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PROCEEDI NGS

MR. CARPENTER: Good afternoon and wel come to our
Policy Forumon the European Security and Defense ldentity:
Fact or Fantasy?

| am Ted Gal en Carpenter, Vice President for Defense
and Foreign Policy Studies at the Cato Institute. The creation
of the European Security and Defense ldentity, now officially
t he European Security and Defense Policy, is the nost recent
exanpl e of an effort to establish a strong European pillar
wi t hi n NATO

| think it is fair to say that we have been down this
road before. And one of the sets of questions that wll be
exam ned this afternoon is whether this tine the Europeans are
serious.

After all, we recall the proposed European Defense
Community back in the early 1950's. W recall the pledges nade
at the Lisbon Conference, in Decenber of 1952, in which the
Eur opean nenbers of NATO pledged to build a very robust
conventional mlitary force, far greater than anything that
ultimately energed. W recall the pledges in the late 1970's on
the part of all NATO nenbers to increase mlitary spending by an

inflation-adjusted 3 percent in real ternms, a pledge that |
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bel i eve was kept by one nenber of NATO the United States of
Aneri ca.

So, the question is this tine: Is it different? Are
there factors that weren't around during the Cold War period
that m ght cause the Europeans to truly create an effective and
capable mlitary force, at least a force capable of handling the
Bosni a- and Kosovo-style contingencies in the future?

But that is only one set of questions. The other set
is, if the Europeans in fact are serious this tinme around, and
the ESDP turns into sonething nore than just yet another acronym
in the long history of European security since Wrld War |1,
would the United States in fact |like this devel opnent, or is
Washington in fact perfectly content with a NATO centric policy
and woul d see a strong European security entity, in whatever
formit takes, as a nortal threat to America' s dom nant position
within the transatlantic rel ationship?

Then finally, a related question, if the Europeans are
serious and ESDP does turn into an effective nmechanismfor
security in a post-Cold War Europe, would that benefit or
underm ne Anerica's best interests?

We have a panel of very know edgeabl e people to
address those and other questions this afternoon. Qur first
speaker is John Hul sman, who is a Senior Policy Analyst in

European affairs at the Catherine and Shel by Col | um Davi s
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Institute for International Studies at the Heritage Foundati on.
Prior to joining Heritage, he was a Fellow in European Studies
at the Center for Strategic and International Studies. And he
started his career teaching Wrld Politics and U S. Foreign
Policy at the University of St. Andrews in Scotl and.

Dr. Hul sman is the author of "A Paradigmfor the New
Wrld Order," published in 1997. H's next book will have the
title of "A Grand Bargain with Europe: Preserving NATO for the
21st Century."

Pl ease join ne in welcom ng John Hul sman

JOHN HULSMAN, SENI OR ANALYST

HERI TAGE FOUNDATI ON

DR. HULSMAN. Thank you, Ted. It is a great pleasure
to be here. It's a pleasure to see so many of you. As we were
sayi ng backstage, this is kind of the canyon week before things
get down to business with Congress. Perhaps that is part of why
you are here, but | hope that there are sonme other reasons as
well. Because this is a very inportant issue and this is
sonmething that isn't going to go away. | would like to begin by
di scussing that we should all have sonme humlity about this very

i ssue.
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| spent four weeks in Europe talking to various
dignitaries about really what this thing nmeant. | had over 43
meetings in those kind of hal cyon days, and | probably had 43
separate answers.

| would |ike to begin, though, by saying as an
anecdote, | asked one very direct question, which is always
interesting when talking to people whose form of kind of

consensus building is based on functionalism which is never

directly answering a question. | asked a nenber of the British
cabi net very seriously, | said, "Does NATOretain the first
right of refusal? 1In other words, is NATO still the suprene

deci sionmaking institution for the A liance?"

Thi s menber of the cabinet said, "Absolutely. Don't
worry about it. We know what we are doing. W'Il|l keep an eye
on the French. There is nothing you need to worry about."

| then went to the French and asked the very sane
guestion and was told, "Absolutely not. W have an equal role.
This is an emerging thing. W don't know what it is going to
cone to. But I amnot willing to say that NATO has the first
right of refusal."

| then went to the Gernman Foreign Ofice and asked a
simlar question. They said, "W don't know. Please don't

bother us. W will work it out. Trust us."
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So, in the course of three weeks, | got "Yes," "No,"
and "Maybe. "

So, | think the place to start is if we say anything
definite about ESDP, we will be lying. The whol e point about
this is that it is nebulous. And | think that in that
nebul osity lies a danger. The danger is basically, if this
thing neans all things to all people, that may very well help
politically. But does that help in terns of policy? Because at
sone point or another, policy does matter in all of this. And I
think I amgoing to cone back to that at the end.

Basically, I think there are two Trojan horses that
are thrown in front of ESDP. | think they are both false as to
why this ought not to be inplenented. The first one is easier,
| think, to debunk.

The first one says that Europeans fear Anerican
efforts to cajole themon burden-sharing and they fear that this
masks a call to bring the boys hone. | heard this on many, many
occasions, that "You just us to do nore so that you can get out
of there." The easy way to say this is that even if sone
Americans wish that, there is absolutely no novenent on the Hil
of any kind to do this -- none. There is no novenent in either
maj or presidential canpaign to do this.

So, even though there may be voices out there, and

i ndeed sone voices in this room who wish to do that, | don't
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think that this is even a nediumtermprospect. | think that
one is fairly easy to dism ss.

| think the second point requires a little bit nore
di scussi on and where we nmay di sagree here on the panel, which
will allow for actually an interesting panel. Anericans, on the
ot her hand, fear that the E. U have used ESDP as a tool to
| i berate Europeans from Aneri can dom nation, as sonme of the
French put it to me.

| don't think we should worry about this. And | know
that others here do. | wll give you three reasons why this
doesn't concern me. And this isn't because | think that some in
Europe don't want to do this very thing. But in order for the
Eur opeans to decouple the Alliance, | think three things are
going to have to happen, and | don't believe that they wll.

First of all, the French have to be the node of force
behind this. GQccasionally, one reads every nonth or so a story
that is translated from Figaro where they tal k about
hyper presence, the Americans being the great hyperpower that is
goi ng to somehow destabilize the world and that Europe should
bal ance the Wnited States.

Then you talk to other people in the French governnent
who don't feel this way. There is a marked division of opinion
in France about what to do regarding NATO. \Wereas the Foreign

Mnistry tends to be very skeptical, relatively anti-American,
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desiring to see this; on the other hand, when you talk to the
M nistry of Defense people, they tend to say: Look, we know
NATO is the only gane in town. Like it or not, this is a
reality. And what we need to do is come to sone sort of
agreenent with the United States because we believe in, of
course, realpolitik. W know you guys are there. W are going
to have to deal wth you.

So, the first real thing that has to happen, that |
think won't, is that there nust have a decoupling; that
basically the French nust be united around a policy to decouple.
And | don't think they are.

Secondly, they nust sonmehow brai nwash the British and
the Germans. The entire thrust of British and German policy
regarding ESDP is to keep the Anericans in NATO in the wake of
Kosovo, which was a real enbarrassnent.

| think that if you look at the statenents that cane
out of the Blair government and out of the Schroeder governnent,
you can see that they are aware that the danger is that with the
Eur opeans doing so little, the United States will see that there
is no sort of bargain across the Atlantic and that naybe they
will be less inclined to cone to the Europeans aid.

So, ESDP, rather than being a way to decouple the
Alliance, in turn, is actually a way to stabilize the Alliance

by show ng European goodwill. And that is said over and over
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again by nmenbers of the Blair governnment, particularly, that we
know Anerica did too nuch in ternms of capability. And we all
know the statistics, so | won't bore you with them But | think
at a political |evel they would sonmehow have to change the
entire thrust of German and British foreign policy, which

don't think they are going to do.

Lastly, they would have to do a thing that | am
guar anteei ng you they won't do. They would have to spend a | ot
nore noney to nmake this work. If there is one thing |I can count
on it is that the Europeans will not spend enough noney to make
this a viable, going concern.

I f you look at the history of the rel ationship,
bur den-shari ng has been the snake in the garden in NATO since
its very inception. It has never been renotely equal.

During the Cold War, this was a price that Anerica was
really quite prepared to pay. | think, if Europeans had spent
not a dinme on their own defense, the United States would still,
quite rightly geopolitically, have mai ntai ned NATO and been
i nvol ved on the continent.

| think, however, there is a danger com ng out of
this. And | will get back to that. The tines have changed, but
Eur opean defense habits have not. This is a problem

Before | get to that, though, | know that John Bolton

is comng after ne. | want to say we agree on nany, nany
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i ssues; we don't agree on this one. But he said sonething that
| think really is the crux of the matter. |If ESDP were in fact
purely and sinply efforts to increase Europe's contribution to
NATO, Anerica would be foolish not to agree. | think the point
is, looking at the notivations and the di pl omacy, what goes
beneat h?

Fromny analysis on all three of those points, | don't
think that we need fear in the nmediumtermany effort to
decouple the alliance. At best, it is going to be |like, as Ted
menti oned, the European Defense Conmunity in the 1950's. This
can be seen as a good or bad thing. It was a good thing in that
President Ei senhower, as Steven Anbrose in his excellent book
mentions, saw this as a way to take the huge disparities within
NATO and begin to balance them They woul d not be equal, but
t hey woul d becone nore equal. |In exchange for that, he was
willing to discuss a European pillar.

Once the French realized what Ei senhower was up to,
they killed the European Defense Comrunity, which they
t hemsel ves proposed. Wiy did they kill it? Because they
realized it was not going to decouple the Alliance. Rather, it
was going to address issues of burden-sharing. | think that
this could very well be another EDC, but in a different tine

when it m ght have a chance at success.
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| nstead, for instance, nowadays if you |l ook at the
capability in Kosovo you would say it was about 80/20 during the
war; if it got down to sonething resenbling 65/35, sone sort of
agreenment whereby the United States woul d tal k about
power -sharing i ssues in exchange for a change in burden-sharing,
as | have advocated many tines, this mght be a reasonable
thing; 65/35 would be, frankly, very anbitious, if they got it
down to that. And that would be quite fine, | think, wth many
in the United States.

If I don't think that the Europeans are going to
decouple, | also don't think that ESDP will anmount to as nuch as
they say. And this is the great danger. The greatest danger
for the survival of NATOis that ESDP will anmount to nothing;
that this will be yet another exanple of the Europeans
proclaimng a desire to be equal and doing nothing. That is far
nore of a danger than the United States worrying about issues of
decoupling, where they do too nmuch. 1In reality, the danger is
they do too little.

Wth the change in geopolitics, as | said, no

overarching threat next door, not having a change in defense

habits is not a going option on the Hll. One of the things we
do at Heritage, of course, is consult people on the H Il very
closely. | can't tell you the nunber of tinmes people have
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screaned at nme about European defense spending, quietly still,
but increasingly coherently.

One of the coments nmade to ne, |inking together
econonmi cs in Europe, of course now, First Wrld status, not
recovering fromthe war, people saying: Wy should Germans get
toretire at 55 with 85 percent of their pay when we are
subsidizing their defense? It is very hard to argue back. This
is a potent political issue that people are beginning to
realize. Mre nust be done.

It isn't just a matter, as ESDP woul d have us beli eve,
of capability. Are the econom es of scale solving all our
probl enms? How pai nl ess, how Cintonesque, how now and how
utterly wong. They nust spend nore as well as spending nore
wisely. | repeat, they nust spend nore as well as spendi ng nore

wisely. And | hope to be the ghost at the party saying that.

It isn't just a matter of rationalization, "W'Il take
care of all your problens.” And, of course, nobody wants to
spend nore. In fact, not only will the Europeans, at the

nmoment, not spend nore, they are planning to spend | ess.

| said to one of them | didn't know that was
possi bl e, but they assured ne that it was. This is indeed the
danger and the cancer that really lurks at the heart of NATO and
sonmet hi ng that nust be addressed. Because in this new era,

Wi thout this overarching threat, there nust be a nore equitable
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burden-sharing. 1In return, the United States nust tal k about
power -sharing and not be afraid of that.

Again, | think one of the problens that | see in ESDP
is the way the Europeans do business. Functionalism it's a
great theory. Everybody |eaves everything as vague as we can.
We bring everybody along. Then we present people at the end
with a fait acconpli. W say, "Oh, you m sunderstood what we
meant by this. It's too late now. It has already happened.
You have already agreed."

It's very hard to get out of that. And it is a very,
very effective way to do things. But it is not a good way to
deal with defense issues. Because if you have the French saying
what | think that they are saying, sone of them for decoupling,
some not; the British totally not for decoupling; the Germans
totally not, at sone point sonebody is going to be very
di sappointed in this process.

That leads nme to believe that very little will be
done. And | think that is a problem | asked one of the
Amer i can anbassadors over in Europe what he thought of ESDP. He
was very skeptical. He said that this is nerely a secret
handshake that the Europeans know and the Americans don't know,
that psychologically will help themin the aftermath of Kosovo
to feel that they have something i ndeed and are noving forward

in away that the United States is not.
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| found this absolutely shocking, because in every
meeting this is the one issue the Europeans overtly began every
di scussion with, "Wat do you think of ESDP?"

So, | think the fear is that this isn't clear, that
there are conflicting notivations, that in the end the Europeans
do far too little. And | think there is a counter-intuitive
poi nt that needs to be nmade here: |f Europe does very little,
the odds are greater that the United States will do even | ess
over time. And if Europe does nore for its own defense,
conversely, the United States will do nore. So, | think that is
acritical point to say to our friends and allies.

| don't think anyone on this panel is for a Pax
Anmericana. W can certainly talk about that. Mybe there are
some neoconservative friends in the cromd. But if you are a
realist, why does this matter? Because if you believe in a nore
equal world -- are you a Huntingtonian -- do you say it is
uni-multipolar? O is it nmultipolar at sone point |ike St.
Augusti ne, "How many angels can we put on the head of a pin?"
But it does matter. |If you are in a world where it is not about

enpire, you nust have allies in this world. This is why NATO

still matters.
For one thing, it protects US. vital interests -- the
good old stuff we learned in college -- not seeing the
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appearance of a rival hegenon on the Euro-Asian | andnass. Trite
as it sounds, | think that is a very, very inportant point.

Secondly, it provides a nechanismfor coordinating
often |ike-m nded states. W have interoperability with these
people, and that is a good thing. W have forward depl oynent
for American interests abroad, which is useful. And I think
nost inportantly, and this is the last question that | asked
Eur opeans directly, "What do you think NATOw || be?" | had 43
separate answers, so | don't have tine to go through all of
t hem

But | said in return, | think NATO is about life
insurance. | think it's about house insurance. | think if you
have threat assessnment as the way you | ook at things, you are
dooned to failure.

In 1929, Wnston Churchill, as Chancellor of the
Exchequer, cut the British defense spendi ng because he was told
by everybody that there were no threats in 1929. As he said
later, "It was one of the dunbest things | ever did," though at
the time there was not a ripple of opposition to this.

Frankly, | don't know what will be a threat 10 years
fromnow and neither do you. But | do know that NATO has
wor ked. And | do know that having house insurance, whether ny
house be destroyed by ny children, lightning, flood or fire, it

is probably a good thing.
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It is inperative that the Europeans do nore. W
shoul d support ESDP, while at the same tinme urging themto nake
this a real and viable thing. | amnot afraid of decoupling,
but I am afraid of nuddling through.

Thank you.

(Appl ause.)

MR. CARPENTER:  Thank you very much, Dr. Hul sman.

Qur second speaker is John Bolton, who is a Seni or
Vice President at the Anerican Enterprise Institute and a
partner with a law firmhere in Washington. He was fornerly
Presi dent of the National Policy Forumand a Senior Fellow wth
the Manhattan Institute. From 1989 to 1993, he served as an
Assi stant Secretary of State in the Bush adm nistration.

Dr. Bolton's articles have appeared in Internationa
Rel ati ons and National Security Issues. They have been in
pl aces such as the Wall Street Journal, The New York Tines,
Washi ngt on Post, Los Angel es Tinmes, and many ot her newspapers
and magazi nes.

He holds a | aw degree from Yal e Law School and he
graduated with honors from Yal e Col | ege.

John Bol ton.

(Appl ause.)
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JOHN BOLTON, SEN OR VI CE PRESI DENT,

AMERI CAN ENTERPRI SE | NSTI TUTE

MR. BOLTON: Thank you very much, Ted. It is a
pl easure to be here today.

| speak as a very strong supporter of NATO, and as an
American internationalist. But | think it would be blinking at
reality not to appreciate that NATOis at a critical point in
its history, perhaps a point fromwhich there may be no return.
And | think the problemthat NATO is grappling with here is
unm st akably caused from one source. And that one source is the
Eur opean Union -- for two reasons.

First, the whole course of European political and
econonic integration has as one of its thenmes, not its only
t heme and perhaps not always its principle thene, but one of its
t hemes has for quite sone tine been anti-Anericanism And |
t hi nk that nmuch of what we see, nuch of the focus of the drive
toward a common foreign and security policy, is increasingly in
public now reflecting that anti-Anmericani sm

| think it is something that is unpleasant to talk
about but sonething that we sinply can't ignore. | think if the
Eur opean Security and Defense Identity really did conme into
exi stence, it would be the end of NATO, as we know it. | think

it is something that the United States can no |onger sinply
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passively accept, which is the best spin that you can put on the
Clinton adm nistration's policy, because |I think we should say
unequi vocal ly that ESDI is not in the best interests of the
United States for reasons | will elaborate on.

But one reason why it is particularly not in our
interest is that many of our European friends, finding
t hensel ves concerned for one reason or another about ever closer
Eur opean integration, find thenselves confronted by the
pro-integrationist Europeans by saying that the Cinton
adm nistration thinks all this is fine. "The Cinton
adm ni stration says this is just wonderful. Wat are you
concerned about? You are being nore Anerican than the
Aneri cans. "

| just want our European friends to know that the
Clinton adm nistration does not represent the highest and best
Ameri can thinking on this subject, and that indeed what it
really reflects is the autopilot that the State Departnent has
been on since the Marshall Plan, when the notion of European

econom c integration actually came about as an American idea to

help sell the idea of massive econom c assistance in Europe. It
is, | must say, an ironic tribute to the State Departnent that
it has actually kept this policy in line for 50 years. It may

be the only policy that they have succeeded in doing that to,

but it is now having adverse effects for the United States.
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You can see the difference in how it affects Anerican
policy pre- and post-Maastricht. There is not in trade matters
anynore a G7, let alone a G8. There is not a G7. There is a
G 4. The nenbers of the European Union do not participate in
G 7 negotiations as countries. The E.U. represents them since
the E. U. now has conpetence over trade matters.

In the U N Security Council it is rarer and rarer to
find a British or a French point of view being expressed. The
French and the United Kingdomrepresentatives are now reflecting
E.U policy; in effect, the E.U has two permanent seats on the
Security Council.

This is repeated in a range of diplomatic contexts
around the world, which is why this push for European
integration is not sinply a NATO issue. It is an issue that
affects the United States in a nultitude of foruns.

Now, as John said that | had said before, if the
Europeans were really interested in substantially increasing
their mlitary spending, their defense readiness capabilities,
their investnment in research and devel opnent and future
technol ogy so that they were capable of doing nore mlitarily
together with the United States, that would be one thing. But
that is not what we are tal king about. Instead, we are talKking,

| fear, about a fundanental, philosophical split between a
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Eur opean way of thinking on the one hand and, on the other hand,
a Western way of thinking or an Atlantist way of thinking.

Now, | find it very hard to understand why European
integrationists are insisting on this difference, unless it is
to separate thenselves fromthe United States. And this is the
root of the anti-Anmericanismthat | nmentioned a nonent ago.

To think that there can be a European view of life as
opposed to a Western view or a series of national views, you

have to argue for exanple that G eeks and Finns have nore in

comon, let's say, than Anericans and Irishnen. | just don't
think that statenent is true. | don't think it is true today.
| don't think it has been true historically. | certainly don't

think it is going to be true in the near future.

But what it nmeans is that there is sonething that they
call European that they think is different, that is having
i mportant ramfications not only for the United States, but for
t hose other industrial denocracies that share the sane
deficiency that we do; that is to say, they are geographically
i ncapabl e of ever becom ng nenbers of the European Union -- the
Canadi ans, the Australians, the New Zeal anders, the Japanese and
others. It is not entirely clear what happens to them when we
t hi nk about common interests that are now subdivi ded between

European interests on the one hand and all the rest.
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| think it is increasingly clear that the thrust of
this integrated European policy has separated itself from
American policy in a nunber of respects, all of which have been
harnful to us. | will not recount here the painful diplomacy
surroundi ng the breakup of Yugoslavia, but | think | certainly
wi |l never forget Jacques DelLores, at the tinme, saying the
United States should stay out of Yugoslavia, that the E. U, in
the flush of post-Maastricht euphoria, was going to handle it.
And Jacques EelLores says, "W do not interfere in the internal
affairs of the United States. | trust they will not interfere
in ours."Actually, in retrospect, we mght have taken himat his
word and | et the Europeans worry entirely about Yugosl avi a,
ot her than the fact that they had made such a hash of it.

But ook at it in other respects as well. | think the
Eur opean Union's position on the particul ar question of Cyprus,
the particular question of Cyprus and the broader question of
our relationship with Turkey is entirely unhelpful. 1 think the
European Union's role in the Mddl e East peace process is not
only unhel pful, | think it has been destructive. | think there
are a range of issues where they are nmaking it difficult, if not
next to inpossible for the new denocracies in Central and
Eastern Europe to participate fully as nenbers of the West.

In fact, one Eastern European diplomat put it to ne

very well when he said, "This tension between the European Union
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and the United States rem nds ne of when | used to visit ny
grandparents. M grandnother would sit ne on her knee and say,
"Now, who do you like better, grandma or grandpa?'" He said, "I
used to hate that then. | hate it now when | amconfronted with
the sane question.”

And the only response that | could make was, "W are
not asking you to choose.” The United States is not putting an
alternative in front of the nations of Central and Eastern
Europe. It has been uniformy the Europe Union that has put
themin that difficult position.

| think that this tension, this increasing divergence
of views between the United States and the E. U, is exenplified
in the Kosovo crisis and in the decisionmking that led up to
and conducted through the NATO air canmpaign. | think it
mani fests itself in four ways. First, and nost troubling to ne
overall, was the lengthy internal NATO debate about whether we
need a U N. Security Council authorization to act.

| opposed the NATO air canpai gn over Yugoslavia. But
there is not the slightest doubt in ny mnd that there was
absolutely no requi renent whatever to go to the U N It was
cl ear that there woul d have been a Russian and perhaps Chi nese
veto, as well. | think that issue was booted down the road in

t he case of Yugosl avia and the Kosovo canpaign. W are going to
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face it again. | find it very troubling in its inplications for
NATO and for the United States.

Second, there were enornous internal NATO
di sagreenents over targeting decisions.

There was, third, the unseemy public debate over
whet her or not to use ground troops, with President Cinton
publicly debating with hinself, "Yes,"” "No"; with Tony Blair
taki ng a hawkish role; and with Gerhard Schroeder taking an
opposi ng rol e.

Clinton won because no ground troops were eventual ly
inserted. Blair won because he was said to have had a good war
in the United Kingdom And, nost m nd-boggling of all, Gerhard
Schroeder was known in Germany as Kreig's Counsellor.

Al three of them won, but NATO | ost.

Fourth, the major problemthat | think we are aware
of, the United States carrying the nmagjor mlitary burden of the
war, showng the disparity in capabilities between the two sides
of the Atlantic.

The problem here is that everything that Kosovo
reflects, everything that is wong with E. U decisionnmaki ng has
now i nfected NATO. The result is the deterioration of NATO s
deci siveness and flexibility, two characteristics the European

Uni on has never possessed.
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Now, maybe the Europeans can live with that, but we
cannot. And while NATO s demi se, to ne, would be one of the
nost unwel cone devel opnents that | can foresee, | guarantee you
when you add that E.U. indecisiveness together with the
proclivity to go the U N Security Council, the risk of hobbling
Anerican ability to act unilaterally when it is in our interest
concerns nme greatly.

| think the United States policy toward Europe should
be based on two principles: First, that NATO has to renain the
principal political mlitary vehicle for the expression of
comon Western interests.

| view the devel opment of national and theater mssile
defense as being the principal operational way to nove ahead
here, one that can really strengthen NATO unity. | see the way
the dinton Adm nistration has handl ed national m ssile defense
as having the exact opposite effect; yet another reason to
wel cone the inpendi ng approach of January 20, 2001.

Secondly, | think the answer to the separateness that
t he European Uni on chose on the econonic side is to bolster the
transatlantic economc relationship. | think you cannot
separate the econonm c relationship between the E. U and the
United States fromthe political aspects, as well

But I am at bottom nost deeply troubled by the

profound differences that | see energing in a series of foreign

ARTI Transcripts
(202) 347-0030 and wwwe.artitranscripts.com



25

policy initiatives by the Europeans, not necessarily in
connection with NATO. W have one unfolding in front of us
right now The European hostages have been rel eased by Mislim
insurgents in the Philippines, it is said and wi dely believed,
as a result of ransom paynents paid by Libya, anounting perhaps
to $1 million per hostage.

The hostages now are on their way, or may actually be
in Tripoli, Libya, where the Foreign Mnister of Germany is said
to be going to receive themgratefully from Muanmar Qaddafi .
This is tantanount to supporting an act of terror by Qaddafi,
who has been supporting, it is believed, the very Miuslimrebels
who t ook the hostages to begin with.

The idea that we have broken our common front agai nst
negotiating with terrorists is not only m nd-boggling; it has
been proven this norning that while the German Foreign M nister
isin Tripoli to thank Qaddafi, the rebels who seized the six
Eur opean host ages have taken an Anmerican hostage this norning.

This is the kind of split between the United States
and Europe that no anount of hypothetical talk about
architecture is going to change. It is sonething that both
Europe and Anerica have to address quickly before it gets out of
hand.

Thank you very nuch.

(Appl ause.)
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MR. CARPENTER: Thank you very nuch, John

Qur final speaker is Dr. Christopher Layne. Dr. Layne
is a Visiting Fellow in Foreign Policy Studies at the Cato
Institute. Previously he was a Research Fellow at the Belfer
Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard's
Kennedy School of CGovernment. Before that he was an Associ ate
Prof essor at the Naval Postgraduate School .

Dr. Layne was a 1995 recipient of a MArthur
Foundati on research and witing grant, a Fellow in d oba
Security Award.

Hs articles have appeared in alnost all of the finest
foreign policy journals; sone truly senminal articles in
I nternational Security and some very powerful pieces as well in
the Journal of Strategic Studies, Foreign Policy, and the
Nati onal Interest.

| ndeed, Dr. Layne was about the only scholar that |
can recall who predicted in the early and m d-1980's the
reenergence of the German question and the inpending end of the
Cold War. This was before M. Gorbachev cane to power. | think
this is a prediction that he has not gotten nearly enough credit
for.

He is currently working on two books, "The Peace of
II'lusions: International Relations Theory and Anmerican G and

Strategy After the Cold War," which is forthcom ng next year
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from Cornell University Press, and a second book, "Should the
United States Pronote Denocracy: A Debate."™ That is
co-authored with Professor Sean Lynn Jones. That is forthcom ng
fromMT Press.

Dr. Layne holds a Ph.D. in International Relations
fromthe University of California at Berkeley, as well as a | aw
degree fromthe University of Virginia.

Pl ease join ne in welcom ng Christopher Layne.

(Appl ause.)

CHRI STOPHER LAYNE

VI SI TI NG FELLOW CATO | NSTI TUTE

DR. LAYNE: | think the two presentations that we have
had to start the discussion this afternoon illustrate that there
really is an anbival ence that has lain at the heart of the
U. S. - European rel ationship since the end of World War 11. On
the one hand, the United States has al ways had extraordinarily
m xed feelings about the meaning and inplications of European
integration even as at tines the United States, through policy
and rhetoric, has favored European integration.

At the sane tinme, even though, especially during the

Col d War, Europe |looked to the United States as a protector, the
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Eur opeans have al ways been profoundly distrustful of the
i nbal ance in power between the United States and Western Europe.

Now, | teach international relations, so | know every
time | mention the word "international relations theory"” ny
audi ence al ways gets the MEQO effect, "My Eyes d aze Over." The
word "theory" has a way of doing that to people. But in fact,
nost debat es about international politics and American grand
strategy do reflect various ideas that cone out of the
intellectual community of scholars that thinks about
international politics.

Now, | ama realist in terns of internationa
relations theory. And the one thing that nost realists would
agree one is that throughout the history of the nodern state
system there has been one constant that has characterized
rel ati ons between great powers. That is, every tinme one state
beconmes too powerful, other great powers either energe to
challenge it or formalliances to countervail the overwhel m ng
power of the dom nant state.

| think if we use that as a starting point, we can put
into sone kind of context what this debate is all about and see
that in fact the disagreenents, or potential disagreenents,
between the United States and Western Europe are part of a
pattern of events that can be explained within the context of

hi story and international relations theory.
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Now, it is true that the European Union, going back to
t he days of Jean Monet, when it led to the Coal and Steel
Community and then the Conmon Market, the forerunners of today's
Eur opean Uni on, has had an underlying thene of, | amnot sure |
want to use the term"anti-Anericanism" but fear of American
power. But this is not new And we can go back to the late
19th century, to the British witer, John Seeley. W can go
back to the early part of this century, the German witer
Frederi ck Neumann, many European geostrategists worried for a
long tinme that as the so-called "world powers" energed, the
United States, the British Enpire, and Russia, that a Europe,
fragnented anong a nunber of nation-states, could not conpete
geopolitically.

So, the drive for European integration has always had
this geopolitical inpulse underneath it, this ability and this
desire to create a European power center that coul d conpete
equally on the worl d stage.

Today, it just so happens that there is only one great
power in the international system It is the United States.

And without using the termpejoratively, the US. in fact is a
hegenonic power. And it is not to be unexpected that hegenonic
power provokes suspicion, fear and m strust anong ot hers and

does in fact | ead to counterbal anci ng behavi or.
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Now, the question, of course, is: Is it real this
time? As ny friend, Sean Lynne Jones, would say, we have heard
t he Europeans engage in sort of a carping policy of bal ancing,
| ots of conplaints about American power, but no action.

| think what happened at the beginning of the 1990's,
when Yugosl avia broke up and we heard all this talk about the
hour of Europe, the Europeans were going to step forward, as
John Bol ton said, and sonehow nanage European affairs on their
own, and they didn't.

The question is: |Is this different? 1Is the European
Def ense and Security ldentity, which has now been transnuted
into a policy, going to lead to a different outcone?

Well, there are a |lot of reasons to think that maybe
this time it will. | think that what the Kosovo war did for
Europe was dramatize, in a very harsh fashion, the gross
di sparity between Anerica's power and Europe's, particularly in
the areas of mlitary technology that really are the key to
strategic power in the 21st Century: the ability to use
conputers, the ability to have advanced reconnai ssance systens,
real -time comruni cati ons, precision-guided nmunitions,
conmuni cation satellites, a whole, what you m ght call,
revolution in mlitary affairs. The United States dom nates,

and Europe is far, far behind.
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Now, it is clear that we have seen the Europeans
voice, | think even nore strongly in the wake of Kosovo, their
fear of this world in which there is only one great power. The
French Foreign Mnister, Revere Vedrine, as we know, it is not
enough for himto even refer to the U S. as a superpower any
nore. We are now a hyperpower. As he said, and | quote, "W
cannot accept either a politically unipolar world nor a
culturally uniformworld, nor the unilateralismof a single
hyper power, and that is why we are fighting for a nmultipolar,
diversified and nmultilateral world."

W thout arguing the nerits, either pro or con, | can
sinply say that it is clear that the European reaction to the
Senate's rejection of the Conprehensive Test Ban Treaty, to the
Clinton adm nistration's endorsenent, and both parties’
endorsenment, of National Ballistic Mssile Defense, and with it
the possibility that the U S. nay abrogate the ABM Treaty, has
fanned fears that the United States is acting unilaterally to
seek gl obal mlitary dom nance.

Now, again, | amnot editorializing on whether we
should or shouldn't. | amsinply describing that, as we woul d
expect, if realist theory is right and states bal ance agai nst
hegenons, that others have drawn the conclusion that we are
hegenon, that we are too powerful and they are trying to begin

t o bal ance agai nst us.
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Now, it is clear that if Europe does want to bal ance
agai nst us, it nust nove ahead both politically and econom cally
internms of creating sonething that will anmount to a Federa
European State, as well as on a mlitary track that will lead to
the acquisition of significant advanced mlitary capabilities
that will put Europe, if not on a par with the United States, at
least in a position to defend itself and take care of its needs
wi t hout Anerican assi stance.

Now, this has clearly evoked sone concern anong
Ameri can policymakers. But, again, to look at this in a
hi storical context, we ought not to be surprised. And that is
funny, because | spent yesterday out at College Park in the
National Archives, sort of conbing around. |In 1948, when the
United States was engaged in supporting the Wst European Union
as the first step that ultimately led to the North Atlantic
Treaty, the Truman adnministration prepared a National Security
Counci| docunment that said: W have to nmake it clear to the
Eur opeans that while we are going to help themmlitarily, we
expect themto use this help to stand on their own so we won't
have to do this forever.

O course, how many years has it been since 1948? The
question, of course, is one that anyone who has sone famliarity
wi th economcs and free rider collective action problens, and

John Hul sman was right, the United States woul d defend Europe or
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be active in European Security affairs regardl ess of what the
Eur opeans do. And throughout the Cold War they knew this. This
has al ways created these burden-sharing probl ens.

But this isn't about burden-sharing any nore. This is
about bal ancing power. The United States has al ways had, as
Henry Ki ssinger, in his 1965 book on the Atlantic Alliance,
appropriately enough called "A Troubled Partnership,"” atitle
that could be recircul ated today, said that the United States
has al ways been unsure of whether we want a European entity that
is integrated politically and economcally or not.

Because on the one hand, we know that that Europe
could take a I ot of the burdens off our shoul ders; but on the
ot her hand, as Kissinger said, we shouldn't assune, and | quote,
"that Europe would unite in order to share our burdens, or that
it would be content with a subordinate role once it had the
nmeans to inplenent its own views. Europe's main incentive to
undertake a | arger cooperative role in the West's affairs would
be to fulfill its own distinctive purposes."”

Then he went on to say that a united Europe woul d
"chal | enge Anerican hegenony and European policy." This was
witten in 1965, and clearly the fears that we see in Washi ngt on
today in policymaking circles of EDSP reflect that sane fear.

Now, one thing | would say is that | don't think the

Clinton admnistration is really any nore anbivalent in policy
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ternms than any previous adnministration, with the exception
possibility of the Ei senhower adm nistration had been, about the
idea of a united Europe, particularly where EDSP may be goi ng.

The Cinton adm nistration has nade it quite clear
that EDSP is acceptable only as a pillar of NATGQ that, as
Secretary Al bright has said, it is a useful way to think of
burden-sharing, but it nust be based on "the principle that
these institutions should be the European pillar of a strong
transatlantic alliance and not conpeting entities."

Deputy Secretary Tal bott has said that the U S. "does
not want to see an EDSI that cones into being first wthin NATO
but then grows out of NATO and finally grows away from NATQ
since that would | ead to a Europe that duplicates NATO and
eventual |y could conpete with NATO "

We could go on and quote a nunber of statenents from
Clinton adm nistration policymakers. W could quote the three
D's, that EDSP cannot discrim nate, cannot duplicate, against
what NATO does.

| f you think about what it neans that EDSP shoul d not
duplicate NATO s -- that is, the United States' -- mlitary
capabilities, well, what is left for it to do? | mean it keeps
Europe in a perpetually subordinate role.

That is really the question. The question that we

have to look at is: Can the United States conceive of an
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alternative strategy? Can it conceive of a nultipolar world in
which it is no I onger dom nant, or are we going to maintain or
attenpt to nmaintain NATO as what it has al ways been, the

i nstrunment of American preponderance in Europe?

Even if one thinks that that is a worthy goal that we
shoul d still adhere to, |I think one has to ask the question of
whet her, over the longer term it is a goal in which we can
succeed.

There are a ot of reasons to see that NATO i s being
frayed. It has always been a troubled alliance. 1 think
wi t hout the glue of a cormmon threat that we had during the Cold
War to hold it together, it becones nuch nore problematic as to
how long it can endure, given all these underlying tensions
between the United States and Western Europe. But nost
primarily, the question is how nuch | onger can we expect that
Europe will be content to maintain itself in the shadow of the
United States and not energe as an equal on the international
stage?

| think that is the real issue that is at stake in
EDSP. And that is why the differences between the U S. and
Europe on this issue are likely to be profound and grow even
nore acrinoni ous over tine.

(Appl ause.)
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MR. CARPENTER: Thank you very much, gentl enen.
think we have had a very apt description of sonme of the
i nportant issues at stake.

Now, it is the point in the program where we take

gquestions and brief, and | enphasize "brief," comments from
menbers of the audi ence.

There are a few ground rules | would ask you please to
follow Wait for me to call on you and then wait for the
m crophone to cone around. W do want everyone to be able to
hear your question or coment.

| do ask you to keep your question or comment bri ef
and to the point. |If it is a question, indicate to whomon the
panel the question is addressed. | would also ask you please to
identify yourself and your affiliation before you begin your
guestion or coment.

Do we have soneone to begi n?

AMBASSADCOR JESZENSZKY: | am Anbassador Ceza
Jeszenszky, of Hungary.

My question is rather an encouragenent to hear your
views of whether you are in full agreenent, but hoping that you
w |l express your views especially about the Dr. Layne's

opinion. | would like to say that what John Bolton said, that

t he new nenbers of NATO and the general dissent in East European
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countries may face this unwel cone situation whether you
like better.

But | think that would be fairly innocuous. But the
problemis that when the new forner countries that just escaped
from Communi sm face not that but a divorced parentage, and when
they are asked to make a choice, whether you stick with father
or nother -- and this is what we want to avoid.

So, in view of that | would be happy to hear whether
you are in full agreenent especially on the question of
Eur ope --

[ End Side A. Begin Side B

AVBASSADOR JESZENSZKY: -- for U S. attitudes toward
NATO bei ng further enl arged?

MR. CARPENTER. As noderator, | am precluded from
offering much in the way of views on NATO | would sinply say
very briefly that | consider NATO a security di nosaur.

| think the neteorite has already hit with the end of
the Cold War, but the dinosaur hasn't gotten the word yet. It
is not well suited for the security problens of post-Cold War
Europe. In fact, this was a nechani sm devel oped to deal with an
exceptional threat to both European and Anerican interests.

That threat has passed. There is no conparable threat today.

From t he standpoint of American interests, we
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shoul d be absolutely thrilled if there is a strong European
Security and Defense Policy, because that entity would deal with
t he Bosni as and Kosovos of the future and we woul d not have to.
That is very much in our interest.

| would leave it at that and open it up to the pane
and anyone el se who wants to conment.

MR. BOLTON: Could I just take a shot at the first
part of that? | think Anbassador Jeszenszky has really put the
problemto the Central and Eastern Europeans nore graphically
than | did, and perhaps nore accurately.

But it seens to ne al nost undeni able that the choice
that they are being asked to make between the divorced parents
is not a choice that America is asking themto make. There is
no objection, | think, on the American side to any of the new
menbers of NATO or any of the perspective nenbers of NATO
j oi ni ng the European Uni on.

The problemis that joining the European Union carries
with it a price that is increasingly difficult for themto
reconcile. | think it is difficult to reconcile not only in
terms of national interest, but in terns of denocratic theory,
as well. As they find thenselves freed fromone form of
external authority over their national choices, it is now being

repl aced, at least in the m nds of many, wi th another one. And
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that is not sonmething that they find easy to adapt to, and |
find nmyself in considerable synpathy with that concern.

DR LAYNE: | just want to say | think Ted Carpenter
is right up to a point when he says that NATOis a security
di nosaur. But it overlooks sonething that |I think many people
do not accept or understand unl ess you happen to be one of these
peopl e who just inmerses yourself in the history of post-Wrld
War Il Anmerican policy. And that is that the Soviet Union and
nmeeting the Soviet threat certainly was a | arge i npetus behind
the American commtnent to Western Europe. But it was not the
only i npetus.

| f you go back to read the Bush- Scowcroft book, "The
Wrld Transfornmed," or the Zelicho-Rice book -- both of the
aut hors were policymakers in the Bush Admi nistration -- on
German reunification, it is quite clear that the other half of
why the United States has al ways favored NATO canme to the fore
when the Sovi et Union disappeared. That is that NATO is
primarily an instrunent for exercising Anerican power in Europe.
That hasn't changed, even wi thout the Soviet Union as a comon
t hreat .

When you | ook at how t he Bush adm nistration, for
exanple, or the Cinton adm nistration, never m ssed a beat --

the Cold War ended, the Soviet Union disappeared, nobody ever
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asked whether we still needed NATO, because the Soviet Union was
only part of the story.

MR, HULSMAN. Briefly, | amconcerned as well about
t he European Union, and | want to nmake that clear. | amvery
concerned. | think it is fairly antidenocratic. The Counci
doesn't publish what it does. The Comm ssion is unelected. The
Parliament has no power and speaks, goodness knows, how many
| anguages.

| read a book recently about denocracy in Europe. The
guestion was: \Were are the Madi sons? The point is that these
people don't look at the world in ternms of individual |iberty of
their citizens being the notivation for constitutional changes.
| amgreatly afraid of that.

But | don't think the question that I would ask ny
panelists and others is how is Europe going to bal ance the
United States? What are they going to do to bal ance us? |
don't believe they can, partly because of what, for instance,

Dr. Layne said about them being so far behind.

| also take issue with the notion that the US. is a
hegenon. | think that these terns, in terns of theory, matter a
great deal. The United States, it seens to ne, if we are going
to use a historical analogy, is |ike the U K after Napol eon.

It is first anong equals. The world is uni-nultipolar, as

Prof essor Hunti ngton sai d.
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But the U S. can, on alnbst any given issue, go its
own way and ignore the will of our allies. But nor is the world
mul ti pol ar; hence our confusion. It doesn't fit easily into
either category. So, it seens to ne that rather than try to
make it fit we should expand our categories.

MR. CARPENTER: M. Pulch fromthe Gernman Enbassy
woul d Ii ke to make a brief comment.

MR. PULCH. First of all, I think, tinmes are changi ng
but it is good that sone things don't change, and that is the
vi ews expressed here in the Cato Institute.

| don't think it is fair to conpare the efforts of
1952 Lisbon, and 1956, the Radford Plan, and all the other
enterprises with what is going on now \hat we are really
tal king about is to cone up with a European crisis prevention
and managenent capacity. Nobody, not even the French, contests
NATO as the core group for the collective defense of the NATO
ar ea.

Soneone has to nmake the clear distinction between NATO
operations to present the common territory and the out-of-area
operations. Wat we are tal king about in the European defense
policy, in contrast to the European defense identity within
NATO are two different things. It is out-of-area operations
such as Kosovo and others, as defined in the so-called

Pet er sburg Tasks in the European Union Treaty.
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Now, the European Union is not a state. And we are,
in the history of our integration, at the state of the articles
of confederation. That neans before the Philadel phia Convention
inthis country. 1In this context, one has to assess and
appreciate what is being done. | encourage you all to see what
is being done as an effort to create an enabling partnership
between the U S. and Europe, and not a conpetition. Europe wll
still need the United States to the sane extent that Europe
needs to | ook the other way around.

If you want to | earn nore about the European defense

policy, | have sone fact sheets which, if you ask nme, I wll
give themto you. | don't distribute themon ny own.
Thank you.

MR. CARPENTER. Comments from the house?

MR. BOLTON: | think this goes to the basic heart of
it, which is whether you can have this kind of contradictory
approach and sustain it over a long period of tinme. You either
want to be separate or you don't. You want to be unified in a
common foreign and security policy or you don't.

You either want to be a congl oneration of nations or,
as the CDU Chairman of the European Parliamentary Committee on
Foreign Policy said testifying before our House of

Representati ves, "The European Union is a state under
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construction.” The only question is how close are you to
getting to it.

That is what | think makes the Cinton adm nistration
statenments about what is acceptable or what is not acceptable
unt enabl e, because they do not represent a state of affairs
within the real world that is going to persist for a |ong period
of time. They contain too many internal contradictions.

| would say al so that the gentl eman who just asked the
question gave ne a little card which I wll read, because he
asked me to. It says, "I called the Gernman Enbassy, which is in
touch with the Foreign Ofice. Foreign Mnister Fischer is not
in Libya. Please correct.™

| hope Foreign Mnister Fischer is not in Libya. |
should tell you the source of ny information for that was
Deut sche Well e Tel evision, which came to interview nme | ast
ni ght, they having been informed in Gernmany that he was on his
way to Libya and they wanted ny reaction.

In any event, they asked ne, what did I think of

Foreign M nister Fischer going to Tripoli. Mybe your nedia
aren't any nore accurate than our nedia. It wouldn't surprise
me in the slightest. | hope that the Foreign Mnister in fact

is not in Libya and doesn't plan to go there.
DR. HULSMAN: | take issue, | think, with the idea

that this is just a Petersburg Task. That is certainly not what
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| heard across the board. | don't believe that that is the
common vi ew of everyone in Europe. | don't think that can be
upheld at all. 1In the 40 neetings | had, perhaps 10 didn't say

that. Perhaps 20 did and perhaps 10 didn't know.

So, | think it is very inportant that we not pretend
that this is all set in stone. It is not. Going back to your
poi nt about the articles of confederation, the way that ties in.
The problemw th the anal ogy of using the Anerican system
because then you say to Anericans, "Wio can be against this
t hing? They are just going through what we did.

They need their Ham ltons and their Madi sons and their
Jeffersons, and they will end up like we did. Except that the
United States, at the tinme of doing that, had a common history,
a comon | anguage, a conmon geopolitical position, a comobn
culture, and we still fought a civil war that killed half a
mllion people.

| woul d advi se against that. M point is the anal ogy
is not apt. It is not the same. It is its own thing and we
ought to consider it onits nmerits. But | think it is somewhat
pernicious to pretend that Europe is just going through what the
United States went through in Philadel phia 200 and sone years
ago.

MR. CARPENTER: Alan Tomlinson first, then Stanley

Cobur n.
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MR TOWLINSON: | am Alan Tomlinson with the U. S,

Busi ness and I ndustry Council. This is a question for John
Bolton and, to a slightly | esser extent, John Hul sman.

You have both done such a great job of describing what
| ousy allies the European NATO nenbers are. Their defining
enterprise for decades M. Bolton described as being
anti - Areri can.

M. Hul sman said, to an extent, that they don't
believe in Anerican-style individualismas the main engine for
political change. Again, this defining enterprise is
fundanmental ly antidenocratic. M. Bolton has descri bed European
foreign policy initiatives as trying to undercut Anerican
foreign policies in places |like the Mddle East.

My question is, rather than struggling and scranbling
to try to keep this NATO enterprise together, as | think you two
would |ike to do, wouldn't it be a nmuch nore responsible task to
try to figure out how the United States is going to eventual ly
flourish in a world with no NATO? Because you have nade a
strong case that that is exactly what we are headi ng towards.

DR. BOLTON:. Well, | think the point is, or at |east
my point, is that the differences between the United States and
Eur ope, which were suppressed during the Cold War for obvious
reasons, have now cone out into the open. And it |eaves ne very

concerned about the future viability of NATO And as | said,
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particularly if Europeans really do endorse the idea, going back
to the Washington Treaty, that NATOreally is sort of a
subcontractor for the United Nations, then | have very grave
reservations nyself about its long-termfuture.

In the United States, we don't really pay nuch
attention to the United Nations for good and sufficient reason,
frequently. But Kofi Annan, who is on the cover of Tine
Magazi ne this week, has said that the Security Council is the
sole legitimate source of legitimacy for the use of force in the
world. | think that is ridiculous. | don't think it is
supported by the U N. charter or by U N history.

But the tone of the debate pre-Yugoslav air war with
our European friends, and as they discuss it quite regularly in
conferences and in public statenents, is they regard Security
Counci| authorization, in effect, as a prerequisite for nuch of
what NATO has to do.

| would find that terribly debilitating. But | think
it would be a m stake to conclude at this nonent that all of the
detriments which | have laid out outweigh the benefits that NATO
can still have. | don't think there is any question about the
utility that NATO had, for exanple, in the Persian Gulf crisis,
where it was not expressly a NATO operation but where all of

t hose habits of cooperation, equipnent interoperability, a whole
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range of things, were enornously useful in what was obviously an
American-led coalition.

| amafraid that the European belly button
contenpl ation that they are absorbed in risks tearing that
apart, because it |eaves NATO without the ability, call it NATO
or not, to do things outside the NATO area. And | am
pessimstic. | don't think you can avoid that. But | am not
pessimstic to the point of saying "Let's just junk it."

DR. HULSMAN: | think it cones down to the degree.

The great thing about diplomacy is you just don't throw your
hands up when you have problens and say "Right, that's it." The
list that | gave of the five reasons |I think NATOis still valid
is precisely why | think NATOis still valid and why | amstil
toiling in the vineyards on this one.

Li ke John, 1, too, amconcerned, and fairly gravely
concerned, about the future of NATO. But to nme that is the
reason to | ook at NATO, assess what needs to be done, see if it
can it be fixed and maintain a flexible foreign policy. Don't
just shrug our shoulders. And here again | agree with John
about the State Departnent being on autopilot; it needs to
mai ntain a flexible policy.

At the nmonent | think there is no doubt that staying
in NATO at this instant is an Arerican interest for all the

reasons | |isted. | think the CITF nechanism for instance,
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m ght be a way to add flexibility. Wth the Conbi ned Joint Task
Force, for those of you who don't know, up to now NATO has had
two options: You can either veto a mssion or get totally

i nvolved in a m ssion.

The CJTF nmechanismw |l allow us a third option, which
is to say we will not get involved directly but will help supply
lift, logistics, the things needed, because that allows for our
interests not to be exactly identical. They never were exactly
identical, our interests, with any NATO nenbers. During the
Cold WVar we had to swallow all that. W don't now. But there
are sone intriguing uses of flexibility that lead me not to give
up hope, while admtting that indeed there are real problens.

MR. CARPENTER:  Chris?

DR. LAYNE: | find it very interesting that people can
say that the United States is a hegenon, but the nonent a
chal | enger or a potential challenger energes on the horizon they
express great fear about its energence. | think that is what
dom nant powers try to do. They try to prevent the energence of
potential rivals.

It is clear that, again, historically, not just today
but throughout the Cold War, the United States has al ways been
uneasy about the possibility of a truly united Europe for

preci sely that reason, because it could be a possible rival.

ARTI Transcripts
(202) 347-0030 and wwwe.artitranscripts.com



49

W shoul d | ook at the reasons why NATO is asserted to
still be something that we ought to preserve. First is the
hi storical Anmerican policy of ensuring that there is no hegenon
on the Eurasian continent. Well, it is pretty clear that it is
going to be a long tine before any such hegenon energes fromthe
Eur opean part of the Eurasian continent. And we can discuss
East Asia another day, but NATOis not really justified by that
traditional interest.

In fact, you can go through policy docunents fromthe
Ei senhower admi ni stration, for exanple, that say very candidly
-- they were internal docunents -- say that even if we | ost
Europe during the Cold War, it wouldn't tilt the bal ance of
power against the United States. The fact is that nuclear
weapons rendered obsolete a | ot of these traditional bal ance of
power cal cul ati ons about the inportance of Europe being kept
from dom nation froma single power.

Interoperability? Well, I"'min favor of that. But
you know what? The United States has lots of bilateral security
relationships with countries that provide for joint training
exercises. W don't need to have NATO to do that.

In terms of insurance, well, | have heard that
argunent asserted for NATO for a long tine. Now, certainly we
could say during the Cold War that it was that kind of

i nsurance. There are sone catastrophes for which insurance
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either is not available or the premiuns are extrenely
prohibitive. That may certainly have characterized the Cold
War. Right now, what are we insuring against?

The only thing that NATO really insures against, as
long as the United States keeps it viable, is that Europe w ||
not becone a rival to the United States. | think that is what
we ought to be debating: Do we want a Europe that really is
i ndependent, an equal actor on the world stage? |Is that in the
American interest or isn't it? And what conclusions do we draw
ei ther way?

MR. BOLTON: Could I just add one point on that score?
| don't think you can discount entirely, and perhaps you don't,
but you can't discount entirely the possibility of backsliding
in the Russian Federation and the risk that a red-brown
coalition, as they call it, will occur, with a return to
authoritarian rule, an aggressive, expansionist Russian
Federation that brings back sonme of the republics that are now
former republics of the Soviet Union that are now i ndependent.
Admittedly, it would be a Russian Federation considerably weaker
mlitarily and in any other respects than before, but
nonet hel ess a potential problem facing Eastern and Centra
Eur ope.

| think the series of disasters, the Kursk sinking,

the fire in Gstankino, and life in Russia generally, |eave ne
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continually concerned that the prospect of a red-brown coalition
is not entirely hypothetical. So, | think there is a residual
role there for NATO as well, that is far fromde mnims.

MALE VO CE: First of all, during the Cold War you
could find statenments by European officials, clearly not the
majority view but still an inmportant view, that wondered how was
it during the Cold War, when the Soviet Union was actually
feared, that Europe with a greater popul ation, a nore advanced
econom c, a much greater gross national product, had to rely on
the U S. for its defense and wasn't capable of defending itself?

| look at Russia and | say, yes, all kinds of bad
t hings could happen in Russia, but it is going to be a while
before they have the mlitary power and the capabilities of
projecting that power into Central or Western Europe. And I
guess the key to your statenent was that is could create
probl ems for Central and Eastern Europe. Well, | didn't hear
problens for the United States in terns of security. And don't
hear the answer, even if those problens do energe, if those
threats do energe, why you don't want Europe to be in a position
to be able to deal with them aut ononously.

MR. CARPENTER St anl ey Kober

MR, KOBER: | am Stanley Kober, with the Cato

| nstitute.
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| want to follow up on sonmething that M. Hul sman
said, which is that the Europeans not only have to rationalize
def ense spending and actually increase it, but in fact they are
decreasi ng def ense spending. Can they increase defense
spendi ng? That is nmy question.

| keep | ooking at the decline of the Euro, which was
supposed to be a strong currency, and it keeps dropping. Al
t he beni gn expl anations, oh, it came in at a very high |evel,
it's a cyclical difference with the United States, as it keeps
dr oppi ng, the benign explanations | ook less credible. And it
| eads one to conclude that maybe there are fundanment al
structural problens with the European econom es.

If that is the case, can we expect any increase in
Eur opean defense spending, or nust we resign ourselves to
further decreases with all the inplications of that?

DR. HULSMAN. That is, in a nutshell, the heart of ny
fear. My greatest fear is the econom c question. | believe,
and | say this as a nmenber of the Heritage Foundation and a
believer in the free market, | believe the European systemis
not as friendly to the free market, certainly as the Anmerican
one. |It's Social Denocratic. And the way that they maintain
stasis is the common agricultural policy, protectionism

And | think what you are seeing right nowis the top

end of the Gernman econom ¢ perfornmance now i s about at the sane
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| evel as the bottomend of the American econom c performance.
That, of course, leads to capital flight, which has massively
occurred, with people in Europe investing in dollars, people
around the world investing in dollars, and not in Euros. As a
result, the Euro goes down. It is a pretty basic economc
poi nt .

If, in the long run, Europe doesn't becone market
friendly enough, what will happen is -- their unenploynent rate
is double that of the United States, still. In terns of net
private sector job creation in the nineties, zero. That is a
staggering figure. Net private sector job creation has been
zero for a decade. Unbelievable.

These are great problens. Because | think, and | fear
certainly, that Europe will not be able to do what it needs to
do across the board economcally or mlitarily. And I don't
junp up and down in glee with this. | think this is a terrible
t hi ng and sonething that needs watching. | think frankly the
Euro argunent that you make is quite right and is the tip of the
i ceberg.

MR. BOLTON: Could | just add one thought on that?

| don't purport to be able to predict what the
Eur opean defense expenditures are going to be over the next 10
years, although they clearly should be a | ot higher, but I think

that one can say with near total certainty that if they don't
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i ncrease substantially, the mlitary utility of the Aliance
will drop even lower than it is now

For exanple, in Kosovo, mssions were scheduled in
such a way that frequently the Europeans just couldn't
participate, or, to put it another way, we would not risk our
pilots participating along with European pilots who did not have
the capabilities that our pilots had.

In fact, as you may know, sonme of our forces wore a
tee shirt during the Yugoslav canpaign that said, "If you can't
hunt with the big dogs, stay on the porch."

(Laughter.)

MR. BOLTON: If the European nenbers of NATO aren't
able to hunt with the big dogs, one is going to face the
guestion, "Wiy are we carrying all of this political baggage?"
It is a very serious question and one that | think should speak
to the Europeans nore persuasively than any of us talking about
the politics of it, to say they have got to get their defense
expendi t ures up.

MR. CARPENTER.  The gentleman here in the first row
Pl ease state your nane.

MR. MATERNO. | am Mark Materno with the Yanus
Foundat i on.

| want to say, first of all, that I think that you are

absolutely right, M. Hul sman, when you say that we just don't
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know what sorts of threats we may be facing in the next 10 to 15
years. We m ght not even know what threats we are facing right
NOow.

But, | amwondering, M. Layne, if you and, for the
whol e panel, whether you woul d nake predictions as to what sort
of scenarios we may be looking at if it is true, as you suggest,
your analysis is true, that the United States is, if not a
hegenon, is at |east perceived to be a hegenon and there nmay be
a felt need to fill the power vacuum and, if M. Hul sman's
analysis is right that, try as they mght, they just nmay not be
able to match us. Wat sort of scenarios would we be seeing if

bot h of those propositions were true?

DR. LAYNE: First of all, | guess | need to state ny
standard disclaimer. |If | could nake valid predictions,
woul dn't be here. | would be in Las Vegas right now.

| think, as a strategist, when it conmes to threats, |
t hi nk anybody who has studi ed what has happened in Russia
following the collapse of the Soviet Union agrees that, sure,
there is always the possibility for a resurgent Russia, but
there will be a lot of lead tine, a | ot of strategic warning.

That brings us down to another question. | don't want
to get into the politics or the ideol ogy of whether we ought to
i ke what Europe is. Cearly Europe is a different place than

the United States. It is much nore statist than the United
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States is. W can say that that is a bad thing, but it is not
clear that we should i npose or can inpose our social, economc
and political visions on others, even in Europe.

The question really is not whether they can becone
like us. The question is: |If there is a threat down the |ine,
a serious threat to their security, will they increase defense
spendi ng?

| think, historically, if it weren't for the United
States being there as a security blanket, | think we would have
|ots of reasons to say that if there was a deteriorating
international climate, the Europeans would clearly spend nore on
def ense.

Agai n, everybody should go back and read the fanous
Manseur O sen and Richard Zachauser article on the Economi cs of
Al liances. There is a built-in incentive to free-ride if you
are a snaller ally when you know sonmebody who is going to
protect you whether you make a conm tnent or not.

Fundanental |y, that has always been a dilemma in this
Al liance when we tal k about burden-sharing. As long as there is
an alliance, there really isn't an incentive for Europe to do
nor e.

MR, HULSMAN: | think threat perception is a shel
gane. | wll not play. And | agree with the Las Vegas conment

of Dr. Layne.
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| think the point is that we don't know. As | said
about Wnston Churchill, and it brings ne back to why life
insurance is critical. He didn't know about Adol ph Hitler in
1929. That is reasonable. Many of us did not know about
M | osevic as nmuch as we ought to one way or the other. No one
knows what is going on in Russia. That scares me. | agree with
John about that.

The point is that you want to have insurance whatever
happens. | won't know the specifics, but that doesn't nean |
gi ve up the general insurance of NATO because | can't tell you
specifically today what is going on.

There is a time lag in these things. One has to all ow
for that in policy analysis. | don't think that anyone is
trying to inpose statismon Europe. | think they have inposed
t hat on thensel ves.

But | think the analysis has to begin fromthe fact
that Europe is a Social Denocratic, third way, if you want to
call it, kind of econom c construct, which is different fromthe
United States. It seens far less efficient. And that is
sonet hing that we as Anmericans ought to take into our analysis
when we consi der what they can and cannot do.

Because, lastly, | think that, frankly, the United
States has acted to use nodern pop psychol ogy as an enabler. W

have enabl ed Europe to do what it wants to do. Because at the
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bottom of the line, and | have had people say this to ne in
Eur ope, "You are going to bail us out anyway, whatever you say,
however much tough | ove you cone over here and pretend to give
me. In the end you will bail us out."

| was directly quoted that. And they sat there kind
of bleakly |ooking forward. W need to reconsider this bottom
line reality and how we want to nove forward, w thout shouting
at each other, but seeing how do we change that dynam c

MR. CARPENTER: A question in the back.

MR MLLIKEN. | amA MIlliken with Washi ngton
| ndependent Witers.

| was wondering if there were differing viewpoints on
Eur opean reaction to American presidential canpaign talk,
particularly dealing with mlitary readiness and norale. Do the
Eur opeans take this canpaign talk seriously, do you think? If
so, how does this affect their security and defense identity?

DR. LAYNE: | think the result of the Anmerican
election, | don't think it will be debated in our politica
circles, but the result of the American election wll result in
a different American policy toward Europe. | think the odds
under a CGore presidency are pretty much continuing with the
policy we have now. | don't see any indication he would vary

fromit.
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| think the Bush policy would be a | ot nore skeptical
of the thrust toward acqui escing in European integration. But I
don't think, in broad terns, you can say much nore than that.

| don't think that has fully penetrated into the
Eur opean consci ousness yet, because there is a tendency,
particularly in diplomatic circles, to assune that whatever is
today will be true tonorrow. And | think that is what they are
operating on at the nonent.

MR. HULSMAN: Just to add on to that, | think, for
i nstance, one of the things they are realizing now, just, is
that there is going to be a big difference in the issue of
humani tarian intervention, the dinton Doctrine stuff. Because
Vi ce President Gore has obviously been a very strong advocate of
that, and the people around himin his foreign policy teamw ||
do nore of the sane, if not just the same. |If anything, | think
t he President has been a drag on doing nore because he reads the
pol | nunmbers nore than nost.

| think, on the other hand, when | talk to the Bush
people, which | do at Heritage a fair bit of the tine, there is
a generally nore skeptical outlook to that.

And in Europe | was aware of people saying to ne, "Are
there real differences? The next tinme we need an out-of-area

NATO m ssion, what will Gore do and what will Bush do?"
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| think there are genuine differences there. And John
is right, these are all governing issues. Wat we do generally
i s about governing. During the election | think our mlitary
readi ness, frankly, they won't hear any of that. That is just
background noise to them Sonebody had one good day, sonebody
had a bad day. It is alnost |ike keeping score. But it is not
about policy.

MR. CARPENTER.  The gentleman in the third row on this
si de.

MR. HERRERA: Phillipe Herrera, fromthe French
Enbassy.

| would just Iike to make a coupl e of coments and put
a question to John Bolton. As far as the comments go, sone
peopl e nade a renmark that the whol e debate rem nded you, on the
Eur opean side, of the 1950's and the European Defense Comunity.

What worries us, speaking in ny French and E. U
capacity as well, is that we have the sense that here the debate
hasn't noved forward. Wile the world has changed and the
threats that we are confronting have changed, and the role that
NATO coul d play and that the European Union can play have
changed. And hopefully, in a sense it would be for the better.

| have heard a | ot of things that sound |i ke paranoid
fant asi es about the dark French projects to break up NATO  Wat

this is about is far sinpler, as Eberhard poi nt ed out.
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It is about Europeans being able to do nore to put out fires in
t heir own backyards, alone, if the United States doesn't want to
i ntervene, or when and where the United States doesn't want to
intervene, and with themin the NATO franework when they do.

What is worrisone is that different interests, whether
t hey be national or expressed jointly, and different objectives,
are perceived by the U S., or by sone inthe US., as a
challenge. And that, | think, is sort of a narrower definition
of what hegenony is. That is not healthy for the US It is
not healthy for Europe. And it is not healthy for NATO.

Just very briefly, one coment on the capability
i ssue. There are hundreds of ways of exam ning capabilities,
readi ness and statistics that aren't often the best, but as far
as the spending nore, spending better debate, granted, we need
to spend nore. But | think it is also dangerous to
underesti mate the advantage of spending better.

The French and British projection capabilities, for
exanpl e, have substantially increased over the last 10 years.
Qur budgets haven't substantially increased. The United States,
as you take this into a wider context with the economnic
framewor k which is necessary, the United States has known a
boom ng econony over the |ast 10 years, has substantially

decreased its defense budget.
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The European Uni on nenber countries have either kept
it stable or had it decrease in the tine when the economc
situation wasn't as good. So | think you need to |look at this
as the beginning of a mlitary process and, as well, of a
political process.

And just one point on the remark on the paranoid
fantasies, which is maybe a bit too harsh a word. But the
situati on has changed conpared to what it was 10 or 15 years
ago. And this is one of the major points. This isn't about, as
far as France is concerned, decoupling the Alliance. This is
about getting Europeans to do nore and to do it better.

One of the points that is often not nmentioned is that
France, in Operation Allied Force for exanple, was the second
contributor to the air canpaign. | don't very well see why or
how a country that we would to underm ne an alliance, why it
shoul d al so contribute to one of its |atest operations. So |
think there are several points that you need to bear in mnd on
this debate in order to be able to follow it accurately.

And com ng back to John Bolton's remarks on conmon
foreign and security policies, this train has left the station,
and it has left the station a while ago and we would lIike you to
get on board.

Thank you.
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MR. BOLTON. | think the threats have changed. That
is precisely why we need nore discussion about missile defense,
whi ch the Europeans reject for exactly the wong reason. Their
concern, or what they say their concern is, is that the United
States nmay actually be able to develop a national mssile
defense, in which case we wll retreat under the shield and
| eave the poor Europeans exposed; when in fact the logic is
exactly the opposite.

To the extent that the United States feels |ess
vul nerabl e to being blackmailed by rogue states -- and | stil
use that phrase even if the State Departnent doesn't -- rogue
states and terrorist groups that m ght be able to deliver
weapons of mass destruction by ballistic mssiles, it would nake
us nore likely to cone Europe's assistance.

In fact, | don't know of any serious advocate of
national mssile defense in this country who doesn't assune,
absolutely automatically, that if we are able to devel op the
technol ogy, it would be used not only to defend the United
States, but it would be used to defend our NATO allies and our
close allies and friends in the Far East, as well. This is
sonmething for all of us, and yet this is sonething that the
Eur opeans are pulling away on.

As far as the capabilities question is concerned,

there is no doubt that Britain and France are the two NATO
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allies that have capabilities that approach those of the United
States, thus allowing you to intervene nore effectively in your
former colonies. How that necessarily assists us in the broader
NATO enterprise remains to be seen

And we are not going to prove anything by nunbers
here, but | don't know of any serious mlitary student who
doesn't believe the technological mlitary gap between the
United States and all of the Western allies is increasing.

MR. CARPENTER: John, if you continue with that Iine
of argument about national mssile defense, you are going to
turn me agai nst NWVD.

(Laughter.)

MR. CARPENTER  John Hul sman.

DR. HULSMAN. A couple of things. | wll now solve
the statistical versus spend-nore versus spend-better argunent.

Do both. | have just solved the argunent. Don't hide

behi nd t he econom es-of -scale argunent. Wiile it is incredibly

i mportant, the answer is both. | don't think anyone di sagrees
with that who studies this. It will |lead to econom es of
scale -- | think that is a great thing -- and nore needs to be
spent.

As you rightly pointed out and John said, France and

Britain are | eading the way here. And w thout nam ng nanes,
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that's great. More needs to be done across the continent.
G eat .

On national mssile defense, which is a huge, | think,
difference -- and, again, one has to start with the dinton
people -- they have done a terrible job of explaining this to
anybody, because they don't really care about doing it. And I
do follow that logic: They have not explained it to the allies.

And part of what we ought to do is talk to one
another. | think they haven't explained it because, |ike on
wel fare reform this is a train that is going hit them so they
hop on. That doesn't nean they are in favor of it or want it to
happen or want anything. | think a clue to that is that they
haven't bothered explaining it to the allies.

| would explain it this way: Wen the United States
had a nucl ear nonopoly, nobody said this is going to decouple
any kind of agreenments between the United States and Europe. In
fact, that period of tinme, after the war, the kind of Lisbon
Summt in the early fifties, was one of the nobst creative tines
of Anerican diplomacy, when in fact |inks were nmade and
strengt hened on the basis of a confident Anmerica that knew t hat
it could protect itself.

Then the Marshall Plan cones, then NATO cones, then
t hi ngs cone because the United States is confident. So again,

think that is counter-intuitive and very inportant.

ARTI Transcripts
(202) 347-0030 and wwwe.artitranscripts.com



As to paranoid fantasies, | just read the sane
newspapers you do. | amvery tired of hearing from Europeans:
Ch, we didn't really nean it. M boss didn't really nean it.
Mterrand didn't really speak about being at war with Anerica.
Schroeder didn't really say "W've got to stop whining about
American dom nance. It's tinme to act."

People tend to nean what they say and say what they
mean, despite all our attenpts to over-analyze this.

VWhat | think there is, is a division of opinion. Wat
| think thereis, is that this is not certain. But to tell ne
t hat nobody in Europe has an anti-Anerican inpulse regarding
these things is factually incorrect.

MR. CARPENTER At this point we have to bring the
proceedings to a close. | want to thank you for your attention,
for your excellent questions.

W have a reception afterwards. Please join ne in
t hanki ng our speakers.

(Appl ause.)

(Whereupon, the Cato Institute Policy Forum was

concl uded.)
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