of restraint).” Randall L. Schweller, Deadly
Imbalances: Tripolarity and Hitler’s Strategy of World Conquest (New York: Columbia University
Press, 1998), 70–71; Paul W. Schroeder, “Alliances, 1815–1945: Weapons of Power and Tools of
Management,” in Historical Dimensions of National Security Problems, ed. Klaus Knorr (Lawrence:
University Press of Kansas, 1976), 227–62.

14. On dual containment see G. John Ikenberry, After Victory: Institutions, Strategic Restraint,
and the Rebuilding of Order After Major Wars (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2001), 205–
10; Thomas A. Schwartz, America’s Germany: John J. McCloy and the Federal Republic of Germany
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1991).
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to exercise a certain amount of supervision and control over French policies.”15

Indeed, the major problem with this strategy is that it hinges on the potential
hegemon’s willingness to ameliorate the fears of others.

An institutionalizing strategy may seem counterintuitive since international sys-
tems with severe security dilemmas are highly unstable and often lead to intense
competition and war. What incentives might the potential hegemon, let alone the
other great powers, have to coordinate foreign and defense policies? Moreover,
in the face of acute security concerns, how can states be sure that others’ inten-
tions are benign? To help us answer these questions, we now turn to the second
condition.

AMELIORATING THE SECURITY DILEMMA

The next condition is that the potential hegemon understand the security dilemma
and is willing to mitigate it. We have just established that a potential hegemon in
a multipolar system can be quite destabilizing. Since others’ fear of it is the cause
of the dilemma, a potential hegemon may consider security cooperation through
an international institution as a strategy to maximize security if it is a status quo
power.

Potential hegemons have not tended to prefer widespread security cooperation
through an international institution. In some cases they simply fail to recognize
the existence of a security dilemma. Prior to the First World War, for instance,
the German and Russian militaries adopted a “cult of the offensive” that glori-
fied offensive military strategies and clouded the ability of leaders to recognize
the existence of a security dilemma.16 In other cases, potential hegemons have
wanted more than just security; they have also desired to expand their power
through conquest. As Peter Liberman argues, conquering states have successfully
exploited industrial societies in the past, and control over these societies has been
maintained at relatively low cost.17 Since conquest has sometimes “paid” and since
economic resources can be cumulative, potential hegemons have often sought to
increase their power through territorial expansion. This strategy has historically

15. Norman Rich, Great Power Diplomacy, 1814–1914 (Boston: McGraw-Hill, 1992), 34. Also
see Paul W. Schroeder, The Transformation of European Politics, 1763–1848 (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1994), 583–636.

16. Jervis, Perception and Misperception 94. On the “cult of the offensive” also see Stephen Van
Evera, “The Cult of the Offensive and the Origins of the First World War,” International Security
9, no. 1 (summer 1984): 58–108; Van Evera, Causes of War: Power and the Roots of Conflict (Ithaca:
Cornell University Press, 1999), 117–239.

17. Peter Liberman, Does Conquest Pay? The Exploitation of Occupied Industrial Societies (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1996). Also see Halford J. Mackinder, “The Geographical Pivot of
History,” Geographic Journal 23, no. 4 (April 1904): 421–44.
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been pursued by such powers as the Soviet Union and the United States, as well
as the familiar cases of Japan and Germany in the first half of the twentieth
century.

Under what conditions, then, might a potential hegemon be willing to coop-
erate through an institution? The most important condition is that it is a status
quo power. That is, the potential hegemon must rule out territorial expansion as
a means to achieve such goals as security, power, or wealth.18 It should desire to
preserve the resources it already has—to maintain the status quo—rather than
increase its resources at the expense of others. Indeed, several changes in inter-
national politics since the Second World War may have caused foreign conquest
to become unappealing and costly for states. One is the introduction of nuclear
weapons. A mutual second-strike capability can inflict severe punishment on at-
tacking states and raise the cost of conflict to unacceptably high levels.19 Others
have argued that the emergence of a “territorial integrity norm”—the norm that
force should not be used to alter interstate boundaries—may have also increased
states’ unwillingness to pursue conquest and expansion.20

Furthermore, an external event such as a recent war may cause the potential
hegemon to prefer the status quo. In international politics, policymakers—and,
in turn, states—may alter behavior because of historical experience.21 Examples
abound. The “lessons of Munich” and the “lessons of Vietnam” have influenced
numerous American policymakers. As Joseph Nye notes, new information about
nuclear weapons caused U.S. and Soviet policymakers to adopt new policies such
as the need for more elaborate technical and political procedures to cope with the
problems of command and control, an acceptance of nuclear parity, and a link
between offense and defense.22 New knowledge and information about weapons
or warfare can cause leaders to update their beliefs about the costs and benefits of
war.23 Moreover, success or failure in war can be a powerful incentive for leaders to

18. On the distinction between expansionist and status quo powers, see Glaser, “Realists as
Optimists”; Schweller, Deadly Imbalances, esp. 15–38.

19. Robert Jervis, The Meaning of the Nuclear Revolution: Statecraft and the Prospect of Armageddon
(Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1989).

20. Mark W. Zacher, “The Territorial Integrity Norm: International Boundaries and the Use
of Force,” International Organization 55, no. 2 (spring 2001): 215–50.

21. For a good summary of learning and international relations see Jack Levy, “Learning and
Foreign Policy: Sweeping a Conceptual Minefield,” International Organization 48, no. 2 (spring
1994): 279–312. Also see Dan Reiter, “Learning, Realism, and Alliances: The Weight of the
Shadow of the Past,” World Politics 46, no. 4 (July 1994): 490–526; Jervis, Perception and Misperception;
Jack Snyder, Myths of Empire: Domestic Politics and International Ambition (Ithaca: Cornell University
Press, 1991).

22. Joseph S. Nye Jr., “Nuclear Learning and U.S.-Soviet Security Regimes,” International
Organization 41, no. 3 (summer 1987): 371–402.

23. Ernst B. Haas, “Why Collaborate? Issue-Linkage and International Regimes,” World
Politics 32, no. 3 (April 1980): 390.
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change policies. Indeed, a recent history of great power war may cause leaders to
pursue such options as security cooperation through an international institution
if it translates into greater security.

Institutions can play a useful role in facilitating cooperation by increasing
transparency among states, “signaling” intentions, and ultimately reducing uncer-
tainty.24 Research on sanctions, for example, has demonstrated that institutions
can help states overcome enforcement problems by monitoring others’ behavior
and doling out side payments to wavering states.25 Institutions can also help build
trust among participant states, particularly if they facilitate the sharing of sensitive
information. Following the 11 September 2001, terrorist attacks in New York City
and Washington, European Union states increasingly shared classified informa-
tion on international terrorist activity. This involved European governments and
their intelligence services, police forces, and judicial authorities.26

Acting through an institution can also send a signal that states have benign
intentions. A costly signal is an action a state takes that “incurs or creates some
cost that the sender would be disinclined to incur or create if he or she were in
fact not willing to carry out” the action.27 Why is it costly? In order to reassure
others that one’s gestures are more than “cheap talk,” an action must place a
high price on reneging.28 For instance, pursuing multilateral sanctions through an
international institution or collaborating on the production of weapons forces
states to give up at least some measure of autonomy. Both are costly because
they increase dependency on others. Reneging could also have a more severe
side effect. Defecting from international cooperation in unstable international
systems could trigger security competition and increase the probability of major
war, making all sides worse off. In sum, institutions can help foster trust among
states in unstable international systems by increasing transparency and signaling
intentions.

24. Robert Keohane, After Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in the World Political Economy
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1984), 92–98; Lloyd Gruber, Ruling the World: Power
Politics and the Rise of Supranational Institutions (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2000),
65–71. Paul R. Milgrom, Douglas C. North, and Barry R. Weingast, “The Role of Institutions
and the Revival of Trade: The Medieval Law Merchant, Private Judges, and the Champagne
Fairs,” Economics and Politics 2, 1–23.

25. Daniel Drezner, “Bargaining, Enforcement, and Multilateral Sanctions: When is Coop-
eration Counterproductive?” International Organization 54, no. 1 (winter 2000): 73–102.

26. Maartje Rutten, From Nice to Laeken, European Defence: Core Documents, vol. 2, Chaillot
Paper no. 51 (Paris: Institute for Security Studies, April 2002), esp. section 2: “The Impact of
the Events of September 11.”

27. James D. Fearon, “Signaling Foreign Policy Interests: Tying Hands Versus Sinking Costs,”
Journal of Conflict Resolution 41, no. 1 (February 1997): 69.

28. On signaling also see A. M. Spence, “Job Market Signaling,” Quarterly Journal of Economics
87, no. 3 (August 1973): 355–74; Fearon, “Domestic Political Audiences and the Escalation of
International Disputes,” American Political Science Review, 88, no. 3 (September 1994): 577–92;
Kydd, “Sheep in Sheep’s Clothing,” 114–54; Glaser, “Realists as Optimists,” 50–90.
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To summarize the hypotheses, we should expect the following:

• The greater the likelihood of a potential hegemon, the greater the possibility
of a security dilemma and major war.

• The greater the willingness of the potential hegemon to ameliorate the se-
curity dilemma through an institution, the greater the possibility of regional
security cooperation.

We should also expect the following vis-à-vis Europe in the post–cold war era:

• The smaller the U.S. military presence in Europe, the greater the possibility
of a security dilemma because of Germany’s power and past behavior.

• The greater the willingness of Germany to mitigate the dilemma through an
institution, the greater the likelihood of regional security cooperation.

THE EUROPEAN DEFENSE COMMUNITY (1950--54)

WE NOW turn to the first of four postwar security institutions, the failed
European Defense Community. In the immediate aftermath of the Second

World War, one of the critical issues for Western policymakers was how to en-
sure long-term stability in Western Europe. Of particular importance was solving
the “German problem”: What was the optimal strategy to ensure a democratic
Germany allied to the West, but safeguard against a revival of German militarism?
As NSC 160, the Eisenhower administration’s 1953 position paper on Germany,
highlighted, Germany was critical for a variety of reasons: it was one of the most
powerful European states west of the Soviet Union; it was a major zone of potential
conflict between the Western powers and the Soviets; and it had a recent history
of aggression.29 There were at least four potential options to solve the German
problem and diminish the security dilemma in Western Europe: unilateralism;
balancing; NATO; and the European Defense Community.

First, the default strategy was unilateralism. Western powers could have refused
multilateral cooperation and pursued independent foreign and defense policies.
This strategy was supported by a number of policymakers in the United States.
Former president Herbert Hoover echoed the sentiments of supporters such as
Senator Robert Taft and warned that U.S. entanglement in Europe “would be
the graveyard of millions of American boys and would end in the exhaustion of
this Gibraltar of Western Civilization.”30 A second option was balancing against
Germany through alliances. This is the strategy European states had pursued

29. “United States Position with Respect to Germany, August 17, 1953,” in United States
Department of State, Foreign Relations of the United States 1952–1954, vol. 7, Germany and Austria
(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1986), 510–20 (hereafter FRUS).

30. “Our National Policies in This Crisis,” broadcast from New York City, 20 December
1950, in Herbert Hoover, Addresses Upon the American Road: 1948–1950 (Stanford: Stanford
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for much of their recent history.31 In Europe there was support for severely
limiting Germany’s economic and military power, establishing an alliance to pro-
tect against future German aggression, but refusing to incorporate Germany in
an institution.32

There were problems with both strategies, however. The United States and
West European states believed that one of the most significant threats to their
security would be for western Germany to ally with the USSR. “The consequences
for Europe as well as for Germany would be disastrous,” noted British Foreign
Secretary Anthony Eden, “if Germany fell within the Soviet orbit, either directly or
gradually via neutralization.”33 Neither unilateralism nor balancing was a strong
safeguard against this. Moreover, as the interwar period demonstrated, neither
could keep Germany down forever. While European leaders were opposed to an
independent German national army and a German general staff, they believed
that a realistic and acceptable defense of Western Europe necessitated active and
willing German military participation.34 As U.S. High Commissioner for Germany
John McCloy insisted, European security required getting Germany “enmeshed”
into a security institution.35

A third alternative was to bind Germany into the North Atlantic Treaty Orga-
nization (NATO). The North Atlantic Treaty, when it was signed on 4 April 1949,
excluded Germany. British leaders in particular supported German membership
in NATO because they were wary of joining a supranational European institution,
and they believed that American participation was necessary to contain German
power.36 This meant that British policy should be geared toward trying “to lead
the integration movement away from exclusively European ideas toward an At-
lantic community, including Germany” because the “U.S. commitment in Europe is

University Press, 1951), 205. Also see Robert A. Taft, A Foreign Policy for Americans (Garden City:
Doubleday, 1951), 82–102; John Lewis Gaddis, Strategies of Containment: A Critical Appraisal of
Postwar American National Security Policy (New York: Oxford University Press, 1982), 117–25.

31. This is similar to what Josef Joffe refers to as “balancing à la Britain”: refrain from be-
coming entangled in multilateral organizations or alliances, but prevent the rise of a European
hegemon. Josef Joffe, “‘Bismark’ or ‘Britain’? Toward an American Grand Strategy after Bipo-
larity,” International Security 19, no. 4 (spring 1995): 94–117.

32. Jacques Fauvet, “Birth and Death of a Treaty,” in Daniel Lerner and Raymond Aron,
France Defeats the EDC (New York: Praeger, 1957), 142.

33. Anthony Eden, Full Circle (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1960), 174. In 1951 Dean Acheson
warned that “if the decision is made to abandon Germany, that country and its people will fall
to the other side and that will make the whole problem unmanageable” (memorandum by
Acheson, 6 July 1951, FRUS 1951, vol. 3, 813).

34. “Report by the North Atlantic Military Committee,” December 1950, FRUS 1950, 539.
35. Meeting of United States Ambassadors at Rome, 22–24 March 1950, FRUS 1950, vol. 3,

817.
36. Eden, Full Circle, 44, 65, 168, 171. Also see Roger Bullen and M. E. Pelly, eds., Documents

on British Policy Overseas (London: Her Majesty’s Stationery Office, 1986), 7–13, 457–62, 488–90,
587–94, 742–44 (hereafter DBPO).
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desirable.”37 French leaders, however, were opposed to rearming Germany through
NATO, and in theory were opposed to rearming Germany at all.38 If it had to be
done, as the Americans, British, and Germans demanded, it should be done in
a European institution that would place the Germans under supranational com-
mand. This leads to our final option.

Fourth, Germany could be incorporated into a European security institution, what
became know as the European Defense Community (EDC). In the economic
realm, the French had already spearheaded a plan in 1950 to incorporate Germany
into a European economic institution by creating the European Coal and Steel
Community. As Jean Monnet described it, a giant step toward precluding “German
industrial domination” was to “place the whole of Franco-German coal and steel
production under an international Authority open to the participation of the
other countries of Europe.”39 The military equivalent to the European Coal and
Steel Community was the EDC. As Monnet noted in a confidential memorandum
to René Pleven in October 1950, the French needed to find a way to keep the
Germans tied down in a European security institution:

[T]he solution of the German problem in its military aspect [should] be
sought in the same spirit and by the same methods as for coal and steel: the
establishment of a European Army with a single High Command, a single
organization, unified equipment and financing, and under the control of a
single supranational authority (German units would gradually be integrated
into this initial nucleus).40

As U.S. Secretary of State Dean Acheson noted: “During the summer of 1951 I had
come to the conclusion that the best way to an adequate German contribution
lay in strong support of the French proposal for a European Defense Commu-
nity.”41 The Eisenhower administration, which took office in January 1953, was
particularly supportive of the EDC and European security cooperation efforts.42

37. Memorandum for the Permanent Under Secretary’s Committee, 9 June 1951, DBPO,
series 2, vol. 1, 594.

38. During the ratification debate on the North Atlantic Treaty in the French National
Assembly, Robert Schuman insisted: “Germany is unarmed and will remain unarmed. . . It is
unthinkable that she should be allowed to joint the Atlantic Pact as a nation empowered to
defend or help defend other nations.” Quoted in Jean Monnet, Memoirs (Garden City: Doubleday,
1978), 337. Schuman also warned U.S. policymakers that German rearmament in any form would
be very unpopular with the French public and members of the French parliament, especially
since France was still militarily weak. Minutes of meeting between French, British, and United
States foreign ministers and their High Commissioners for Germany, 14 September 1950, FRUS

1950, vol. 3, 296–301.
39. Monnet, Memoirs, 292, 295.
40. Ibid., 346.
41. Dean Acheson, Present at the Creation: My Years in the State Department (New York: Norton,

1969), 557.
42. John Foster Dulles, secretary of state in the Eisenhower administration, recalled that

“no real effort had been made to get the EDC treaties before the parliaments of the Western
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The EDC treaty, which was signed on 27 May 1952, by the Federal Republic of
Germany, Belgium, France, Italy, Luxembourg, and the Netherlands, was designed
to integrate the militaries of its respective members by creating a supranational
security institution with common armed forces and a common budget.43 It would
create an integrated European army consisting of a unified command, as well as
conscripted and volunteer soldiers wearing a common European uniform.44 The
EDC was designed to allow Germany to rearm by binding it into a regional insti-
tution. Member states would contribute 43 divisions to the general military pool:
14 from France, 12 each from Italy and West Germany, and the remainder from
the Benelux countries. In August 1954, however, the French National Assembly
rejected the EDC by a vote of 319 to 264. West Germany was admitted into NATO

following the October 1954 Paris accords.
What explains the failure of the EDC? Many historical accounts of the EDC’s

collapse focus almost exclusively on the debates within the French National As-
sembly that led to its rejection.45 While these undoubtedly were important, the
argument ignores the broader forces that contributed to failure. Specifically, the
U.S. military presence in Europe and its long-term commitment to the defense of
the continent solved the security dilemma that had been the original impetus for
the EDC.46

European countries until Eisenhower had become President and had thrown his weight be-
hind this great project.” Moreover, he warned that “there was no hope for Europe without
integration.” Quoted in Memorandum of National Security Council discussion, 13 August
1953, FRUS 1952–54, vol. 7, 502. Also see Dwight D. Eisenhower, The White House Years: Mandate

for Change, 1953–1956 (Garden City: Doubleday, 1963), 398–404.
43. As the introduction to the treaty highlights: “Resolved to contribute to the maintenance

of peace, particularly by ensuring the defense of Western Europe against any aggression . . . a
supranational European organization is the most appropriate means of reaching this goal with all
the necessary rapidity and effectiveness.” “The European Defense Community Treaty, May 27,
1952,” in United States, Department of State, American Foreign Policy 1950–1955, Basic Documents,
vol. 1 (Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1957, 1107–8 (emphasis added).

44. As Article 10 explained, member states were prohibited from recruiting or maintaining
national armed forces with a few exceptions. They could possess military forces: 1) to use in
non-European territories; 2) to participate in international missions such as those directed by
the United Nations; and 3) to protect their chief of state. “The European Defense Community
Treaty,” 1110–11.

45. See, for example, Lerner and Aron, France Defeats the EDC; Edward Fursdon, The European
Defence Community: A History (New York: St. Martin’s, 1980).

46. Several recent accounts, such as that by James McAllister, maintain that U.S. policymakers
harbored a short-term commitment to Europe. McAllister writes: “The historical record shows
that American policymakers from Franklin Delano Roosevelt to Dwight Eisenhower strenu-
ously tried to avoid having the future of Europe dependent on permanent U.S. military presence
on the continent. The perception of a lasting presence was lacking on both sides of the Atlantic
in the 1940s and early 1950s.” While U.S. policymakers may not have been literally committed to
a “permanent” presence in Europe, they nonetheless believed that the dual Soviet and German
threats were substantial enough to warrant a long-term commitment. James McAllister, No
Exit: America and the German Problem, 1943–1954 (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2002), 16.
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At the core of U.S. policy toward Western Europe was a desire to incorporate
Germany into the Atlantic Alliance—whether directly through NATO or indirectly
through the EDC.47 Either way, the United States wanted a determining role in
European security affairs for the foreseeable future.48 Charles Spofford, U.S. deputy
representative on the North Atlantic Council, argued that U.S. power was critical
to balancing the Soviet Union and containing Germany; European states were
simply too weak. Consequently, it would be “dangerous to permit development
of any thought of NATO defense framework as being temporary in comparison
with European framework. Believe it important, therefore, that European army
developments be considered as permanently rather than temporarily within NATO

framework.”49 Furthermore, the EDC itself would be integrated into NATO. Article
2 clearly stated that the EDC was created “within the framework of the North
Atlantic Treaty,” and Article 18 noted that its military forces would be under the
control of NATO’s supreme allied commander.50

U.S. leaders were committed to keeping large numbers of military forces in
Europe for the long term.51 President Eisenhower remarked, for example, that
the United States would keep military forces in Europe “as long as the need ex-
isted,” including in Germany.52 As Table 2 illustrates, the number of U.S. forces
rose rapidly after 1950. By 1955 the U.S. military presence had increased an as-
tounding 350 percent, demonstrating an irrevocable commitment to the defense
of Western Europe. Furthermore, the United States also contributed $8.8 billion
between 1951 and 1955 to military buildup in Europe, and in 1953 the Eisenhower

47. On the importance of making the EDC an integral part of NATO, see Acheson to diplo-
matic offices, 29 January 1951, FRUS 1951, vol. 3, 761. Spofford to Acheson, 8 July 1951, FRUS 1951,
vol. 3, 821; Acheson and Lovett to Truman, 30 July 1951, FRUS 1951, vol. 3, 849–52; Meeting
between Truman and Pleven, 30 January 1951, FRUS 1951, vol. 4, 325; Chiefs of Mission meet-
ing, 2 October 1952, FRUS 1952–54, vol. 3, 652–55; Conant to Dulles, 13 November 1953, FRUS

1952–54, vol. 7, 553–55.
48. There was some discussion during the early Eisenhower administration that the failure

of the EDC might lead to an eventual American withdrawal from Europe. Perhaps the most
noted example is John Foster Dulles’s comment that the demise of the EDC “would compel an
agonizing reappraisal of basic American policy.” This was largely rhetorical, as demonstrated
by Germany’s swift entrance into NATO and the continuation of American build-up after the
EDC’s rejection. See, for example, Fursdon, European Defence Community, 230–34.

49. Spofford to Acheson, July 8, 1951, FRUS 1951, vol. 3, 822.
50. The supreme allied commander of NATO was authorized to ensure that the European

Defense Forces were organized, equipped, trained, and prepared for duty, and would command
those forces. Specifically, Article 18 of the EDC treaty states: “During wartime, the competent
Supreme Commander of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization shall exercise with regard to
the Forces provided for above the full powers and responsibilities of Supreme Commanders,
such as these are conferred upon him by his terms of reference.” “The European Defense
Community Treaty,” 1112–13.

51. See, for example, Memorandum of Conversation between Lewis and Krekeler,
18 November 1953, FRUS 1952–54, vol. 7, 556.

52. Eisenhower, The White House Years, 400.
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Table 2

U.S. FORCES, 1950--5553

Assigned military personnel
in U.S. European Command

Year (EUCOM)
1950 79,495

1951 121,566

1952 256,557

1953 243,842

1954 352,644

1955 356,787

administration’s “New Look” strategy led to the deployment of tactical nuclear
weapons in Western Europe.54

In extending a security guarantee to Europe, the United States solved the
security dilemma by removing the structural cause of conflict and stabilizing the
condition of anarchy. The presence of several hundred thousand U.S. military
personnel, as well as nuclear weapons, meant that there was little reason to fear
other Western European states. Rather than relying on themselves, European
states could rely on the American military for security.55 A substantial American
presence on the continent was supported by most European governments. As
noted earlier, British leaders preferred a long-term U.S. commitment to Europe.
American military forces—rather than simply financial aid—were necessary to
preserve peace in Europe and contain Germany, in addition to balancing against
the Soviet Union.56 The British thus refused to participate in the EDC, fearing its
establishment might cause the United States to lose interest in Europe, revert to

53. Figures are from Daniel J. Nelson, A History of U.S. Military Forces in Germany (Boulder:
Westview, 1987), 45.

54. On military aid see Semiannual Report of the Secretary of Defense, January 1 to June 30, 1954
(Washington: United States Government Printing Office, 1955), 50. On U.S. conventional and
military forces in Europe during the early 1950s, see William P. Mako, U.S. Ground Forces and the
Defense of Central Europe (Washington: Brookings Institution, 1983), 10–16; Nelson, A History of
U.S. Military Forces in Germany, 37–59.

55. Josef Joffe, “Europe’s American Pacifier,” Foreign Policy, no. 54 (spring 1984): esp. 66–69.
56. Jebb to Younger, 12 September 1950, DBPO, 1950, series 2, vol. 3, 28–31; Cabinet meeting

held at 10 Downing Street, 16 November 1950, DBPO, 1950, series 2, vol. 3, 263–66.



March 30, 2004 22:6 SST TJ1031-05

The European Union and the Security Dilemma 129

the isolationism of the interwar years, and trigger a severe security dilemma.57 The
importance of American forces was seconded by German, Dutch, Belgian, and
even French leaders.58

The U.S. military guarantee through NATO and the deflation of the security
dilemma directly contributed to the collapse of the EDC for several reasons. To
begin with, the British decision to support NATO rather than the EDC meant that
France would be the only major power left to tie Germany down. French presi-
dent Pierre Mendès-France argued that the absence of Britain had a deleterious
impact on his government’s ability to pass the EDC.59 Furthermore, a number of
EDC opponents in the French Assemblée Nationale were not against the idea of
German rearmament per se. Rather, they believed that the EDC was not the best
institution; without Britain and the United States it would revive a barely disguised
Wehrmacht, and Germany would increasingly dominate the EDC.60 As Charles de
Gaulle asked: “How could the memory of [Germany’s] ambition, her audacity,
her power and her tyranny be effaced from people’s memories—an ambition
which only yesterday had unleashed a military machine capable of crushing with
one blow the armies of France and her allies.”61 In the aftermath of the EDC,
France’s speedy agreement to rearm a sovereign West Germany and incorporate
it into NATO was only possible because of the American security guarantee. With
the presence of American—as well as British—forces, European states would be
secure from German revanchism. In sum, as Daniel Lerner points out, “it was

57. Speech by British Foreign Minister Anthony Eden at Columbia University, New York,
11 January 1952, in Documents on International Affairs, 1952, ed. Denise Folliot (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1955), 43–44. British leaders also opposed the EDC because they refused to
give up sovereignty in the security realm to a supranational institution.

58. As a memorandum from the Quai d’Orsay explained: “[T]he creation of the EDC must
stabilize and reinforce the presence of American and British troops on the continent, not the
reverse. We have consented to heavy sacrifices for the common interest of Atlantic defense. It
would be paradoxical if these sacrifices had as their only consequence the removal of Anglo-
Saxon forces.” William I. Hitchcock, France Restored: Cold War Diplomacy and the Quest for Leadership
in Europe, 1944–1954 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1998), 180–81. Also see
Dirk Stikker, Men of Responsibility: A Memoir (New York: Harper & Row, 1965), 303–4; Paul-
Henri Spaak, The Continuing Battle: Memoirs of a European, 1936–1966 (London: Weidenfeld and
Nicolson, 1971), 150; Konrad Adenauer, Memoirs, 1945–53 (Chicago: Henry Regnery, 1966),
320.

59. “Le débat parlementaire sur les accords de londres,” 7 octobre 1954, in Pierre Mendès
France, Oeuvres completes III: Gouverner C’est Choisir 1954–1955 (Paris: Gallimard, 1986), 390–91.
Also see “Le débat sur la ratification de la C.E.D.,” 29 août 1954, in Pierre Mendès France, Oeuvres
completes III: Gouverner C’est Choisir 1954–1955 (Paris: Gallimard, 1986), 290; Hitchcock, France
Restored, 162.

60. Reports of Jules Moch, Max Lejeune, and M. Triboulet, 28 and 29 August 1954, J. O.
Assemblée Nationale, 4379–401. For an overview of the EDC debate see Stanley Hoffmann, “The
Postmortems,” in Daniel Lerner and Raymond Aron, France Defeats the EDC (New York: Praeger,
1957), 165–96.

61. Charles de Gaulle, Memoirs of Hope: Renewal 1958–62, Endeavor 1962– (London: Weiden-
feld and Nicolson, 1971), 172.
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precisely the American guarantee which gave France security at minimal cost and
made possible the rejection of EDC on rational grounds of self-interest.”62

The second condition for the success of an institutionalizing strategy is that
the potential hegemon needs to understand the security dilemma and be willing to
ameliorate. In the aftermath of the EDC, however, this condition became irrelevant.
The American military presence in Europe had largely solved the security dilemma,
and the division of Germany only reinforced it. Germany could not become a
potential hegemon. Both superpowers were wary that a reunified Germany might
ally with the other side, and division was preferred over other alternatives.63 By
1949, the German division was more –or less complete; West Germany approved
its Basic Law and Bonn was chosen as the country’s capital. The efforts by German
leaders to reassure Europeans that they understood the security dilemma were
extraneous: German power was mitigated by American power. Indeed, German
Chancellor Konrad Adenauer repeatedly argued that Germany must be enmeshed
in a regional security institution to prevent it from becoming dangerous and to
alleviate the fears of European states. “One must never forget that between Bonn
and Paris lie the gigantic graveyards of Verdun.” Germany must pursue a policy of
“Germany in Europe” and encourage “a spirit of truly European cooperation.”64

Such statements were doubtlessly helpful, but it was American power in the end
that largely supplanted other states’ fear of Germany.

FOUCHET PLAN (1958--63)

NOT LONG after the return to power of French president Charles de Gaulle
in 1958, European states began a serious debate over creating a European

security institution based on the plans of Christian Fouchet, the French ambas-
sador to Denmark. Some recent scholars such as Andrew Moravcsik have argued
that the doomed Fouchet Plan was largely a “sideshow” because de Gaulle was
driven by a desire to secure commercial advantages for French agriculture and
industry.65 There are, however, good reasons to believe that it was much more
than a sideshow.66 De Gaulle had high hopes for the Fouchet Plan because he

62. Daniel Lerner, “Reflections on France in the World Arena,” in Daniel Lerner and Ray-
mond Aron, France Defeats the EDC (New York: Praeger, 1957), 216.

63. John Lewis Gaddis, We Now Know: Rethinking Cold War History (New York: Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 1998), 135–38.

64. Adenauer, Memoirs, 364–65.
65. Andrew Moravcsik, “De Gaulle Between Grain and Grandeur: The Political Economy

of French EC Policy, 1958–1970 (Part I),” Journal of Cold War Studies 2, no. 2 (spring 2000): 3–43.
Also see Moravcsik, The Choice for Europe: Social Purpose and State Power from Messina to Maastricht
(Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1998), 177.

66. See the responses to Moravcsik and the Fouchet Plan by Marc Trachtenberg, Stanley
Hoffmann, and Jeffrey Vanke in Journal of Cold War Studies 2, no. 3 (fall 2000).
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was becoming vexed with NATO. Perhaps the core issue centered on the unwill-
ingness of the United States to support the nationalization of the nuclear forces
deployed on European soil. In the event of a war with the Soviet Union in Europe,
the United States wanted to retain control of the launch of those weapons. This
presented at least two questions for France. First, could the French be sure that
the United States would react quickly to Soviet aggression? As de Gaulle told
Eisenhower in September 1959:

In the course of the two world wars, America was France’s ally, and
France . . . has not forgotten what she owes to American help. But nei-
ther has she forgotten that during the First World War, that help came
only after three long years of struggle which nearly proved mortal for
her, and that during the Second she had already been crushed before you
intervened.67

Second, in the event of a nuclear war, how much control would France have over
the initiation and conduct of the war? If a nuclear war erupted in Western Europe,
“France ran the risk of being committed without even knowing it.”68 De Gaulle
also preferred to establish a security institution with a much broader scope that
addressed important security issues in such areas as the Middle East and North
Africa.69

With the initiation of a NATO crisis, what options did European states have?
There were at least three possible choices: unilateralism; NATO; and the Fouchet
Plan. Unilateralism once again was the default strategy. By the late 1950s, for
example, France was considering the possibility of a unilateral foreign policy.
It began to move in this direction by testing its first nuclear device in February
1960, pursuing an independent nuclear weapons program, withdrawing the French
Mediterranean Fleet from NATO in March 1959, and ultimately withdrawing from
NATO’s integrated military arm in 1966.70 Unilateralism, however, was problematic

67. De Gaulle, Memoirs of Hope, 214. He likewise told American journalist C. L. Sulzberger
that “the United States will not fight for us.” C. L. Sulzberger, The Last of the Giants (New York:
Macmillan, 1970), 61.

68. Memorandum of conversation between Eisenhower and de Gaulle, 2 September 1959,
FRUS 1958–60, vol. 7, 260.

69. Letter from President de Gaulle to President Eisenhower, 17 September 1958, FRUS

1958–60, vol. 7, 81–83. This concern about broadening the scope of security cooperation is
apparent in the series of tripartite negotiations between France, Britain, and the United States.
See, for example, discussions during the tripartite talks, FRUS 1958–60, vol. 7, 128–44, 156–59,
160–62, 164–81.

70. In withdrawing his Mediterranean Fleet, de Gaulle pointed out that the United States
and Great Britain had, after all, “taken steps to prevent the greater part of their naval forces
from being integrated in NATO.” Press Conference Held by General de Gaulle, 25 March 1959,
in Major Addresses, Statements and Press Conferences of General Charles de Gaulle, May 19, 1958–January
31, 1964 (New York: French Embassy, 1964), 49.
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for most European states because it triggered the incipient security dilemma that
the United States had resolved. Who would protect Western Europe against a
Soviet conventional or nuclear attack? How could European states be sure that
Germany would remain a benign power in the future? In short, a unilateral foreign
and defense policy was problematic for European states because it aggravated the
security dilemma.

Alternatively, European states—including France—could have continued with
NATO. We know through hindsight, of course, that NATO was the preferred option
because it ensured that a large American military presence would remain in West-
ern Europe. It is worth remembering, however, that by 1960 there were serious
tensions in the Atlantic alliance. As Marc Trachtenberg writes: “This conflict be-
tween the United States and the European allies on the nuclear issue was a basic
source of tension, but it is important to see it in context: the western political
system as a whole was in disarray, and the problems were growing.”71

The third option the European states considered was a European security institu-

tion anchored by the six states participating in the European Economic Commu-
nity (“the Six”): France, Belgium, Italy, Luxembourg, West Germany, and the
Netherlands. This became known as the Fouchet Plan and was named after
Christian Fouchet, the French ambassador to Denmark, who was tasked with
chairing the committee to develop a European security institution.72 Between
1958 and 1961, leaders of the Six held a series of general meetings to discuss
the need for greater political cooperation.73 These meetings were capped by the
Fouchet Plan, which consisted of several draft treaties.

The first draft in 1961 called for the establishment of a new European institution
termed the “Union of the European peoples” to coordinate foreign policy. It was
explicitly not supranational and aimed “to bring about the adoption of a common
foreign policy” and to strengthen “the security of Member States against any
aggression by adopting a common defence policy.”74 Decision making would

71. Trachtenberg, A Constructed Peace: The Making of the European Settlement, 1945–1963
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1999), 238.

72. For general accounts of the Fouchet negotiations, see Robert Bloes, Le “Plan Fouchet” et
le probleme de l’Europe politique (Bruges: College d’Europe, 1970); Pierre Gerbert, “In Search of
Political Union: The Fouchet Plan Negotiations (1960–62),” in The Dynamics of European Union,
ed. Roy Pryce (New York: Croom Helm, 1987), 105–29; Susanne J. Bodenheimer, Political Union:
A Microcosm of European Politics, 1960–1966 (Leiden: A. W. Sijthoff, 1967), 76–102; Alessandro
Silj, Europe’s Political Puzzle: A Study of the Fouchet Negotiations and the 1963 Veto (Cambridge: Center
for International Affairs, 1967).

73. See, for example, de Gaulle’s remarks on 31 May 1960 and 5 September 1960. Address
by President Charles de Gaulle, 31 May 1960, in Major Addresses, Statements 78; Press Conference
Held by General de Gaulle, 5 September 1960, ibid., 92–93.

74. Towards Political Union: A Selection of Documents (General Directorate of Parliamentary
Documentation and Information, 1964), 12. De Gaulle believed that political union in Europe
was “utopian,” but wanted France to have more political weight. Christian Fouchet, Mémoires
d’hier at de demain: Au service du Général de Gaulle (Paris: Plon, 1971), 197.
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Table 3

U.S. FORCES, 1958--6375

Assigned military
Year personnel in EUCOM

1958 329,911

1959 326,964

1960 322,908

1961 339,024

1962 370,170

1963 337,305

be intergovernmental and heads of state would meet every four months to coordi-

75

nate foreign and defense policies. Foreign ministers of the Six continued to meet
throughout the winter to revise the draft treaty, particularly the relationship be-
tween the Union and NATO. In January 1962, Fouchet introduced a second French
draft that was unilaterally revised by de Gaulle. The French president refused to
include a reference to NATO and widened the scope of the institution to in-
clude economic responsibilities.76 In response to the French draft, the delegations
from Belgium, Italy, Luxembourg, West Germany, and the Netherlands prepared
a third draft treaty that was different in several ways, particularly the insertion of
a clause on the importance of NATO to European security.77 Despite continued
negotiations throughout the winter and spring, the Fouchet Plan folded by April
1962. Negotiations in Paris among foreign ministers of the Six ended in a stalemate,
and no date was fixed for further ministerial discussions of a draft treaty.

What explains the failure of the Fouchet Plan and the attempt to create a Euro-
pean security institution in the early 1960s? There was little demand for a security
institution in the early 1960s because the United States military presence in Europe
continued to keep the security dilemma in abeyance. As Table 3 highlights, the
United States kept well over 300,000 military personnel in EUCOM in the late 1950s
and early 1960s. Furthermore, the United States continued to possess a robust

75. Nelson, A History of U.S. Military Forces, 81.
76. See, for example, Fouchet, Mémoires d’hier at de demain, 369–71.
77. This draft included two different variants on the institution’s relationship to NATO. The

Dutch proposed that the adoption of a common defense policy should be formed “within
the framework of the Atlantic Alliance,” while the other four delegations proposed that it be
worded “as a contribution towards strengthening the Atlantic Alliance.” Towards Political Union,
20.
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nuclear arsenal in Europe that included strategic aircraft, missiles, submarines,
and tactical nuclear weapons that were deployed into NATO land forces.78 With
such flashpoints as the crisis over Berlin, the United States was willing to make
a long-term commitment to Europe. As President Kennedy reminded Adenauer
in 1961, the United States intended “to maintain and even increase its forces.”79

The U.S. conventional and nuclear capabilities continued to prevent the rise of a
rearmed and revanchist Germany, and protected Western Europe from a Soviet
attack, thereby eliminating the uncertainty that could lead to conflict.

In the absence of a potential security dilemma, there was little need to push for
a European security institution. Indeed, the fundamental reason for the Belgian
and Dutch refusal to support the Fouchet Plan, the Italians’ tepid endorsement,
and the eventual rather ambivalent attitude of the Germans was the plan’s impact
on NATO and, more specifically, on U.S. involvement in Europe.80 The Dutch
delegation objected to any discussions of European defense outside of NATO,
and, as noted earlier, inserted a clause into one of the drafts stating that any
common European defense policy must remain “within the framework of the
Atlantic Alliance.”81 Belgian foreign minister Spaak similarly noted that he was
deeply concerned that the Fouchet Plan might lead the United States and perhaps
even Britain to depart from continental Europe.82 In their counterproposal to
de Gaulle’s unilateral draft in January 1962, the five other delegations explicitly
stipulated that the Union should not interfere with NATO but should instead
strengthen it. De Gaulle, of course, was acutely aware of these sentiments and
somewhat despairingly acknowledged that one of the core reasons why the bulk
of the Six rejected the Fouchet Plan was because “in the state of Cold War which
existed in the world, everything for them was subordinated to the desire for
American protection.”83

Much like the European Defense Community in the 1950s, the need for German
leaders to understand the security dilemma was largely moot. As Adenauer told de
Gaulle at a meeting in February 1962, the Fouchet Plan would only work if it paid
“solemn homage to the Atlantic Alliance.”84 In sum, European leaders continued
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1961–63, vol. 13, 275.
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(New York: Rowman and Littlefield, 2001), 77–82.
81. Towards Political Union, 36.
82. Spaak interview with Le Soir in A Retrospective View of the Political Year in Europe, 1962

(Paris: Western European Union General Affairs Committe, 1963), 30–32. On the Dutch, see
Susanne J. Bodenheimer, Political Union, 76–102. (Leiden: A.W. Sijthoff, 1967), 76–102.

83. De Gaulle, Memoirs of Hope, 199.
84. See the account in Jean Lacouture, De Gaulle: The Ruler, 1945–1970 (New York: Norton,

1991), 349.
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to prefer NATO, anchored by the United States, as the primary European security
institution.

EUROPEAN POLITICAL COOPERATION (1969--91)

IN THE late 1960s and early 1970s, discussions about reducing American forces
on the continent, termed Mutually Balanced Force Reduction (MBFR), helped

jumpstart negotiations about European cooperation in foreign policy and defense.
In a meeting with German Chancellor Willy Brandt in April 1970, for example,
President Richard Nixon began by asking what the chancellor’s “principal ob-
jections were to a substantial reduction of the American military presence in
Europe.”85 Nixon said that while he was opposed to withdrawing troops from
Europe, he was under tremendous domestic political pressure from Congress.
In particular, U.S. senator Mike Mansfield introduced an amendment to the Draft
Extension Act that would halve U.S. forces in Europe. Mansfield believed that
drastic cuts in American forces would save money and force European states to
take more responsibility for their own defense.86

Consequently, European states once again had three familiar options: unilater-
alism; NATO; and European Political Cooperation. First, they could have pursued
unilateralism. As usual, the French were good candidates. Though Charles de
Gaulle was replaced as president by Georges Pompidou in 1969, there were still
strong unilateralists in the French government such as Defense Minister Michel
Debré and Prime Minister Jacques Chaban-Delmas. As explicated in the 1972 Livre
blanc sur la défense nationale (white paper on national defense), French policy-
makers refused to reintegrate French military forces into NATO’s military com-
mand or to compromise on France’s independent force de frappe (nuclear strike
force).87 Within a few years France’s nuclear force was bolstered by the deploy-
ment of tactical nuclear weapons, intermediate-range missiles on the windswept
Plateau d’Albion in southeastern France, and strategic submarines.88 The problem,
as even the French recognized, was that a return to unilateralism for all European

85. Willy Brandt, People and Politics: The Years 1960–1975 (Boston: Little, Brown, 1976), 285.
86. See, for example, Mansfield’s statement on the floor of the Senate on 13 September

1968. “The Situation in Czechoslovakia and U.S. Forces in Europe,” Reports of Senator Mike
Mansfield to the Committee on Foreign Relations, Y4.F76/2:V67/14 (Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1968), 13–16.

87. Livre blanc sur la défense nationale (Paris: Ministère de la Défense Nationale, June 1972).
Also see Philip H. Gordon, A Certain Idea of France: French Security Policy and the Gaullist Legacy
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1993), 70–78.

88. In 1974, for example, France had ballistic missile submarines with M-1 missiles, SSBS S-2
intermediate-range ballistic missiles, and Mirage IVA bombers. The Military Balance, 1974–1975
(London: International Institute for Strategic Studies, 1974), 21.
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states, particularly Germany, would have been highly destabilizing and would have
triggered a severe security dilemma.

Second, European states could have continued with NATO as the preeminent
security institution and kept a large contingent of U.S. military forces on the con-
tinent. Again, we know through hindsight that NATO was the preferred option
among European leaders. It was not ipso facto inevitable, however. As already
noted, the Nixon administration was under severe domestic pressure to drasti-
cally cut U.S. forces in Europe, and NATO itself was, in U.S. Secretary of State Henry
Kissinger’s words, “in urgent need of revision.”89 In his “Year of Europe” speech
Kissinger explicitly encouraged greater European cooperation: “We will continue
to support European unity. Based on the principles of partnership, we will make
concessions to its further growth.”90

Third, European states could have created a European security institution—
what eventually became known as European Political Cooperation (EPC).91 Discus-
sions began during the European summit conference at the Hague in December
1969, when the heads of state “agreed to instruct the Ministers for Foreign Affairs
to study the best way of achieving progress in the matter of political unification.”92

EPC consisted of several stages. The first was in 1970, when Belgian political direc-
tor Vicomte Davignon was tasked at the Hague summit with producing a report
on European foreign policy cooperation. Davignon’s report, which was approved
at the Luxembourg Conference of Foreign Ministers on 27 October 1970, was
strikingly minimal in its suggestions. Noting that European efforts “ought first to
concentrate specifically on the coordination of foreign policies,” the Luxembourg
report concluded that the foreign affairs ministers should meet at least every six
months.93 It was notable for its paucity of both substance and supranational in-
volvement. EPC was not integrated into the European Community; it operated as
an intergovernmental process separate from the treaties of Rome and Paris. The

89. Henry Kissinger, Years of Upheaval (Boston: Little, Brown, 1982), 134. On the crisis within
NATO see John Lewis Gaddis, Strategies of Containment: A Critical Appraisal of Postwar American
National Security Policy (New York: Oxford University Press, 1982), 332–33.

90. Kissinger, Years of Upheaval, 153.
91. For general works on European Political Cooperation, see Simon J. Nuttall, European

Political Co-Operation (New York: Oxford University Press, 1992); Panayiotis Ifestos, European
Political Cooperation: Towards a Framework for Supranational Diplomacy? (Brookfield, Vermont: Ave-
bury, 1987); Alfred Pijpers, Elfriede Regelsberger, and Wolfgang Wessels, European Political
Cooperation in the 1980s: A Common Foreign Policy for Western Europe? (Boston: Martinus Nijhoff,
1988); David Allen, Reinhardt Rummel, and Wolfgang Wessels, European Political Cooperation:
Towards a Foreign Policy for Western Europe (Boston: Butterworth Scientific, 1982)

92. “Communiqué issued after the conference in the Hague,” 2 December 1969, in A
Retrospective View of the Political Year in Europe, 1969 (Paris: Western European Union General
Affairs Committee, 1970), 144.

93. The Davignon (Luxembourg) Report, in European Foreign Policy: Key Documents, ed. Christo-
pher Hill and Karen E. Smith (New York: Routledge, 2000), 76.
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subsequent Copenhagen Report, which was approved on 23 July 1973, likewise
made little progress. It increased the frequency of meetings involving foreign af-
fairs ministers to every three months and established the COREU telex network
to increase information-sharing between European capitals. By the mid-1970s,
however, it was clear that EPC was largely a pipedream. Belgian Prime Minister
Léo Tindemans tellingly wrote in 1975:

Why has the European concept lost a lot of its force and initial impetus?
I believe that over the years the European public has lost a guiding light,
namely the political consensus between our countries on our reasons for
undertaking this joint task and the characteristics with which we wish to
endow it.94

For the next 15 years EPC remained stagnant despite some beleaguered attempts
to revive it. In October 1981 the London Report offered several token changes. For
example, it created a small body of foreign policy officials to assist the European
Community when dealing with third countries. Often referred to as the “troika
principle,” it was inspired by the desire for the now ten European member states to
speak with a single voice in foreign affairs.95 In February 1986 the Single European
Act, which is largely remembered for establishing the Single European Market,
introduced several modest foreign policy changes. As its name suggests the act
was referred to as “single” because it covered both the European Community
and the EPC in one legal text, though it importantly did not integrate EPC directly
into the European Community.96 Moreover, it replaced the troika of foreign policy
officials with a secretariat for EPC based in Brussels. As one senior British diplomat
has noted: “EPC was really just an opportunity to increase information exchanges
between European capitals. It was not a serious attempt at cooperation.”97

What explains the failure of EPC and the attempt to create a European security
institution in the early 1970s? Despite the existence of the European Community
as a viable preexisting institution, the massive U.S. military presence in Europe
continued to ameliorate the security dilemma. In the face of strong pressure from
Capitol Hill to drastically reduce U.S. force levels in Europe, the Nixon adminis-
tration remained committed to European security. Kissinger made it clear in his
“Year of Europe” speech that while he encouraged Europeans to share more of
the defense burden, “we will not disengage from our solemn commitments to our

94. Léo Tindemans, “Report on European Union,” 29 December 1975, in Hill and Smith,
European Foreign Policy, 100.

95. The London Report, 13 October 1981, in Hill and Smith, European Foreign Policy, 117.
96. This step was important because it left the door open for a more explicit linking between

security and non-security issues. See, for example, Nuttall, European Political Cooperation, 252.
97. Senior official, British Foreign and Commonwealth Office, interview with author, Lon-
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Table 4

U.S. FORCES, 1968--8898

Assigned military
Year personnel in EUCOM

1968 297,538

1970 276,594

1972 282,535

1974 277,000

1976 301,000

1978 304,000

1980 311,400

1982 348,600

1984 349,200

1986 354,000

1988 317,000

allies. We will maintain our forces and not withdraw from Europe unilaterally.”99

These words were supported by plenty of evidence. As table 4 highlights, U.S.

forces remained near or above 300,000 throughout the 1970s and 1980s. The
Soviet Union continued to present a formidable nuclear and conventional threat
to Western Europe and the United States, and U.S. policymakers were firmly com-
mitted to remaining in Europe for the foreseeable future.

Moreover, most European leaders supported a substantial American presence
in Europe and believed that NATO was the only viable security institution for the
foreseeable future. As the 1971–72 German White Paper argued: “The mainte-
nance of a global balance of forces remains a necessity. To that end, an adequate
counterweight to the military power of the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact
must be maintained in Europe . . . A substantially undiminished presence of the

98. Nelson, A History of U.S. Military Forces, 103; The Military Balance, 1974–1975 (London:
International Institute for Strategic Studies, 1974) through The Military Balance, 1988–1989;
Military Presence: U.S. Personnel in NATO Europe, Report to the Chairmen and Ranking Minority
Members, Senate and House Committees on Armed Services, GAO/NSIAD-90-04 (United States
General Accounting Office: Washington, D.C., October 1989), 3 (author’s estimates).

99. Kissinger, Years of Upheaval, 153.
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United States in Europe is prerequisite to a stable peace in Europe.”100 In private,
European leaders such as Willy Brandt reassured American policymakers that
they wanted American forces to stay.101 Consequently, there was little incentive to
create a viable European security institution.

Similar to the European Defense Community and the Fouchet Plan, the second
condition—the potential hegemon needs to understand the security dilemma and
be willing to go to considerable lengths to lessen it—was largely moot. Germany
remained a divided power and the U.S. military presence solved the dilemma.
Nevertheless, German leaders did not shy away from denouncing their country’s
past behavior, particularly the Nazi era. “No reservations, no whitewash,” Brandt
remarked in May 1968. “Neo-Nazism and nationalism are a betrayal of our country
and nation.”102

THE TREATY ON EUROPEAN UNION AND BEYOND (1991-- )

STRUCTURAL CHANGES at the end of the cold war began a fundamental shift
in European security. European concerns over an American withdrawal and

the reunification of Germany created a potential security dilemma in Europe,
and German leaders adopted an institutionalizing strategy to ameliorate it. In
short, security cooperation through the EU was inversely correlated with American
power in Europe. The lower the American military presence and commitment to
Europe, the greater the incentive for cooperation through the EU to defuse a
potential security dilemma. Though both NATO and the Organization for Security
and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) expanded in the 1990s, neither were viable
long-term solutions.

There were at least four security options: balance against Germany; seek collec-
tive security through the OSCE; continue to support NATO; or create an EU security
arm. First, with the demise of the Soviet Union, European states could have re-
frained from relying on any security institution—including NATO—for regional
stability, and opted to balance against German power.103 The major problem with

100. White Paper 1971/1972: The Security of the Federal Republic of Germany and the Development
of the Federal Armed Forces (Bonn: Federal Minister of Defence, 1971/1972), 6. Also see White
Paper 1979: The Security of the Federal Republic of Germany and the Development of the Federal Armed
Forces (Bonn: Federal Minister of Defence, 1979).

101. Brandt, People and Politics, 303. On U.S. forces in Europe also see ibid., 260, 285, 288. In
an address to the National Press Club on 10 April 1970, Brandt remarked that “close relations
with the United States are considered as [sic] number one priority in foreign affairs and that the
presence of U.S. forces in our country continues to be regarded as vital.” Ibid., 288.

102. Ibid., 152.
103. Some realists predicted that the collapse of the Soviet Union would cause the United
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this strategy, however, was that it was unlikely to curb the German threat. If
possible, Europe’s major powers—France, Britain, and Germany—preferred to
prevent a destabilizing security dilemma. French and British leaders claimed that
they would balance against Germany if it refused to enmesh itself in a European in-
stitution. At a meeting with German Foreign Minister Hans-Dietrich Genscher in
late 1989, for example, French president Francois Mitterrand bluntly warned: “If
German unification was to occur in a Europe that ultimately made no real progress,
then the European partners, who in the future were going to face 80 million Ger-
mans, would probably be looking for a counterweight.”104 Thus, balancing against
Germany was a realistic option only if Germany refused multilateral cooperation.

Second, European states could have chosen a collective security institution
along the lines of the nineteenth century Concert of Europe.105 As Charles and
Clifford Kupchan suggested, for example, European states could have adopted
a two-tiered concert centered around Britain, France, Germany, and perhaps the
United States and Russia.106 The logical organization was the Conference on Se-
curity and Cooperation in Europe, which expanded into the fifty-five-member
Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe in 1995 and included mem-
ber countries from Europe, North America, and Central Asia. The OSCE, however,
was unlikely to prevent a security dilemma since most collective security organi-
zations historically have been far too weak and unwieldy.107 Furthermore, the
expansion of the OSCE was not caused by the fear of a united Germany; most
policymakers recognized that the organization was too weak to accomplish that
objective. Rather, the OSCE’s goal was much more modest and included such func-
tions as monitoring elections in transitioning European countries and lobbying
for greater human rights and freedom of the press.108 U.S. Secretary of State James
Baker, who was involved in the German unification negotiations, said explicitly

Europe. See, for example, John J. Mearsheimer, “Back to the Future: Instability in Europe After
the Cold War,” International Security 15, no. 1 (summer 1990): 5–56. On NATO’s dim future
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Press, 1995), 47, 97–98, 207.
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that the organization “was not the appropriate place for determining Germany’s
future.”109

Third, European states could have continued utilizing NATO as the continent’s
only viable security institution.110 As already noted, NATO played a crucial role in
ameliorating the security dilemma during the cold war, and American conventional
and nuclear power served as the lynchpin. British policymakers led by John Major
were particularly supportive of the continued preeminence of NATO.111 Indeed,
NATO expanded eastward in 1999 to include Poland, Hungary, and the Czech
Republic, and in 2002 invited seven more countries to join by 2004. The rationale
for NATO expansion was not the fear of a united Germany since it was already a
member of NATO, but instead a desire to help create a democratic and peaceful
Europe in areas that were once controlled by the Soviet Union.112 As will be
discussed in more detail later, there was an important cost to relying on NATO: it
was unclear how long the United States would remain in Europe. With the collapse
of the Soviet Union, NATO’s raison d’être, there were serious doubts about the
U.S. long-term commitment. Despite American verbal reassurances that it would
remain a continental power, many European leaders nevertheless believed that
the absence of the Soviet threat and increasing U.S. security concerns in the Middle
East and Asia would eventually lead to an American withdrawal. The expansion
of NATO in 1999 did not dispel such concerns, which were reinforced by the
American decision to bypass NATO during the 2001–2002 war in Afghanistan and
the transatlantic tensions that resulted from the 2003 war in Iraq. Thus, NATO was
not a reliable long-term solution.

The fourth option was to create a security arm of the European Union. This
offered a long-term solution to the security dilemma by keeping Germany en-
meshed in a security institution. Consequently, European states pushed ahead
on two tracks: a Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), and a European
Security and Defense Policy (ESDP). Efforts to build a CFSP began in the late
1980s during the preliminary negotiations for the Treaty on European Union,
which was signed in Maastricht in February 1992. Maastricht established CFSP as

109. Zelikow and Rice, Germany Unified, 177.
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Peace: Europe After the Cold War,” International Security 15, no. 3 (winter 1990/91): 7–57; Charles
A. Kupchan, “Reconstructing the West: The Case for an Atlantic Union,” in Atlantic Security:
Contending Visions, ed., Charles A. Kupchan (New York: Council on Foreign Relations, 1998),
64–91. This would have meant changing the purpose of NATO from a security institution
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the Cold War,” International Organization 54, no. 4 (autumn 2000).”
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one of the three pillars of the EU. This marked a significant change because it
brought foreign policy for the first time within the framework of the European
Union.113 Maastricht also urged member states to define and conform to “com-
mon positions” and to implement “joint actions” in areas where members had
important interests in common such as the Balkans, the Mediterranean, and
Russia. The 1997 Amsterdam Treaty introduced several institutional reforms,
establishing “common strategies” in areas where member states had shared in-
terests.114 More importantly, Article 26 created a High Representative for CFSP

to improve the coordination and centralization of foreign policymaking.115 The
High Representative was equipped with a policy planning and early warning unit
to monitor international security developments, provide assessments of potential
crises, and produce policy option papers. Amsterdam also led to the appointment
of European diplomatic envoys to areas of geostrategic importance such as the
Balkans and the Middle East.

The second track was the establishment of a coordinated defense capability
for peacekeeping operations through ESDP. In December 1998 the Franco-British
summit at St. Malo added a common defense policy to the second pillar.116 As
British prime minister Tony Blair and French president Jacques Chirac agreed:
“the [European] Union must have the capacity for autonomous action, backed
up by credible military forces.”117 A permanent political-military structure was
established at the 1999 Helsinki summit to oversee future peacekeeping opera-
tions conducted by a European Union rapid reaction force.118 EU states created a
Political and Security Committee, chaired by the High Representative for CFSP, to
exercise political control and strategic direction of EU military operations. It also

113. As Title V, Article J.1 stated: “The Union and its Member States shall define and
implement a common foreign and security policy, governed by the provisions of this Title and
covering all areas of foreign and security policy.” Treaty on European Union, in Richard Corbett,
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established a Military Committee, composed of the respective defense ministers
and represented by their delegates, to provide the Political and Security Commit-
tee with military advice and recommendations on all military matters within the
EU. Finally, a Military Staff was created to conduct EU peacekeeping operations
and provide early warning, situation assessment, and strategic planning for op-
erations.119 In sum, Maastricht marked the beginning of a fundamental shift in
European security by creating a foreign policy and defense arm of the European
Union. Bolstered by later developments at Amsterdam, St. Malo, and Helsinki,
Maastricht succeeded where the European Defense Community, the Fouchet Plan,
and European Political Cooperation failed. Indeed, one of the truly remarkable
features of Maastricht was that any security institution at all was established given
the failures over the past forty years.

Why did the creation of a security arm of the European Union succeed in post–
cold war Europe when earlier attempts failed? The answer is straightforward.
German reunification and concerns about an American withdrawal created a
potential security dilemma in Europe. German leaders understood the dilemma
and were willing to mitigate it.

To begin with, German reunification in 1990 increased Germany’s popula-
tion from 63 million in 1990 to 80 million in 1991.120 In Britain, Prime Minister
Margaret Thatcher was deeply worried about Germany because of its increased
power and historical behavior. She believed that “a reunified Germany is simply
too big and powerful to be just another player within Europe. Moreover, Ger-
many has always looked east as well as west . . . Germany is thus by its very nature a
destabilizing rather than a stabilizing force in Europe.”121 During a visit to Moscow
in September 1989 she told Soviet president Mikhail Gorbachev that “we were
rather apprehensive” about reunification, a sentiment that was shared by the Soviet
leader.122 At the Strasbourg European Council meeting in December, she held two
private meetings with Mitterrand on Germany. At one of the meetings, she pulled
out a map depicting past configurations of Germany and noted thankfully that
both France and Britain now “had the will to check the German juggernaut.”123

In March 1990 Thatcher held a confidential discussion with close advisers at Che-
quers, her country residence, on the implications of German reunification. While
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Headquarters Allied Powers Europe (SHAPE).
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122. Ibid., 792. According to Thatcher, Gorbachev responded by stating that he was not in

favor of German reunification.
123. Ibid., 797.



March 30, 2004 22:6 SST TJ1031-05

144 SECURITY STUDIES 12, no. 3

most participants agreed that contemporary Germany was different from Nazi
Germany, there were nonetheless palpable concerns about its future behavior:

Given that a much larger and more powerful Germany would soon be
upon us, we had to consider what sort of European framework would
be most likely to encourage the benign effects and diminish the adverse
consequences . . . We wanted Germany to be constrained within a security
framework which had the best chance of avoiding a resurgence of German
militarism.124

French leaders were equally worried about German reunification. At a May
1989 meeting with U.S. President George H. W. Bush in Kennebunkport, Maine,
Mitterrand argued that reunification was only one of two possible causes of great
power war in Europe (the other was German acquisition of nuclear weapons).125

Alluding to the appeasement of Germany before the Second World War,
Mitterrand noted to Thatcher in 1989: “We find ourselves in the same situation as
the leaders in France and Britain before the war, who didn’t react to anything. We
can’t repeat Munich!”126 Like the British, French leaders were deeply worried about
reunification because Germany was a potential hegemon with a revisionist past.

European states were also deeply worried about a possible American withdrawal
from the continent. In the absence of the Soviet Union it was not clear how
long American forces would remain in Europe, and most European leaders were
skeptical that the United States would stay for the long-term. Statements from
Capitol Hill and prominent international relations experts weren’t reassuring. At
a 1992 conference in Munich, for instance, Senator William Cohen described
the prevailing view in the United States that NATO was “no longer necessary,
relevant or affordable,” and that it would most likely become “mainly a European
organization.”127 The U.S. Defense Department’s 1993 “Bottom-Up Review’ noted
that America’s major security concerns were in the Middle East and Asia rather
than Europe, and thus required building military forces to combat such states as
Iraq and North Korea.128 A drastic reduction of American forces was promulgated
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Table 5

U.S. FORCES, 1989--2000129

Assigned Assigned Assigned air
military personnel, army personnel, force personnel,

Year EUCOM Germany130 Germany131

1989 326,400 202,500 40,300

1991 303,100 192,600 29,900

1993 183,000 98,000 25,400

1995 139,200 70,500 16,100

1997 121,000 60,500 15,165

1999 97,510 51,870 15,270

2000 100,000 42,000 14,880

by a number of other members of Congress and former statesmen, including
Henry Kissinger.132 State Department analysts were also pessimistic about the
prospects for keeping U.S. troops in Germany.133

As Table 5 illustrates, U.S. forces dropped precipitously in the post–Cold War
era. In 1989 United States European Command (EUCOM) comprised 326,000
military personnel, of which 202,000 were army personnel and 40,300 air force
personnel stationed in the Federal Republic of Germany. By 2000 EUCOM had
dropped nearly 70 percent to 100,000, the army presence in Germany dropped
almost 80 percent to 42,200, and the air force presence in Germany dropped
63 percent to 14,880.

This led to serious concerns in European capitals, especially Paris, about the
long-term commitment of the United States.134 In February 1990 Mitterrand

129. Sources: The Military Balance, 1989–90 (London: International Institute for Strategic
Studies, 1989) through The Military Balance, 2000–01.

130. Figures for 1989 are for the Federal Republic of Germany (West Germany).
131. Ibid.
132. Henry A. Kissinger, “A Memo to the Next President,” Newsweek, 19 September 1988,

34–41; Michael Wines “Report on NATO Calls on U.S. to Cut its Forces by Two-Thirds,” New
York Times, 2 March 1991, 3. Ian Murray, “U.S. Threatens to Abandon NATO Over Trade Talks,”
Times (London), 10 February 1992, 1.

133. Zelikow and Rice, Germany Unified, 247. “Maintaining U.S. Forces in a United
Germany—An Uphill Battle,” 11 April 1990.

134. Senior official, French Ministry of Defense, interview with author, 19 June 2001; senior
official, British Foreign and Commonwealth Office, interview with author, 31 January 2001;
senior official, German Ministry of Defense, interview with author, 9 May 2001.
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predicted that both NATO and the Warsaw Pact would probably not be around for
much longer and that the “main thing, for me, is for Europe to take up its true
place in the world again after the self-destruction of two world wars. In short,
I expect Europeans to keep in mind, as I do, a paraphrase of that well-known
expression, ‘Let Europe take care of itself.”135 Surely, NATO would not disappear
in the short-term. Could a substantial U.S. presence be assured for ten years, how-
ever? Twenty years? Thirty years? If not, it would be critical to maximize French
security and tie the Germans down in a security institution. There needed to be a
long-term solution. As one staff member on the Bush administration’s National
Security Council noted:

The most striking impression I derived from my many conversations is
the nearly total absence of the U.S. in the mid- and long-term calculations
of French policymakers. So convinced do the French seem that the U.S.

will rapidly withdraw its forces from Europe that they are thinking, and at
times acting, as if we were already gone.136

Moreover, German officials preferred a U.S. commitment to Europe but wondered
how long the United States would remain engaged there. American intelligence
reports supported this concern, and noted that Genscher viewed NATO as existing
only for the short-term.137 According to one senior British diplomat: “There was
a palpable sense among European leaders in the early 1990s that the United States
might not be a long-term player. This perception was critical to the creation of
CFSP.”138

German leaders, however, pushed for security cooperation through the
European Union because they were interested in the status quo. One of the
first steps German leaders took after reunification was to accept several impor-
tant limitations as part of the Two-Plus-Four settlement on Germany reunifi-
cation, Conventional Forces in Europe agreement, and German-Polish treaty.
Germany agreed to reduce its armed forces to 370,000 (including land, air, and
sea forces); renounce nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons; recognize the
Oder-Neisse border with Poland; and amend article 23 of the Basic Law, which
now states: “With a view to establishing a united Europe, the Federal Republic of
Germany shall participate in the development of the European Union . . . To this

135. “Germany Reunification: Interview with President Mitterrand,” 14 February 1990
(Washington, D.C.: Embassy of France, 1990).

136. Zelikow and Rice, Germany Unified, 206. The message was written by NSC staffer Adrian
Basora and was titled “WHAT HAPPENED TO THE SPIRIT OF KENNEBUNKPORT?” 20 February
1990.

137. Ibid., 175.
138. Senior official, British Foreign and Commonwealth Office, interview.



March 30, 2004 22:6 SST TJ1031-05

The European Union and the Security Dilemma 147

end the Federation may transfer sovereign powers by a law with the consent of the
Bundesrat.”139

Germany’s past behavior affected the country’s foreign policy decision making
process. As Genscher noted in 1989 regarding questions about the Oder-Neisse
line: “Fifty years ago the Polish people became the victim of a war that was started
by Hitler’s Germany. It shall know that we Germans will not question its right to live
within secure borders, not now or in the future, by making territorial demands. The
wheel of history will not be turned back.”140 The existence of a security dilemma
was clearly apparent to German leaders, who understood that they might face a
balancing coalition if they did not become integrated into Europe. In particular,
they recognized that the specter of Adolf Hitler and Germany’s past behavior
caused other Europeans to be concerned about Germany’s future aspirations.141

Acting through the European Union was important because it signaled that
German leaders had benign intentions. When Mitterrand warned that a reunified
Germany which did not bind itself into Europe would likely trigger a balancing
coalition, Genscher replied that “those counterweights would not be necessary
if European integration was progressing along the lines we hoped for.”142 Frank
Elbe, one of Genscher’s top aides, and journalist Richard Kiessler noted that the
structural changes at the end of the cold war placed Germany in a precarious
situation. With the understanding that German unilateralism would have been
destabilizing, Kohl’s government hoped that working through the EU would signal
that Germany was a status quo power:

The following principle will now apply more strongly than during the four
decades of the Cold War: Germany cannot and must not pursue a singular
approach to foreign policy. It remains bound in processes of cooperative
decision making. Germany must remain the locomotive of a process that
shall lead Europe to unity. Otherwise this Germany could . . . provoke ten-
dencies “to readjust the balance”—to the disadvantage of the Germans.143

Indeed, Germany became one of the prime engines of a security arm of the
European Union. This was first apparent during the Maastricht negotiations,
when Germany strongly pursued an institutionalizing strategy and was perhaps
the most “integrationist” of the major European powers. The impetus for es-
tablishing CFSP as a pillar of the European Union came from the Germans and

139. Article 23, Basic Law for the Federal Republic of Germany.
140. Genscher, Rebuilding A House Divided, 3. Genscher refers to Hitler numerous times

in his memoirs in the context of overcoming Germany’s belligerent history. See ibid. 15–16,
18–19, 60, 71, 76, 82–83, 184–85, 194–95, 197, 200, 287, 331, 400, 441, 490, 559.

141. On Germany and “collective memory” see Andrei S. Markovits and Simon Reich, The
German Predicament: Memory and Power in the New Europe (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1997).

142. Genscher, Rebuilding a House Divided, 308.
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the French. Kohl initiated the push by asserting in mid-1989 that the German
Bundestag wanted progress on foreign policy in exchange for progress on eco-
nomic and monetary affairs.144 In early 1990, Kohl and Mitterrand met several
times to discuss German reunification and European cooperation. In April 1990
they wrote a letter suggesting that the European Council should begin preparing
for an intergovernmental conference on political union to define and imple-
ment a common foreign and security policy.145 German and French preferences
were further outlined in a series of papers by French foreign minister Roland
Dumas and Genscher, which promoted the importance of CFSP and the eventual
incorporation of a military arm of the EU.146 Both the Germans and the French
advocated moving away from NATO as the sole European security institution, re-
viving the defunct Western European Union (WEU), and eventually incorporating
it into the EU by the late 1990s. Kohl and Mitterrand explicitly stated in a draft
text to Dutch prime minister Ruud Lubbers in October 1991 that the WEU should
be a “component” of the European Union.147

German leaders continued to press for further deepening of the European
Union’s security arm over the next decade. In particular, they strongly supported
the creation of a High Representative for CFSP during the Amsterdam negoti-
ations, and have played a leading role in the construction of an EU rapid reac-
tion force.148 Following the December 1998 Franco-British summit at St. Malo,
Germany held the EU presidency and pushed hard to develop an EU rapid reac-
tion force. This was done at the Cologne summit in June 1999, which initiated
the construction of “credible military capabilities” for European Union states.149

German leaders have also supported the creation of a European Union Foreign
Minister as part of a new EU Constitution.

In sum, security cooperation through the European Union has been inversely
correlated with American power in Europe: the lower the American military pres-
ence and commitment to the continent, the greater the incentive for cooperation
through the EU to head off a potential security dilemma. Indeed, European security

144. Moravcsik, The Choice for Europe, 447.
145. “Kohl-Mitterrand letter,” 20 April 1990, in Corbett, The Treaty of Maastricht, 126.
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Defence, Core Documents, ed. Maartje Rutten, Chaillot Paper 47 (Paris: Institute for Security Stud-
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Question,” Financial Times, 30 November 2000, 15.
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developments since Maastricht have been part of the broader development of Eu-
ropean cooperation through the European Union. The establishment of the ECSC

in 1951 and the European Economic Community in 1957 were predominantly
motivated by a desire to embed Germany in European institutions. Prior to Maas-
tricht German foreign policy and defense power were checked by the U.S. presence
in Europe and Germany’s participation in NATO. Since the European Commu-
nity had no jurisdiction over foreign policy or military matters, skepticism in the
post–cold war era about the U.S. long-term commitment to Europe and the future
of NATO left a gaping hole. The OSCE, geared as it was toward human rights and
election matters, was too weak to fill it. The European Union, however, which
had incorporated Germany in some capacity since 1951, became a viable option.

ALTERNATIVE ARGUMENTS

THE SECURITY dilemma argument is strengthened by the absence of persuasive
alternatives. This section addresses three potential competitors: European

security cooperation has been more illusion than substance; cooperation has re-
sulted from the construction of a common European identity; or cooperation is
a result of neorealist balancing against the United States.

THE ILLUSION OF EUROPEAN COOPERATION

Some argue that there is not—nor can be—substantial European security coop-
eration because of nationalism.150 Leaders and their constituents will be unwilling
to give up sovereignty over security issues. Stanley Hoffmann, for example, rea-
soned that “in areas of key importance to the national interest, nations prefer
the certainty, or the self-controlled uncertainty, of national self-reliance, to the
uncontrolled uncertainty of the untested blender . . . Russian roulette is fine only
as long as the gun is filled with blanks.”151 The logic is that nationalism and security
cooperation are inherently conflictual: populations and leaders will stymie efforts
to pursue sustained foreign policy and defense cooperation because it would force
them to sacrifice national interests. While European cooperation may be possible

150. Such skeptical contentions are particularly prevalent in the United States. See, for
example, Mearsheimer, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics, 360–402; Mearsheimer, “Back to the
Future: Instability in Europe After the Cold War,” International Security 15, no. 1 (summer 1990):
5–56; Philip Gordon, “Europe’s Uncommon Foreign Policy,” International Security 22, no. 3
(winter 1997/98): 74–100; Robert J. Art, “Why Western Europe Needs the United States and
NATO,” Political Science Quarterly 111, no. 1 (spring 1996): 1–39; Stanley Hoffmann, “Obstinate
or Obsolete? The Fate of the Nation-State and the Case of Western Europe,” in International
Regionalism: Readings, ed. Joseph S. Nye Jr. (Boston: Little, Brown, 1968), 177–230.
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in areas of “low politics” such as economics, states will be unlikely to concede
sovereignty in the high politics security realm.

Furthermore, peace and cooperation in Europe today are wholly a function
of the American pacifier. The withdrawal of American forces from the continent
would trigger security competition among European states and a return to balance-
of-power politics. Indeed, Robert Art contends that “if the Americans removed
their security blanket from Europe . . . 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.”152 The logic is that since
states continue to operate in an international system that is anarchic—without a
higher authority—they will be unwilling to pursue sustained security cooperation
because of fears of cheating and concerns about relative gains.153

This argument, however, is problematic for several reasons. To begin with,
United States forces dropped substantially in the post–Cold War era, but European
states reacted contrary to the predictions of this argument. European leaders
pushed for more cooperation, rather than less. Between 1989 and 2000 EUCOM

forces dropped nearly 70 percent, and the U.S. army presence in Germany dropped
almost 80 percent. The withdrawal of American forces and the reunification of
Germany did trigger fears of security competition, but European states responded
by creating, and then deepening, a security arm of the European Union.

Moreover, security cooperation among European states has strengthened in the
post-Maastricht era in three key areas. First, European states are cooperating more
closely in the imposition of economic sanctions to achieve foreign policy goals.
According to data from the International Institute for Economics, between 1950
and 1990 European Community members agreed to impose sanctions in only
three out of seventeen cases (18 percent): against Turkey in 1981, Turkey again in
1986, and Burma in 1988. Since 1991, however, European Union states have opted
for sanctions in nine out of sixteen cases (56 percent), ranging from Algeria to
Zimbabwe.154 Second, European states and defense firms are increasingly coop-
erating in the development and production of advanced weapons such as military
aircraft, missiles, and satellite navigation systems. Quantitative data shows that “the
effort to retain some degree of self-sufficiency in arms production has essentially

152. Art, “Why Western Europe Needs the United States” 5–6.
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154. The data includes cases from 1950 to 1999 in which European states are the
principal senders. I added two recent cases not included in the data set: European
Union sanctions against Austria in 2000 and Zimbabwe in 2002. Available online at
〈www.iie.com/topics/sanctions/sanctions-overview.htm〉. Also see Chapter 5 in SIPRI Year-
book 2002: Armaments, Disarmament and International Security (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2002).
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moved from being a national to a regional concern—that is, ‘Europeanizing’ the
local defense industry.”155 Third, as has already been mentioned, European states
have constructed a political-military infrastructure for autonomous action that
consists of a Political and Security Committee, Military Committee, and Military
Staff. In short, the argument that European security cooperation is unlikely be-
cause of the persistence of nationalism and a return to security competition is
empirically wrong.

CONSTRUCTING A EUROPEAN IDENTITY

Some neorealists argue that the creation of a security institution has been caused
by the internalization of a European identity.156 “Social integration is emerging
as the natural historical product of the day-to-day practices of political coopera-
tion,” one author asserts. “Diplomats and national diplomacies have internalized,
in particular, the formal requirements of a CFSP.”157 Social constructivists argue
that decades of interaction through the European Coal and Steel Community
and the European Community caused a change in the interests and identity of
European states. Competing “national interests”—German vs. French vs. Italian,
for instance—was transformed into a regional European interest and identity.
This process was largely constitutive; change occurred because European states
internalized a new identity and set of interests.

In the security realm, the daily interaction of European diplomats beginning
with European Political Cooperation (EPC) in the late 1960s also had an important
impact. By the early 1990s, this internalization of a common identity led to the
establishment of a security arm within the European Union. The result has been
the creation of a European “security community.”158 The security dilemma that
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was prevalent in Europe in the first half of the twentieth century no longer exists,
and war between European states is not a realistic possibility. Indeed, security
concerns have been aggregated as a European problem rather than as a German,
French, or Italian problem. In place of concerns about the intentions of other
states and fears of vulnerability to external aggression, Europe has developed what
Alexander Wendt refers to as a Kantian culture. European states have internalized
common norms and values to such a degree that the security of others is not
only viewed as related to their own, but “as literally being their own.”159 In short,
war among European states has gradually been squeezed out as a concern, and
security has been internalized by individual states to mean “European.”

There are, however, good reasons to believe that EU security cooperation has not
resulted from the construction of a European identity. If identity is the critical in-
dependent variable, we should expect to find a shift in the level of “Europeanness”
over the course of the 1980s and early 1990s. Unfortunately, there is little evidence
to support this. Eurobarometer data in the 1980s and early 1990s is inconclusive; if
anything, it shows that for two of Europe’s most significant powers—Germany
and France—sentiments of Europeanness actually decreased by the early 1990s
among the general population.160 As one study notes: “Our empirical analysis
makes clear that, whatever the tendencies and processes involved, it is too soon to
speak of the internalization of identities. For the present, a European identity is a
vanguard phenomenon.”161 Some might respond that identity change has occurred
predominantly—or solely—at the elite level, but there is similarly no evidence of
a change in the identity of European elites in the 1980s and 1990s. With little or
no variation in the independent variable, it is hard to see how this argument can
plausibly explain change. Second, it is hard to swallow the argument that European
states have adopted a Kantian culture when security concerns continued to be
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substantial even into the 1990s. In particular, primary sources clearly indicate that
both French and British leaders were deeply worried about a reunified Germany
because of its power and past behavior.

COUNTERING AMERICAN POWER

Some neorealists argue that the creation of a European security institution has
been caused by a desire to balance against the United States.162 One of the core
concepts of neorealism is that states frequently choose to balance against powerful
states.163 At the crux of balance-of-power logic are two general assumptions. First,
the international system is anarchic; no higher power exists to protect states from
external aggression or hegemony.164 In the absence of a higher authority, states
must rely on themselves for protection against stronger powers. Second, states are
concerned about their survival: they prefer the continuing existence of their state
rather than conquest by an aggressive foreign power. As John Mearsheimer points
out: “With balancing, a great power assumes direct responsibility for preventing
an aggressor from upsetting the balance of power. The initial goal is to deter
the aggressor, but if that fails, the balancing state will fight the ensuing war.”165

Indeed, the rationale for balancing involves a fear of military conquest by an
external power.

With the collapse of the Soviet Union and the transformation from a bipolar to
a unipolar international system, European leaders have opted to balance against
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power,” Foreign Affairs 78, no. 2 (March/April 1999): 45; Christopher Layne, “The Unipolar
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U.S. hegemony. Kenneth Waltz notes: “Victories in major wars leave the balance of
power badly skewed . . . The candidates for becoming the next great powers, and
thus restoring a balance, are the European Union or Germany leading a coalition,
China, Japan, and in a more distant future, Russia.”166 The construction of a Com-
mon Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and a European Security and Defense Pol-
icy (ESDP) are most appropriately viewed as a desire to prevent U.S. domination and
become a competing global power. David Calleo argues that European security co-
operation received a substantial boost following Operation Allied Force—NATO’s
1999 military intervention in Kosovo—because of perceived U.S. hegemony.167

American behavior demonstrated its pretensions to continue military hegemony
in Europe, particularly its desire to approve the selection of target sets and its
insistence on keeping a number of assets—such as B-2s, B-52s, F-117s, and U-2s—
under its own operational control.168 In sum, the construction of a security arm
of the European Union has been part of a broader effort to balance against a U.S.

threat.
There is, however, little empirical evidence to support a neorealist balancing

argument.169 As Stephen Walt contends, European states don’t view America as
a threat.170 The United States may at times be considered overbearing because it
frequently throws its weight around, but it remains a key ally of European states—
if not the most important ally. We would not expect the United States to remain
an important ally if Europeans believed that the United States threatened their
security. Indeed, Britain’s Strategic Defense Review states: “We are a major European
state and a leading member of the European Union. Our economic and political
future is a part of Europe. Our security is indivisible from that of our European
partners and allies . . . This in turn depends on the transatlantic relationship and
the continued engagement in Europe of the United States.”171 While the effect of
a European security institution may be the creation of an international actor that
is, at times, a competitor of the United States, there is little evidence that the cause

of it is a function of fear of the United States.
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THE FUTURE OF EUROPE

THE CONSTRUCTION of a European Union security arm over the last decade has
been an intriguing puzzle. The evidence strongly suggests that it is inversely

correlated with American power: the lower the American military presence in Eu-
rope, the greater the impetus for EU security cooperation to ameliorate a potential
security dilemma. Furthermore, Europe’s major powers—especially Germany—
have played a critical role in the institution-building process. This leads to several
implications for the future.

First, the future behavior of the United States in Europe should have an im-
portant impact on EU security cooperation. The United States currently has about
100,000 troops in Europe as part of European Command. These include 56,000
U.S. Army personnel headquartered in Heidelberg, Germany; 30,100 air force per-
sonnel headquartered at Ramstein Air Base in Germany; and a smaller number
of Navy personnel and U.S. Marines.172 This means that in the absence of a major
American withdrawal, we should not anticipate a significant deepening of secu-
rity cooperation among European Union states. While it is difficult to predict
the future, there are some indications that the United States will withdraw forces
from Western Europe over the next decade. A combination of the September
2001 terrorist attacks in New York City and Washington, the subsequent war
in Afghanistan, and the U.S. war in Iraq have increased the likelihood of a U.S.

withdrawal. For example, the United States opted to bypass NATO during the war
in Afghanistan, even though the organization invoked Article V. As one senior
U.S. official at NATO remarked: “September 11th caused a shift of tectonic plates
away from Europe. The region is just not as important as it once was.”173 Indeed,
the 2001 U.S. Quadrennial Defense Review concluded that since Europe is largely at
peace, the Middle East and Asia should increasingly become the central areas of
American security policy.174 Moreover, the U.S. war in Iraq and the unwillingness of
France and Germany to support it have caused U.S. policymakers in general—and
EUCOM officials in particular—to consider decreasing the total number U.S. forces
in Western Europe and relocating them from Germany.175
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Second, the primary role of Europe’s major powers—especially Germany—
in building a security arm suggests that the continuation of the institution will
be a function of relative power. A number of institutionalists have made
path-dependent arguments that the binding characteristics of institutions gen-
erate increasing returns that make them “sticky” and difficult to terminate, as
well as provide assets that help them deal with new conditions and concerns.176

Douglass North suggests that institutions create relationships with others that
raise the costs of change: “the interdependent web of an institutional matrix pro-
duces massive increasing returns.”177 In the security realm, this logic has been used
to explain the continuation of NATO. Celeste Wallander, for instance, notes that
NATO has persisted in the post–Cold War world “not merely because it already ex-
ists (the sunk-costs argument), but because its cold war institutional form included
specific assets for achieving transparency, integration, and negotiation among its
members, and because it developed general assets that could be mobilized to deal
with the new security missions.”178

Historical evidence suggests that institutions are finite.179 The European Union,
like other institutions, may not exist forever. Since Germany’s efforts to push for
EU security cooperation are central to the success of the institution, we should
expect the continuation or obsolescence of the EU to be a function of German
willingness to participate. Indeed, it is plausible that Germany could become so
powerful (relative to other EU states) that its leaders believe the security benefits to
cooperating are no longer substantial, or perhaps that the security costs to pulling
out are tolerable. It may become dissatisfied with the status quo and move toward
expansion. The costs of security competition may become bearable for German
leaders. In short, since European security cooperation is a function of power, we
should not ipso facto assume that it will be permanent.
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