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How to go forward with this initiative 

 
Prime Minister Balladur has put out some very important suggestions. I think they 
need to be heard.  

It is impressive, to begin with, that he has come forward with these ideas.  
Political leaders have a responsibility to look beyond current problems and try to 
imagine the future, not to just accept the status quo. Those of us in the academic 
environment perhaps have a responsibility to contribute ideas; political leaders 
have a responsibility to try to turn ideas into action and Prime Minister Balladur 
has set out on that path.  

As he has discovered, there is plenty of skepticism among observers, experts, 
and politicians here about the goal that he sets out, a very impressive goal. I am 
familiar with the resistance that he has talked about to these kinds of ideas. I 
myself am an unreconstructed Atlanticist; I think the values, the interests and the 
futures of the United States and Europe are inextricably linked. It may not always 
be convenient to say this, it may not always be politically correct, it may even 
appear not to be true at times when we argue with each other, but I believe that is 
the bottom line of our relationship.  

Nearly a decade ago I was working on an interpretive history of the 
transatlantic relationship. At the end of my book, after trying to do what I could 
have done at the Congressional Research Service--an objective, non-partisan 
analysis--I advocated an Atlantic Community Treaty Organization. One of the 
questions that I was asked was: What would this organization do? What kinds of 
meetings would it have? Put some meat on the bones. And so I prepared a draft of 
a new Atlantic Community Treaty, spelling out the terms of it, discussing how it 
would work and how after 9/11 it would have helped the United State and Europe 
respond to the attacks. Then there was this interesting response: Some very bright 



and intelligent American and European diplomats said, we’ve got so many 
meetings already, we’ve got so many organizations already, how could I convince 
my Minister to approve another organization, another set of meetings? I would 
respond by saying, I can come up with several of these organizations and meetings 
that probably could be eliminated and make plenty of time in your Minister’s 
schedule. Then of course you incur the wrath of those people who have a stake in 
those organizations -- but in any case, I understand very well the kind of criticism 
that you are encountering.  

It is of course not unreasonable to ask those of use who are proposing a new 
organization to suggest ways of making it manageable as part of the relationship. 
It is one of the challenges in following up on this kind of proposal.  

Another question I encountered when putting together my proposal, and that is 
relevant also to the Prime Minister’s, was: Who you would include in this 
organization? I concluded that the best way to start would be to start with all of the 
members of the European Union and all of the members of NATO. If you just 
make the arrangement between the United States and the European Union, you 
leave out countries that really ought to be included--Canada, Turkey, Norway--
while some European Union countries in turn are not members of NATO.  I would 
suggest this perhaps as an amendment to the Prime Minister’s proposal. The 
details, as the Prime Minister said, can be discussed; it is the principle that is 
important: the principle of intensified cooperation between the United States and 
Europe.  

There is a problem in requiring that Europe get its act together, by approving 
the Treaty of Lisbon, before embarking on this intensified transatlantic 
cooperation.  The fact that the Lisbon Treaty faces an uncertain future reminds me 
of how important it is to look at European integration as a process. 

It is something I made note of many years ago, when drafting the first-ever 
formal estimate by the U.S. intelligence community on European integration. 
Following Henry Kissinger’s declaration that 1973 would be the “year of Europe” 
in U.S. foreign policy, the intelligence community decided to produce an estimate 
on the European Community’s future.  As a European analyst at the CIA, in 
between assignments to the U.S. delegation to East-West troop reduction talks in 
Vienna, I was designated to draft the estimate.  In the draft, I used an expression 
that had been used by a few academics but which had not been prominent in U.S. 
government assessments, referring to the dynamic in Europe as that of a “uniting 
Europe.”  The draft (and completed estimate) concluded that the final outcome of 
the process might remain very unclear for many years and could face a variety of 
advances and setbacks.   

My point is that we should not wait for any particular development in the 
process of European integration before taking steps to intensify transatlantic 
cooperation.  The European Union will continue to evolve toward an undefined 
end point; it is critically important that its further evolution take place within the 
framework of effective Atlantic community collaboration. 



It is also important, if this idea moves ahead, that it move as something that is 
being done because it is seen as being consistent with the values and interests of 
the United States and Europe, and also in the best interests of peace and well being 
in the international community. It should not be done in a framework of creating 
new enemies. It should be a positive initiative. One can make it clear that other 
countries, if they are acting in ways consistent with the principles, would be 
welcome, if not to become members, certainly to become cooperating partners in 
this effort.  

That said, I think it is a very constructive initiative and I hope the principle of 
enhanced cooperation helps guide the future of US-European relations in the 
coming US administration. 

 
 

Edouard Balladur:  Response to Stanley Sloan 
 
It is true that this is a proposal that has triggered a certain degree of skepticism. 
This form of the skepticism is not the same in Europe and in the US. In the US, the 
response would mainly be, why would we need this? Things are going pretty well. 
In Europe and in particular France, there is another feeling, which is that you do 
not want to find yourself trapped into an exclusive relationship with the United 
States. There is the idea that Europe is also about relations with Russia and with 
the Mediterranean region, and you would not want this framework to undermine 
such relations.  

If we are candid here you might also want to mention the sense of distrust vis-
a-vis the United States because the United States is very powerful, and because 
you get this impression that the United States prefers to speak with different 
partners taken in isolation rather than taken together. But what I am advocating 
here is a balanced relationship with two partners on equal footing where we have 
populations which are about the same, and economic outputs which are about the 
same. Militarily there is a big difference because the US makes an effort that the 
Europeans are not making, even though they will have to in the future; again the 
idea is to have a balanced relationship. In order to have this, first of all we need 
Europe to organize itself, and also to make efforts which it has not made.  

Now regarding this new organization and the idea that you would want to 
include all of the member states of NATO. Well, why not? In Europe we have the 
notion of various circles: those who are part of the European Union, and those 
who are doing additional important things such as the euro. Half of the European 
Union members are part of the euro zone. And then we have the other countries, 
which have various special arrangements for cooperation. We have just suggested 
for instance an enhanced type of cooperation with Ukraine. We have the same type 
of relationship with Turkey as well as with a number of North African states. So 
there are a number of relations between Europe and its neighbors. Now, how 
would you want these neighbors, such as Turkey, Ukraine, or Norway to be 



represented? That’s something that we would need to discuss. I do believe that you 
would want to have some type of representation for these states. You would not 
want to have a separation here.  
 


