Journal of The Streit Council for a Union of Democracies

Series Il = Vol. lll, No. 1, Fall 2008

Symposium on Balladur’s
Union of the West

For a Union of the West Reviews and comments by

by Edouard Balladur Domenec Ruiz Devesa

former Prime Minister George Modelski
Ira Straus

of France




Balladur and Sarkozy:
the opening for
a Union of the West

Edouard Balladur, Prime Minister of France in the early 1990s, has
written an important new book, Pour une Union de I'Occident entre I'Eu-
rope et les Etats-Unis. The Streit Council has arranged, together with
the former U.S. Ambassador to France, Howard Leach, for its trans-
lation and its forthcoming publication in English by the Hoover In-
stitution Press. It has also arranged for Mr. Balladur to come to
America to present his proposal to official Washington.

Balladur has long been close to Nicolas Sarkozy, now President of
France. The young Sarkozy had been spokesman for Balladur and
rose within Balladur's wing of the Gaullist movement. It was the
wing that renounced the old rigid nationalism of the movement and
was prepared to lead France into a new relationship with Europe
and America.

Sarkozy was elected President within months of the publication of
Balladur’s book. He immediately set to repairing trans-Atlantic rela-
tions. The fruits were considerable, as noted in the previous issue of
Freedom and Union, where an article appeared under the title,
“Sarkozy, Merkel revive Atlanticism”.

Merkel, during her brief tenure as EU President, did thorough work
and succeeded in bringing about a Transatlantic Market agreement,
institutionalized through a Transatlantic Economic Council. Sarkozy,
with his flair for the dramatic and his inspiration from Balladur, has
now the opportunity to raise the new unity to a higher political level.

The International Herald Tribune has written that Balladur’s book ex-
presses the “underlying premise” of Sarkozy’s policies. This issue of
Freedom and Union presents a symposium on the book.
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Union or Decline of the West?

Symposium on

Balladur’s Union of the West

Balladur writes on the great theme of
the rise of new powers and whether the
West is in decline. Looking more care-
fully at the statistics than other recent
works, he finds that the objective eco-
nomic decline, while real, has been
greatly exaggerated; what he finds wor-
risome is its combination with subjec-
tive decline and mutual undermining
among the Western countries. Thus his
conclusion, either Union or Decline.
Where other, journalistic works have
simply treated the West as non-existent,
and defined America and Europe as
completely separate competing powers,
Balladur is more precise. The West, he
shows, exists, it has an underlying
unity, and its degree of unity on the
practical level is itself a variable subject
to change; the purpose of his book is
show people how to act on the variable.
He also shows there are serious misper-
ceptions about the economic statistics.
Europe and America have, combined, a
share of global GDP over 55%; the next
largest economic power will not come
near to this in the foreseeable future.
The issue is not a radical decline but a
gradual erosion of Western supremacy.
Having framed the diagnosis accu-
rately, he is able to make a prescription
that could have an impact on the prob-
lem. The West, he says, can no longer
afford to dissipate its strength on inter-
necine arguments. It still plays indis-
pensable roles as the core of the world
economy and global stability, but only
through more consistent unity can it
continue to discharge these roles effec-
tively. Consistent unity requires Union.
Balladur fears the misperceptions are
themselves creating realities: “The
world seems to be slipping away from
the Western powers. Their material
strength remains unparalleled, but their
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moral strength and self-confidence are
continuing to weaken.” A divergence of
perception from reality is always dan-
gerous. As the idea spreads that the
West is weak and lacks any real unity,
the rising or reemerging powers are
overestimating their position for mount-
ing a challenge to the West. Germany
did the same a century ago, slid into
world wars tempted by the surface
Western disunity, and lost in face of
underlying Western unity. Balladur see
the current underestimation of the West
as tempting countries and media world-
wide into a rebellion against the impo-
sition of Western democratic norms, a
possible precursor to a more direct
challenge. A Union of the West, con-
cludes Balladur, could bring percep-
tions back into alignment with underly-
ing realities and stabilize the world.

Balladur’s work is, then, both a serious
analysis and a call to action. As such it
deserves serious discussion There is
bound to be much to be said, pro and
con, about both the diagnosis and the
prescription. Those who agree would
also presumably want to discuss how to
proceed to action on it.

In the following pages Balladur pre-
sents his thesis in his own words, fol-
lowed by two reviews and comments
on the book. The articles differ on some
major points, particularly on the practi-
cal aspects of his proposal. It may be
helpful to list here some of the issues
on which they differ.

* Balladur presents a future equality
between Europe and America as a pre-

condition for a Union of the West, but
also presents practical steps that can be
taken now. Is equality practical, and to
what extent is it needed?

* A new U.S.-EU Council is proposed
by Balladur for foreign policy unity.
Could it make much progress on this
goal? Does he underestimate the ongo-
ing work on gradually extending the
foreign policy unity of the West
through the globalization of NATO
functions? This is discussed at greater
length in two other articles we will pub-
lish later. How to relate a new embry-
onic structure to the old strong one?
Modelski suggests an informal link,
using the new Council as a political
motor for the older Atlantic structures.

* How much time does the West have
for Union? Is there really an overall
decline at all, given the West’s victory
in the Cold War and subsequent expan-
sion eastward? If the urgent decline is
subjective, as Balladur argues, then, ask
Devesa and Straus, should the time-
frame focus on completing the Union in
the next generation as Balladur suggests
at one point, or on establishing a pre-
liminary form of Union in the present?

* When should a Union of the West be
proclaimed, at the start or the finish?
Devesa and Straus argue that, if Balla-
dur’s Union is interpreted in a generous
way and his US-EU Council added to-
gether with other steps and existing
structures, a serious Union could be
proclaimed in this period.

- Editor




For a Union of the West

by Edouard Balladur

Edouard Balladur was Prime Minister of France, 1993-1995, and
served as the mentor of the current French President, Nicolas
Sarkozy. Balladur was earlier a Minister of Economy and intro-
duced liberalizing reforms to free the market. Throughout his politi-
cal career, he has been an active member of the Gaullist party,
Rally for the Republic; as a leader within the Gaullist movement, he
is credited with having drawn the mainstream of French Gaullists
back into a pro-European Union stance and into abandoning anti-
American attitudes. Sarkozy rose within Balladur's wing of the
Gaullist movement and, in Balladur’s government, served as his
spokesman and his Budget Minister. The two have long enjoyed
close personal and professional ties. From 2002-2007 Balladur pre-
sided over the National Assembly’s foreign affairs committee; to-
day he heads the Commission on Constitutional Reforms.

Do we still have the right to speak of the West?
When we do, are we fanning the flames, rekindling
the hatreds, unleashing violence among peoples of
different cultures and religions? Some would have
you think so. Nothing could be further from the
truth. Could anything be more important than self-
reflection, than knowing what you hold most dear
and who you are, so that you can build relationships
with others based on realities and the truth and not
merely on rehashing prefabricated ideas? To define
oneself is not to hate what is different.

For centuries, the West has dominated the world.
Today the West is divided and at the same time fac-
ing competition. It is proving incapable of organizing
itself to face this ordeal, while its power and influ-
ence are under attack in every area. History is begin-
ning to be made without the West; perhaps one day it
will be made against it. There is only one way to
avoid this: Westerners must become aware of the
risk and realize that a greater solidarity among them
is the only way to ward it off. They would hardly

merit credit for doing so, as their interdependence
leaps to the eyes of those who are willing to see
things as they are; and they would still have to face
up to the consequences, in the policies implemented
on both sides of the Atlantic, by strengthening their
ties, and joining together for common action in the
world.

The world seems to be slipping away from the
Western powers. Their material strength remains un-
paralleled, but their moral strength and self-
confidence are continuing to weaken. Immersed in
these troubles, Europe and America have yet to un-
derstand that, for the most part, the dangers that
threaten them are the same. They must present a
united front.

It is high time for Europe and America to awaken
to all that unites them in their traditions, their cul-
tures, their ideals, to that which draws them together,
be it on the economic, moral, political or strategic
level. They are the most threatened by the chaos in
the world and the emergence of new powers that do
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not adhere to the same principles as they do, whose
conceptions of life, man, and society are different. A
true union between Europe and the United States
must be imagined.

Europe and America have strained relations.

There are many differences between them. Amer-
ica’s view of its own power is such that it distorts its
judgment; the European Union struggles to assert it-
self, behaving as if it were
lacking confidence and
plagued by self-doubt.
The Alliance, which is in-
tended to unite them, is
out of balance, so great is
the assurance of the
Americans and the resig-
nation of the Europeans.

Imagine this situation:
Europe and the United
States are threatened by identical risks. They have
common interests far stronger than those that divide
them, shared convictions, a single civilization that
should bind them as one, a shared vision of man’s
role, his place in society and the world. Everything
should draw them closer together. Yet they continue
to cling to quarrels of another time, as if the world
had not changed, as if they were still in a position to
contend alone for world domination.

Let them finally open their eyes! Whatever they
might wish, each is deeply dependent upon the other.
Europe has no better possible ally than America.
America has no better possible ally than Europe.
True, many doubt this on both sides of the Atlantic.
But let them consider history, and the dangers both
are faced with. Let them reflect before it is too late
and before their divisions, cultivated with persistent
care, have done irreparable damage.

Europe and America are faced with hostility
around the world

With the ongoing shift in energy and wealth, is it any
surprise that a mentality of revenge should develop
among emerging nations, giving rise to a clash of
wills to power? This can be seen in the cultural
sphere. The values of the West are being held up as
an object for rejection; in all the media a discourse is
developed that relativizes the principles of human
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“The world seems to be slipping
away from the Western powers.
Their material strength remains

unparalleled, but their moral
strength and self-confidence
continue to weaken.” ing

rights, casts doubt on the benefits of individualism,
and contests the rules of democracy. The cultural
backlash has been spreading, not only in the Muslim
world, but also throughout Asia and Africa. For
those in power in these areas, the struggle for human
rights seems more like a tactic of those who contest
their authority than a sincere conviction.

The same will to power — or should we call it a
self-affirmation, a renaissance? — is apparent in the
strategic and military arena. This will to assert one-
self, to count, to be
respected, is also
taking hold in
those countries of
the South that are
attempting to put
the West on the de-
fensive by organiz-
coalitions

against it, so as to

marginalize it in
international negotiations. It is in this way that Bra-
zil, India and South Africa, putting themselves forth
as the three great developing democracies, recently
decided to defend their common interests together on
the international stage.

Europe and the United States are no longer the
only ones making decisions and taking action. Other
powers are emerging, creating new centers of pros-
perity and new trade flows. The equilibrium of the
world is being shaken up; it is changing.

The West is hesitating, because it has still not be-
come fully aware of its profound unity. Is the West
ready to form a common front against common
threats or will it continue to act in an uncoordinated
manner, when it acts at all? Will it finally admit that
the shifting of the center of gravity of global power
requires it to let go of its reflexive traditional think-
ing and ready-made ideas?

Defining “the West”. Does it exist? Who is in it?

Does the West have an underlying unity? Many
have their doubts. The differences between America
and Europe are profound and rooted in history. And
yet the West exists, hard as it is to define it.

The transatlantic community constitutes the best
definition of the West. It is a material reality,
grounded in facts. The economic integration be-
tween the two sides of the Atlantic is progressing



continuously. Europe and America are each other’s
best clients and largest investors. Trade in goods has
been growing at a rate of 10% a year, to the point
that people now speak of a “transatlantic economy”
embracing fifteen million jobs on the two sides of the
ocean. Together, the European Union and the United
States still produce more than 55% of world GDP.
The North Atlantic will remain the commercial and
financial center of the world for a long time to come.

The security of Europe and of America are closely
linked, less by the risks left over from the Cold War
than by those arising from terrorism, nuclear prolif-
eration, and poorly managed globalization. The
threat that weighs on them is largely the same: they
are both targets of choice for fundamentalist and ter-
rorist movements that are horrified by their reverence
for freedom. This imposes on them a need for com-
mon strategic choices, and the reinforcement of an
alliance, formed after the World War to fend off the
danger of Soviet domination in Europe, that retains
its value in an unstable, militarily fragmented and
uncertain world.

Europe and America harbor the same collective
ideals, their history is largely shared, their principles

the concept of the rights of man, even if they don’t
always put these rights into practice in an exemplary
fashion. This Euro-Atlantic space comprises nearly
a billion people, divided among a multitude of na-
tions with an eventful history; and despite ever-
present rivalries, they are ultimately devoted to the
same spiritual values.

Thus, not only are Europe and the United States
bound together by the same fundamental interests,
but, in addition, their societies rest on very similar
ethical principles and face the same dangers. To
unite the West, there is not only a powerful and ac-
tive transatlantic economy, but also a deep commu-
nity -- a community of civilization and of the concept
of freedom and collective life. What remains to be
done is to breathe new life into this western unity,
which already is inscribed in history and in facts,
and, no matter what some might claim, in our minds
and mores. Whatever may be the differences be-
tween Europe and America -- and various interna-
tional occasions provide the theater for them -- the
prosperity and peace of the world still depends
largely on their cohesion. A political existence must
be given to this Euro-American community.
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tiative. Above all, they are proud of having invented

their differences. This assumes that America will ac-
cept that it is neither alone nor all-powerful, and that
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Europe will make the efforts needed to exist through
something other than its grievances.

It should surprise no one if the peoples of Europe
and the United States have doubts about their pro-
found unity; nothing is being done to convince them
of it, to create a feeling common to all. There is also
the fact that the policies followed by their govern-
ments are neither discussed together, nor defined to-
gether, nor applied together. Yet the realities are
there.

Europeans and Americans
should, without renouncing
any part of their respective in-
dependence of judgment and
action, both avoid useless
provocation and mistakes that
affect them mutually. Europe
gains nothing from systematic
hostility toward American
policy; America gains nothing
from neglecting European
wishes and interests. Indeed,
their quarrels are raising
doubts in people’s minds about the solidity of the
West and its faith in itself.

The path is laid out for them. Europe and Amer-
ica must awaken to the shared civilization that unites
them and build common institutions that enable them
to act together in a world where they are no longer
the exclusive holders of power.

A more effective Europe is necessary for creating
a Union of the West.

Will the European Union be capable one day of ex-
isting politically and pursuing independent policies,
the indispensable condition for establishing more
balanced and equal relations with the United States?
If not, the West will remain a formula that serves as
a front for the maintenance of American predomi-
nance. Despite the progress made since the war, this
goal is still not in sight. It will only be attained if
Europe manages to endow itself with the structure
and powers that would enable it to be heard and have
real weight. This will be no easy task.

For America to agree and treat the European Un-
ion as an equal, the Union must truly exist, it must be
better organized and more mobilized, and its mem-
bers must invest the necessary amount in defense. In
sum, Europe must behave more responsibly.

Freedom & Union Vol. 111, No. 1

“Europe and America must
awaken to the shared
civilization that unites them
and build common
institutions that enable them
to act together in a world
where they are no longer the
exclusive holders of power.”

How the Union of the West can be built

Europe and America must work out an ambitious
partnership that deals with all of the problems they
share, and must create enough solidarity to remedy
the state of disarray that endangers the peoples of the
West.

A common market, with
customs union and cur-
rency coordination

Proposals for closer
EU-U.S. cooperation, al-
ready made at my initia-
tive a few years ago, in-
clude: the appointment
of a European transat-
lantic relations coordina-
tor working under the
supervision of the Euro-
pean Union president;
and the creation by the European Union and the
United States of a permanent joint secretariat, tasked
with preparing meetings between ministers or heads
of state and meetings of the multilateral institutions
they take part in.

These are fine intentions, and they lay the ground
for concrete measures, but they are still too timid.
Europe and the United States should show greater
ambition and conceive of the gradual creation of a
large common market, with the institution of a cus-
toms union and the adoption of similar fiscal, juridi-
cal and competition law regulations. An immense
arena, stretching across the Atlantic, would in this
way be opened up for the formation of an economic
and social community governed, to the extent possi-
ble, by the same principles and subject to the same
rules.

It is time to seriously commit to putting an end to
the disorderly floating of currencies that threatens the
prosperity and progress of the world and that eventu-
ally will destroy the very idea of economic liberal-
ism. In 1986, | was able to get our partners to sign
the Louvre Accords, in which Europe, the United
States and Japan pledged to maintain monetary sta-
bility through coordination of their economic poli-
cies and interventions by the central banks on the
foreign exchange market. For a few years the Ac-



cords vyielded satisfactory results, before they were
forgotten and monetary speculation resumed with re-
newed vigor.

We must not lose heart, but take up the task again.
Thanks to the felicitous creation of the Euro, the
Franc and the Mark no longer fluctuate in relation to
one another and commercial transactions within the
Union are safe from speculation. Today the ratios
that matter are those between the Euro and the Dol-
lar. We cannot suggest the creation of a currency
common to Europe and America; considering the
global role of the Dollar, it would be too unequal a
marriage. On the other hand, a relationship akin to
that instituted among European currencies by the
European Monetary System could be imagined be-

tioning of the Alliance for a better distribution of re-
sponsibilities, since American reticence would no
longer be justified. The Alliance would no longer
evade the need to update and clarify the strategic
concept that underlies it: defining for today’s world
the defense mission that had once justified its crea-
tion, the conditions for it to intervene outside of its
traditional geographical area, which is itself expand-
ing, and the rules allowing its members to intervene
in one or another region of the world without the
consent of their allies while nonetheless using the in-
struments of the Alliance.

Such adjustments become all the more necessary
as the United States and Europe must act in concert -
- in Africa, for example, to keep the continent from
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only when accompanied by an order, that is, a set of
rules that must be respected by all. The world will
know neither balance nor lasting prosperity as long
as monetary stability is not guaranteed.

A foreign policy and military union
As regards military issues, the emergence of a Un-

ion of the West between Europe and the United
States would make it possible to rebalance the func-

Europe and the United States must be indivisible if
they want to make the best use of the assets still at
their disposal thanks to their current strength and the
political influence they still possess. This would
seem undeniable.

The most serious problem faced by Europe and
America is the nuclear issue in all its facets. It is
critical that these two powers harmonize their think-
ing and synchronize their policies in this area.
Should consideration be given to the establishment
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of binding international rules that would aim to lock
in the present situation against nuclear spread, with
compliance enforced upon a simple report by the
United Nations Security Council that they have been
violated? Many states would be hostile to this basic
innovation in international law and see it as legiti-
mizing an unfair situation that favors a few, and in-
stituting an international executive authority to con-
solidate it. Yet, without such a change, we will have
more and more difficulty containing nuclear prolif-
eration.

An executive-level political structure

To face up to such serious issues and try to find an-
swers, an organized and im-
proved cooperation between
Europeans and Americans is not
enough, nor a deepened military
Alliance either. Things must be
stated clearly and for all to hear.
A vaster ambition requires a
new organization. We must
show ourselves to be bolder and
build — these words have a
meaning — a true Union of the
West traversing the two shores
of the ocean.

The Union of the West
would have an Executive Council, convening its
leaders every three months. Would this Executive
Council have as its sole mission to organize the de-
bate, harmonize the positions of its members and --
this would be the new factor -- to do so at regular in-
tervals? Should it be endowed, like the European
Council, with true decision-making authority? If so,
in what form and with what majority and sanctions?
It is too early to answer such questions without run-
ning the risk of daydreaming. It would already be
enormous progress if a body were to be created on an
initially limited basis and were to meet frequently,
and if neither the Europeans nor the Americans could
decide anything on matters of common interest with-
out having discussed them together beforehand. If
this endeavor had positive results, then the Union of
the West could go farther. But to be frank, I do not
see this as a possibility today.

The goal of organizing a coherent and effective
Atlantic community will remain a dream if Europe-
ans and Americans, who have a common interest in
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“An improved cooperation is not

putting an end to their quarrels, do not give them-
selves the legal instruments to do so by creating a
Union of the West. This Union would need sound
institutions. That is the task of the next generation.

A revolution that creates a future

The aim proposed is immense. It will be no easy task
for each to accept that an era of history has come to
an end, and to renounce exercising alone the powers
that it can no longer handle effectively, so as to bene-
fit from a strength that will be greater though collec-
tive. If the creation of the Union of Europe is pre-
sented as an undertaking without precedent, then the
Union of the West itself, spanning the Atlantic, will
be worthy of no
less praise. It is
the grand design

the  half-
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themselves, where past rivalries, conformism and
lack of imagination continue to inform their policies.
But there is no alternative and nobody has proposed
one, other than the status quo from which a slow and
continuous weakening will result, then decadence, as
new powers emerge around the world.

A revolution of mindset is needed, both in Europe
and the United States. Each must stop harboring
nostalgic and inconsistent ways of thinking.

Americans continue to believe that very little can
be accomplished without their leadership, so their
leadership is still indispensable. This is true today,
but won’t be for long. Within twenty years, many
are the changes that will occur in the balance of
power!

Time is of the essence for both. The United
States must convince itself that it will be more suc-
cessful in maintaining the world’s equilibrium if it is
more closely connected to a Europe that is at long
last organized. It will have to make a break with its
habit of deciding things alone, which is explained if



not justified by the role it played in defending liberty
throughout the twentieth century. The United States
needs to recognize that isolation weakens it too, as
the adventure in Iraq shows, and the time has passed
for military solutions that no one approves. Asia’s
rise in power will force it to make compromises.
America will be more powerful if it is no longer
alone, but strongly linked to others, even at some ex-
pense to its freedom of movement. As for the Euro-
pean nations, they must, without forsaking any part
of themselves, open their eyes and establish closer
links with one another, as this is the only way to
speak to the United States on an equal basis. Euro-
peans have to make a two-fold effort: organize a true
Union among themselves and forge close ties be-
tween this new Union and the United States.

The world truly needs to be taken as it is, in all its
diversity and vitality, and the extraordinary will to
progress that from now on animates the main part of
humanity, too long consigned to the margins of his-
tory. In these new times, other civilizations are
emerging, but the West continues to exist; it too is a
reality, a constituent part of humanity, for a long
time the most enlightened and dynamic. To declare
that the West exists, to want it to survive in a world
where it will represent less wealth and power in rela-
tion to others, implies that Europeans and Americans
should not dissipate their energies in the many con-
tradictions of the past, or indulge in rivalries that no
longer make sense and that, instead of cultivating
their mutual resentments, they should focus instead
on what they have in common.

The closer association between Europe and the
United States would not always lead them to identi-
cal policies in all regions of the world, but at the very
least they would hold discussions beforehand and
better understand one another, perhaps even reach
agreement. Europe is not focused exclusively on the
Atlantic, but also on Africa and Eastern Europe, and
on Russia in particular. The United States is con-
cerned not only with events in Europe, but also with
those in Latin America and in the Pacific, an area
that is looming ever larger in its fears and apprehen-

sions. This multiplicity of interests does not consti-
tute an obstacle to bringing Europe and America to-
gether. Quite to the contrary: each, thanks to the
other, would have a more sound view of the state of
the world and the most appropriate actions to be un-
dertaken. Many ambiguities would be dissipated,
misunderstandings clarified, rivalries avoided.

For the West, organizing itself better would not
mean closing itself off with a purely defensive atti-
tude. The West’s mission is not to reject the world
but, on the contrary, to send it a message of solidar-
ity and cooperation. It is to call upon the interna-
tional community to awaken to the risks of violence
and chaos flowing from terrorism, climate change,
nuclear proliferation, and poverty -- risks that
threaten all peoples, whatever their religion, culture,
race and history -- and to act together to confront
them.

For all involved, it would be the kind of revolu-
tion that creates a future. Is this too grand an ambi-
tion? No other can enable the West to escape the de-
cline that threatens it. Given the new powers that are
emerging, only Union will enable the West to assert
itself in the century that is now beginning.

Most importantly, the West must set for itself the
goal of proposing to the world a message that is
above all moral and political, founded on universal
endorsement of common values and universal re-
spect for them.

Let us become aware that we are entering a new
world! In this world, it is only by combining imagi-
nation, generosity and realism that we can safeguard
our idea of man and of international society.

This article is excerpted from Edouard Balladur’s most
recent book, For a Union of the West between Europe and
the United States, Stanford, Hoover Institution Press,
forthcoming 2008. All rights reserved.French edition:
Pour une Union occidentale entre I’Europe et les Etats-
Unis, Paris, Fayard, 2007. Translation by Jessica Abreu
with Ira Straus, with assistance from Tiziana Stella, Ani
Gevorkian, and Laura Gerhardt of the Streit Council.
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Book Review

Union of the West as a French Initiative

by Doménec Ruiz Devesa
with Ira Straus

Doménec Ruiz Devesa is an Economist at the World Bank. He
wrote this article in his personal capacity, not for the Bank,
and is solely responsible for the views expressed here. Ira
Straus is co-translator of the book of Balladur and former Ex-
ecutive Director of the Association to Unite the Democracies.

Pour une Union occidentale entre I"Europe et les
Etats-Unis

Edouard Balladur

Paris, Fayard, 2007

121 pp.

The idea of setting up a Union among the Atlantic na-
tions is not a new one, certainly not for the readers of
Freedom and Union or to anybody who remembers
Clarence Streit’s Union Now*, a book that gave rise to
a popular Atlanticist movement for the one and only
time in history. That movement, in turn, provided in-
spiration and backing for the Marshall Plan, with its
dual progeny, the EU and OECD, and for the forma-
tion of NATO. There is today, thanks to this, an insti-
tutionalized West already in existence. Why, then, is a
book calling today for a Union of the West, even if by
a former Prime Minister of France, of any interest?

The short answer is that the unity of the West is
neither complete nor in a finished form. The steps al-
ready taken to unite the West make a genuine Union
more feasible but by no means unnecessary. Western
unity is moving forward in interesting ways at this
time; it could still also move backward.

Western unity is fairly effective in the military
sphere and the economic sphere while it is danger-
ously weak in the foreign policy sphere. The foreign
policy unity or disunity is the most important factor. It
determines most of the value of the military unity. It
also determines whether the economic weight of
Europe and America should be measured together on
the assumption of their cooperation or against each
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other on the assumption that they are mutually com-
peting economic powers.

Timeliness of the book

Balladur’s book is a call above all for a foreign
policy union of the West, coupled to be sure with the
military and economic aspects of unity; in sum, a
“new”, closer and “true” union. It could not be more
relevant at a time of rethinking after the sharp divi-
sions over Iraq, and a time of facing hard problems of
foreign policy coordination in a mound of situations
around the world, each of them unique yet all of them
mortally important in the struggle with Islamist ex-
tremism.

The book also comes in a moment of significant
internal changes and challenges in the Atlantic world.
The European Union faces an ongoing institutional
crisis as a consequence of the dichotomy between
enlargement and further integration, which has yet to
be solved by the Lisbon Treaty. Nevertheless the EU
is considerably stronger both in its authority and in its
size than it had been before the Eastern European
revolutions of 1989; and it wields a euro whose global
importance grows with every new fluctuation of the
dollar, underscoring the fact that even the economic
unity of the West is far from complete. NATO is en-
gaged in a critical fight in Afghanistan against the
Taliban, where its credibility as a military alliance is
on the line. And the U.S. is in the midst of electing a
new president, who will be in need of solid allies to
help manage financial imbalances that have reached



near-crisis level and large remaining problems in Af-
ghanistan and Irag. Meanwhile the West continues to
face imminent external threats from local and global
terrorist movements, long-term risks of unpredictable
scope from the rise of China, new trouble with Russia,
and shifts in the global balances.

Why from France?

Equally important with its timeliness is the fact of
the book’s authorship. Edouard Balladur is of course
French. It has been half a century since Atlanticism
was last a popular intellectual current in France. Presi-
dent Sarkozy has nevertheless made the rebuilding of
the transatlantic relationship a top priority of his gov-
ernment. There is again talk of France rejoining
NATO’s military structure.

Balladur has been close to Sarkozy for years. Bal-
ladur was the leader of the wing of the French Gaullist
movement within which the young Sarkozy rose, and
not too long ago the roles were reversed: Balladur was
Prime Minister and Sarkozy was his spokesman. Bal-
ladur’s long-standing insistence on a pro-EU and pro-
U.S. posture, personally drawing the mainstream of
Gaullism out of its former unfriendly attitudes toward
both, goes far toward explaining the shift in French
policy under Sarkozy. The significance of having a
French political figure of this stature publicly advocat-
ing a Union between the European Union and the
United States should not be underestimated.

A comprehensive diagnosis and prescription

Balladur’s book treats its subject concisely but
comprehensively. It provides a diagnosis of today’s
international relations and the trend of the world order,
a discussion of what it means for the West, a justifica-
tion of a renewed Transatlantic
relationship, a look at the alterna-
tives, and a partial institutional
blueprint for achieving Western
union.

Balladur argues that the ris-
ing powers, China, India and
Russia, pose significant eco-
nomic and strategic challenges to the Atlantic powers,
while threats such as Islamic fundamentalism, poverty
in developing countries and global warming are al-
ready affecting the West. He foresees a world where
the Atlantic countries would be less and less relevant
if Europe and the United States do not unite and work
together. “History”, he warns, “is starting to be made
without the West, and one day it could be made

The unity of the West is neither
complete nor in finished form.
The steps already taken to unite
the West make genuine Union
more feasible, not unnecessary.

against it” (p. 9). There is a sense of urgency in this
call, but the unity of the West is not seen here as con-
frontational vis-a-vis the Muslim world, or the rising
powers in Asia and Latin America, even though that is
how it might be viewed by some of its proponents on
the Right and opponents on the Left. Balladur believes
that acknowledging the distinctive features of the West
does not mean accepting or promoting a clash of civi-
lizations. In this regard, the author says that “to defend
[the West’s] personality and interests does not feed the
clash of civilizations (...) to the contrary, this contrib-
utes to a new equilibrium in an unstable world” (p.
16).

However, accepting that the world is becoming
more complex in the age of globalization and that new
sources of political power are emerging vis-a-vis the
older democratic powers of the Atlantic does not nec-
essarily mean that Europe and the United States
should unite. Strategic concerns, while important, are
not the only ones in his argument. Balladur also writes
about of the exceptionally strong economic ties be-
tween the two shores of the Atlantic?, and the common
history and values that link them.

Europeanism and Atlanticism rejoined

In a way, Balladur is coming back to the Transat-
lantic tradition of the 1950s and early 1960s, some-
what forgotten in the later decades of the Cold War
and more recently in the squabbling over the invasion
of Irag. This Transatlanticism was basically an opti-
mistic movement that, despite concerns over mounting
ideological and strategic dangers coupled with mush-
rooming means of mutual destruction, saw a closely
integrated West as one whose democracy and market
economy would prove a better and more sustainable
system than the Soviet one. Men like William Clayton,
George Ball, Jean Monnet,
John Foster Dulles, Theo-
dore Achilles, David K. E.
Bruce, and even George
Kennan and Dean Acheson
were behind one or another
version of Transatlantic
unity.

Balladur’s essay clearly owes to this tradition, and
particularly to its Europeanist wing. It does not envi-
sion an Atlantic community composed of a number of
nations and led by the United States as the major
power, as has also been widely advocated and to some
extent already exists; nor a Union based on the indi-
vidual citizens and nation states. To be sure, Balladur
does not reject the existing Atlantic institutions or
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their enhancement. He approves of the global exten-
sion of NATO tasks. He recalls fondly the G-7 cur-
rency coordination agreed in 1985-7, in which he had
had a hand. But he portrays the relation on this level as
fatally limited by its inequality. He writes that a more
effective united Europe would deprive Europe of its
excuses for its failings and, in a rare in-
stance of over-optimism in his book, that
it would clear the way for immediately
making all the reforms and adaptations
needed in NATO for the new era. Fol-
lowing in the line of the two pillar ap-
proach advanced by Monnet and many
others, the author advocates a Union con-
sisting of the European Union and the
United States as the founding powers.

The trans-Atlantic level of this complex structure
was long viewed by Europeanists as a future second
step, after the first step was taken by creating a united
Europe. The first step turned out far from simple and
began stretching from years into decades; the second
step began to look like an ideal relegated to a future so
distant that it might no longer be relevant when it ar-
rived. Today, however, the existence of a European
Union, incomplete though it is, makes the “second
step” a present-day task, not just a distant dream. Eu-
ropeanists on a number of levels, including the highest
levels of the EU, have begun once again speaking of
trans-Atlantic construction as a matter for the here and
now.

This is important because Balladur discusses the
inner workings of the European Union in depth, in-
deed he devotes an entire chapter to it. It reads almost
like a separate essay, written on a basis of years of
previous work on the subject. It also reads like an ex-
cursion through the spiritual odyssey of French Gaull-
ists from a bitterly nationalistic, anti-federalist outlook
to an acceptance of the basic reality always put for-
ward by federalists: that the nation state is inadequate
for the problems of the present, and the European na-
tion states are inadequate even for a dignified relation
with their friend and ally America. This is the reality
that Balladur keeps repeating that people have to look
in the face. He holds that the EU suffers from fatal
limitations in the approaches it has been following and
needs reform to allow dramatically greater flexibility
and more varied levels of integration, in order for the
major powers of Western Europe to be able to proceed
on their own to unite their powers in a strong form and
thereby create a genuine European Power. This full-
scale Europe is in turn, he says, a precondition for cre-
ating a Union of the West: “anything less than this,
and the Union of the West will not see the light of
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The significance of having a
French figure of this stature
advocating a Union of the
EU and the U.S. should not
be underestimated.

day.” (p. 86)

If a reader were to take this last dictum literally, he
or she would have to draw a simple conclusion: that
the Union of the West will not see the light of day. To
be sure, this is contradicted by Balladur’s actual pro-
posals for developing the larger Union, which put
forth realistic ways for
upgrading trans-Atlantic
integration in a matter of
months and years. Balla-
dur is realistic about most
things; it is necessary to
be realistic about yet one
more: that even if all his
proposals for the EU
were adopted, the EU would not become the equal of
the U.S. in military and security matters for decades to
come. Nor would it become as he writes a Union as
solid and cohesive as the United States; for this is a
degree of solidity that it took the U.S. an entire cen-
tury after its Constitution to achieve. And this means
that, for all the reasons Balladur gives elsewhere, it is
useless to complain about the inequality between
America and its allies, more than half a century after
America began pressuring the allies to unite and over-
come the inequality. It means that the transatlantic
relationship is going to continue to rely heavily on the
multilateral structures that exist on the level of NATO
and OECD. It means that the bilateral structure Balla-
dur proposes, as an upgrading of U.S.-EU relations,
could at this stage of history be only a supplement to
the multilateral ones, not a replacement for them.

This is not to deny the importance of European
integration for Atlantic unity, or for its further devel-
opment. The above-mentioned policymakers argued
decades ago that the West in general and the United
States in particular require a strong, unified Europe.
For this very reason, presidents Truman and Eisen-
hower supported the creation of the European Com-
munities, and encouraged European integration to go
farther than it actually did, particularly in the military
field. In this regard, Balladur, who has valiantly fought
against the habit of unfairness to America in French
discourse, is for one moment himself unfair to the
U.S., perhaps confusing the policy towards Europe of
the eleven previous administrations with that of por-
tions of the present Bush Administration in its first
term. He accuses the U.S. of “always” favoring a wid-
ening and dilution of the EU not a deepening of it. Ac-
tually the U.S. has almost always supported deepening
of the EC and EU. It was the U.S. that pressed in the
1950s for a European Defense Community; it was the
French Gaullists who, along with the Communists, led



the fight that defeated its ratification. Today Balladur,
the Wise Man of the Gaullists, favors a larger role for
military spending and planning in Europe precisely in
order to make the European Union a more credible
partner for the United States. At the same time, in the
tradition of George Kennan or currently David P. Cal-
leo®, Balladur sees a critical role for Europe in helping
America craft a course that stays clear of both isola-
tionism and imperialism. Mistakes like the invasion of
Iraq prove to Balladur that the United States need a
strong ally and the ability to listen to its friends.
Interestingly enough, Senator John McCain, the
Republican nominee for President said, in the op-ed
pages of the Financial Times on March 18, 2008, that
“our great [American] power does not mean we can do
whatever we want whenever we want, nor should we
assume we have all the wisdom and knowledge neces-
sary to succeed”. This is in sharp contrast with the
policies of the Bush Administration in its first term.
He also welcomes “European leadership to make the
world a better and safer place. We look forward to
France’s full reintegration into NATO. And we
strongly support the EU’s efforts to build an effective

European Security and Defence Policy”.*

Balladur’s argument here is two-fold. First, a
genuine and effective Atlantic community has to be
rooted in a strong European Union as well as a strong
U.S; an ally must be strong in order to be trusted and
listened  to.
Second, there

:;ictr;gncontgg: An effective Atlantic community has to be
tween a rooted in a strong EU as well as a strong
strong NATO US; an ally must be strong in order to be
and a Euro-  trysted and listened to. There is no
Eﬁ?{éd“{r‘?”?ﬂg contradiction between Europeanism and
European Se- Atlanticism, or at least need be no

curity and contradiction unless it is artificially

Defense Pol- created by one opposing the other.

icy, or at least

need be no

contradiction unless it is artificially created by one
opposing the other. In a larger sense, there is no inher-
ent opposition between Europeanism and Atlanticism,
and moreover, the first is instrumental for the second.’
It is also important that he sees France as likely to
play a key role both internally in Europe and vis-a-vis
the United States in the path to Atlantic unity. In this
regard, Sarkozy’s policies are a sign that Atlanticism
is coming back into the political mainstream in
Europe, and this is welcome development.
A clear path to Economic Union

The US needs a strong unified Europe.

Balladur’s work has two other very important as-
pects. First, he pays careful of attention to interna-
tional economic and financial cooperation, a sphere
where he has particular personal competence. Second,
he devotes a full chapter to the institutional aspects of
a Union of the West.

Balladur’s analysis of financial and monetary is-
sues has been fortunate in its timing. Since the sum-
mer of 2007 the West has been living in a serious fi-
nancial turmoil. The bursting of the housing bubble,
the subprime mortgages default, the stock markets
losses, the devaluation of the U.S. dollar to unprece-
dented levels, rising oil prices, and the global food
shortages are problems on a scale that remind us of
past crises. We can recall how the past crises were
deepened among other things by lack forceful interna-
tional economic cooperation, particularly within the
Atlantic world. The 1973 crisis comes readily to mind,
with its combination of rising food and energy prices
and the devaluation of the dollar.®

Balladur pays special attention to the problem of
exchange rates. He says “it is time to put an end to the
unrestricted floating of currencies that threatens the
world’s prosperity and that in due course will destroy
even economic liberalism itself” (p. 89). The diver-
gence of European and American monetary policies
has contributed to a fluctuation of the dollar vis-a-vis
the euro on a scale that should
be of great concern.” Balladur
is advocating a harmonization
of monetary policies and coor-
dinated intervention in the cur-
rency markets in order to bring
the US dollar-euro fluctuations
within defined ranges. This will
certainly help. The author calls
also for better regulation of fi-
nancial markets to discourage
speculation and the quest for
short-term profits.

It is worth reiterating here that
Balladur is an economic liberal, which means, in
American language, a conservative, and in his capacity
as economics minister in the 1980s, was responsible
for important pro-market reforms in France. He joined
at the time with James A. Baker Il in building agree-
ments on currency and monetary cooperation between
America and its G-7 partners -- the then-famous Plaza
and Louvre accords -- which he views as a model for
what should be done today between the dollar and the
euro. However, he wants it to be done on a more per-
manent basis, with institutional foundations to prevent
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its being forgotten, as happened in the late 1980s. The
recently-created Transatlantic Economic Council could
provide some of the institutional support he advocates;
beyond this he advocates a broader political U.S.-EU
Council, building on the present U.S.-EU summits.

The tougher problem: Political Union

Had Balladur only called for a renewed spirit of
trans-Atlantic partnership in the aftermath of the squab-
bling over Irag, his essay would not be very different
from the timely papers published by experts in transatlan-
tic relations such as Dana H. Allin, Daniel S. Hamilton,
Erik Jones® or David P. Calleo. The value added resides
not only in who he is, but in the institutional aspects of
the proposals Balladur puts forward, and in the very
name “Union of the
West” that he is ready
to put his name to. This
is what connects Balla-
dur with the profound
Atlanticist  vision of
Clarence Streit.

Many of the Euro-
Atlanticists of the
1950s and 1960s cited
earlier were vague
about the institutional aspects of an Atlantic Union. Some
of them put it off to a distant future after European unity
was completed, although in practice they almost all con-
tributed to building the Atlantic structures alongside the
European ones. In the case of NATO, it was formed be-
fore there were any significant European structures. Jean
Monnet himself got his start on international integration
by building supply structures for the Atlantic alliance
during World War I; yet ideologically he was a Europe-
anist who wrote at times that European Union must hap-
pen first. Conversely, William Clayton wrote at times
that Atlantic Union must take precedence, yet it was he
who was most responsible for the Marshall Plan with its
requirement that the European countries begin moving
toward economic union, and who personally delivered
the demarche to European governments that they must
set up a permanent organization for economic collabora-
tion, not just a temporary committee for using the Mar-
shall Plan funds. Europeanism and Atlanticism grew up
as common projects, they were mutually reinforcing on
the ground, the same political leaders were building
them, and some of the same people were staffing them.
As long as both were moving forward, there was very
little jealousy between them in practice: it was a single
equation of Euro-Atlanticism, no matter what some of the
theorists of each side of the equation said about how it
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It is necessary to be realistic: Even if all his
proposals for the EU were adopted, the EU
would not become the equal of the US for
decades to come. The transatlantic relationship
will continue to rely heavily on NATO and
OECD; the EU-US structure Balladur proposes
would at this stage be a supplement.

must have priority over the other.

The theoretical divisiveness got a new lease on life in
the 1960s, however, when De Gaulle obstructed progress
on both European and Atlantic levels, and at the same
time introduced an element of anti-Atlantic spirit into the
European level. Actual Atlantic construction faded out of
the language of most Europeanists; the discussion of an
“Atlantic partnership of equals” degenerated into talk
only of the need for equality, not of any structured part-
nership.

Today one can see this situation once again changing
back. Europeanists are once again taking a constructive
approach, or perhaps one should say constructivist ap-
proach, to Atlantic structures. The complementarity of
the two levels is being emphasized rather than their com-
petition or contradiction. Actual progress is again taking
place on both lev-
els.  Institutional
construction is be-
ing advocated for
the Atlantic level.
One can see it in
the very person of
Balladur, at one and
the same time the
leading Europeanist
and the leading At-
lanticist among the Gaullists.

Balladur goes into some detail on the question of the
institutions needed for the Union of the West; he devotes
his penultimate chapter (chapter V1) to this. To be sure,
he acknowledges great obstacles to building adequate
institutions. He raises several critical questions about the
main institution he proposes, questions that he chooses
not to answer lest his answers prove premature and
“chimerical” (p. 102). Nevertheless he emphasizes sev-
eral times that the Union of the West will need institu-
tions with real weight. It will be a construction no less
grand, he says, and deserving no less praise, that than of
the European Union itself, which has involved truly
heavy lifting on the part of statesmen to achieve its trans-
fers of building blocks of power from national to joint
structures.

Despite his caution about details, Balladur has plenty
of specifics. He envisions a truly unified Atlantic market,
along lines similar to the European Common Market.
This requires the abolition of all trade barriers between
the U.S. and the E.U., a customs union or setting up of a
common external tariff, the monetary arrangements dis-
cussed earlier, and the adoption of common rules in com-
petition, tax and labor laws (p. 89). This is a huge task.
The last portion of it has already been assigned to the
aforementioned Transatlantic Economic Council, created



in the spring of 2007. Balladur builds on the program
agreed to at that time but goes well beyond it.

In addition to supporting the project of an internal
Transatlantic market and giving it a more comprehensive
form, Balladur calls for the creation of the position of
Coordinator of Transatlantic affairs within the Presidency
of the European Council, and of a permanent secretariat
to follow-up on Atlantic economic integration (p. 87 and
88).

An Executive Council of a Union of the West

Finally, and most important of all in his own view,
Balladur calls for the creation of an Executive Council of
the Union of the West composed by the President of the
United States and the E.U. leaders that would meet at the
summit level every three months to make possible the
principle of mutual and permanent consultation on all
foreign policy matters, and will be fully staffed (p. 101).
This builds on the existing U.S.-EU summits, upgrading
them in terms of frequency and in terms of staffing for
preparation and follow-through in the interim periods,
and, what may well be of equal importance, giving them
a name and identity bearing an intention of becoming a
genuine Union.

Balladur admits that it is hard to specify any real
powers the new Council could have from the start. He
raises questions about whether its authority should go
beyond mere consultation. He mentions upgraded forms
of consultation that have been discussed over the years
for the EU Council, such as putting time limits on it to
reach a decision, but leaves such questions to the future.
He also consigns to the
future to figure out what
kind of voting the Coun-
cil could have, with
what weights and re-
quirements for decision.

In this regard he fails
to face up to the fact that
it is not a problem of
timing but of structure:
there is no possible for-
mula for voting between
only two entities, either there is consensus or there is no
decision. The matter is different if third parties such as
Canada or Japan or Turkey or Russia are brought into the
room alongside the U.S. and EU; or if there is a joint Par-
liament of the U.S. and EU in which the division might
more often fall along lines of the various political parties
than the oceanic geographical line separating the two
continents. Should the two entities, America and Europe,
refrain from any action until a consensus has been

Europeanists are once again taking an
active approach to the Atlantic,
proposing institutional construction for
the Atlantic level. The complementarity of
the two levels is being emphasized. One
can see it in the very person of Balladur,
both the leading Europeanist and the
leading Atlanticist among the Gaullists.

reached in the Council? Balladur at one point edges to-
ward giving in to this thought, but on most occasions ar-
gues in the opposite manner: that America’s power is to
be respected not condemned, power must sometimes act,
the West must act, Europe must be something better than
a mere heckler of America or think it can merely veto
American actions, and America cannot be expected to
defer to Europe if heckling or the veto is all Europe has
to offer. This leaves him with, for now, a purely consulta-
tive Council. The only obligation he can specify would
be to consult before acting. He says that even this would
be great progress, but it seems a weak point: in NATO’s
North Atlantic Council there is already constant consulta-
tion on the broad range of foreign policy issues. Usually
the consultations come well in advance of separate na-
tional actions, and if any common action is requested,
even if merely for marginal supplement to a national ac-
tion, the consultation tends to be long, sometimes inordi-
nately long. To be sure, on the occasions when an action
is in the end taken separately by the U.S., the parties dis-
satisfied with the action usually say the consultations
should have continued longer; but this is only to under-
line the point that a purely consultative arrangement
tends to leave a fair measure of dissatisfaction.

Nevertheless, it would be a mistake to dismiss Balla-
dur’s Council as just a duplication of what already exists.
His Council would provide a consultation in a different,
potentially more intimate context than NATO’s: a con-
text of a special relation of the U.S. with one other entity,
the EU, rather than around a large table of more than two
dozen separate nations, and could engage the Chief Ex-
ecutives with greater frequency. It would deal with spe-
cific U.S.-EU programs such
as the Transatlantic Market
as well as general foreign
policy questions. As such, it
does bring value added and
has some potential for fur-
ther development.

Can Balladur’s Union be
formed in this generation?

If Balladur’s Council pro-
posal is compared with Streit’s original design, it is evi-
dent that it not only lacks initial powers, but there is also
no trace of common judicial or parliamentary bodies.
Balladur does not even mention the Congress-European
Parliament meetings, or the NATO Parliamentary As-
sembly that has existed since the 1950s. However, addi-
tional bodies are not ruled out by Balladur.

The author nevertheless believes that the Executive
Council would set the seed of a relationship that is at
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once equal and serious, and if it worked well, Western
leaders would learn from the experience and become dis-
posed to add deeper institutional arrangements: “If this
succeeds, the Union of the West could go even farther.
But frankly, 1 do not see this happening right now... This
will be the task of the next generation”.

This is a fair enough conclusion, at least for his pro-
posed Executive Council. There is little interest extant in
creating genuine joint powers for such a new trans-
Atlantic body. Balladur's book
presumably exists for the sake
of spurring this interest, at
least among persons involved
in government who feel a
sense of responsibility for
such things. Until the interest
evolves, responsible officials
will not want to take initiatives
that look doomed to fail.

But the conclusion also
has an element of despair,
given Balladur’s premise: that
we have twenty years to pre-
pare for great shifts in global
power, and that Union of the
West is indispensable to pre-
vent destabilization of the
world even in the interim.

It would also be fair to point out that the despair may
be undue if Atlantic structures are viewed more broadly.
The existing transatlantic structures, from NATO to
OECD and various lesser institutions, already have more
than merely consultative functions. Their functions could
be realistically upgraded in the present period in ways
that involve more genuine authority than Balladur finds it
prudent to propose for a new U.S.-EU Council.

This suggests that it would be well for Balladur’s
Council and his bilateral U.S.-EU economic steps to be
supplemented by the steps that can be taken in the exist-
ing multilateral Atlantic institutions. These institutions
already have many other major steps already under the
belt, so to speak.

Adding these several institutions and various steps
together would be to the benefit of Balladur’s proposal;
indeed, it is the only way to arrive at any Union of the
West that could be proclaimed a Union at all in this era.
The Union would necessarily be two-level: the embry-
onic EU-U.S. bilateral level and the well-developed
NATO-OECD multilateral level.

Balladur’s hope would presumably be that the bilat-
eral level, with its image of equality, would evolve and
accrue greater importance with time, perhaps even some
day swallow up the multilateral level or merge with it.
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Is Union urgent, yet the task of the
next generation? That sounds plausible
but despairing. The despair is undue if
Atlantic structures are viewed more
broadly. Existing structures, NATO and
OECD, already have major functions
and authority. It would help Balladur’s
US-EU Council to be supplemented by
steps taken in these older structures.
Adding all these institutions and steps
together would benefit Balladur’s

proclaimed a Union at all in this era.

For now, what would be needed is a preliminary connec-
tion between the bilateral and multilateral levels of insti-
tutions, to make it easier to conceive of them both as
parts of the same Union. Dr. George Modelski has sug-
gested that the bilateral U.S.-EU Council could act infor-
mally as an engine, when the two parties are agreed, for
the wider Atlantic multilateral institutions, much as
France and Germany acted for several decades as an in-
formal bilateral motor for the development of the EC. It
is a realistic suggestion. The
EU is already fully present at
G-8 meetings. Balladur’s goal
of gaining a presence for it at
the NATO Council is not yet
realistic, as he acknowledges
would make sense only when
the EU has genuine common
military authority and capabil-
ity, but it could one day come
to pass and enable the U.S.-
EU Council to play a role of
driving engine for NATO as

well.
proposal: It is the only way to arrive at Counting all the existing
any Union of the West that could be West-West institutions, and

acknowledging all of Balla-
dur’s criticisms of their gaps
and defects, there is in fact enough integration in the
West, that, if supplemented by the proposals he makes,
the Whole can be considered a Union, one that can exist
in this era. Not a completed Union; but far more than just
a consultative Council that one would have to merely
hope would grow into something noticeable decades
down the road.

Which West to include in the Union

Lastly, there are a few inconsistencies in Balladur’s
essay. He defines the West as North America, including
Canada, and Europe. However, his discussion and pro-
posed Union of the West goes around the United States
and the European Union, excluding not only Canada but
also European countries that are not members of the E.U.
Similarly, equating the West with the geographical At-
lantic world might be somewhat problematic, since coun-
tries like Australia and New Zealand certainly are West-
ern countries, and indeed Atlantic countries in a historical
and cultural sense. That is why they were included in the
original proposals for trans-Atlantic Union in the early
1900s. In a significant sense, Japan is also Western.
These holes in the logical ground, or perhaps we should
say geographical ground, could be repaired by the correc-
tives we suggested for other reasons a paragraph above:



by viewing the Union of the West as multi-level, consist-
ing not just of a new U.S.-EU Council but also of the ex-
isting trans-Atlantic institutions, some of them purely
Atlantic, others extending westward across the Pacific as
well, still others extending eastward across Eurasia.

A deeper, perhaps longer term issue is that the Latin
American democracies are also in substantial part West-
ern in their cultural roots and history; and that westerni-
zation has become a worldwide phenomenon, giving all
countries, no matter how non-Western their origins, an
element of Western overlay. A related question is the re-
lation of the structures of Atlantic unity or Union to the
Community of Democracies that brings together a hun-
dred or more democracies in a loose world coalition, and
proposals for additional similar coalitions.

Balladur’s geographical-cultural definition of the
West has this truth: The North Atlantic is the core of the
Western world, and also the core of westernization in the
wider world. The problem is to reinforce the core without
exaggerating the lines of distinction, which could under-
mine its attractive power on others and foster conflict.
Nor would one want to narrow the core in a self-
defeating way that divides the West from some of its own
countries, or consigns semi-Western countries to develop
a separate international identity.

A Sarkozy Opening for Union?

These questions notwithstanding, Balladur has made
an important intellectual contribution that is likely to
have a policy impact. It brings together the best traditions
of Atlanticism and Europeanism. It lays out a perspective

of Union that is well grounded historically and empiri-
cally, and is practical and realistic in its means. And it is
connected intimately to the Europeanist and Atlanticist
policies of the current President of the French Republic,
Nicolas Sarkozy, which have been of critical importance
for the renewal of Euro-Atlantic integration in the last
year and may lead to further major steps in the year or
years to come.

As John Vinocur observed in The International Her-
ald Tribune, Sarkozy likes to play for big stakes, and At-
lantic Union should be a stake to his liking. Sarkozy was
willing to invest a huge personal diplomatic effort into
creating a Mediterranean Union, even if it is largely just
for the sake of giving Turkey an alternative to member-
ship in the EU, as he knew this in turn was, for most of
the citizens of the EU, a precondition for accepting fur-
ther steps toward EU federation. He is already working to
bring France back into the NATO military structure.

Who is to say that he would not be willing also to
invest some effort into upgrading the U.S.-EU summits
into a formal Council, supplementing the Transatlantic
Market program with the dimensions of currency coordi-
nation and a customs union, combining France-in-NATO
with other upgrades and adaptation in NATO, OECD,
and G-8, and wrapping it all together under the name of a
Union of the West?
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Window of Opportunity for a rebalanced
transatlantic partnership

By George ModelsKi

George Modelski, Professor of Political Science
Emeritus at the University of Washington, is au-
thor of important works on long cycles in world
politics, leadership in international systems, and
globalization as an evolutionary process.

Two recent documents should draw the attention of
all students and practitioners of transatlantic rela-
tions and global security. Edouard Balladur’s pro-
posal for a ‘Union of the West” [1] offers a masterly
analysis of the contemporary situation, and a suc-
cinct but well-aimed list of solutions for reinvigorat-
ing a partnership that has tended to fray as it came
to be taken for granted. A report by five high-
ranking NATO commanders from Europe and the
United States [2] reflects parallel preoccupations,
albeit on a more practical level but issues similarly
strong calls for “renewing the transatlantic relation-
ship”.

This is not the space for a full-scale review of a
pair of substantial documents. [3] But it is worth
pointing out that the authors of both of them arrive
at a broadly similar diagnosis of to-day’s conditions:
the world is changing fast and it has moved into a
new phase — in a way that threatens to affect ad-
versely, and in equal measure, the interests of both
Europe and the United States. Balladur, a former
French Prime Minister, fears that recent ideological
developments are setting in motion not just a
“marginalization” but even the “rejection” of the
West, and he points also to the rise of China and In-
dia, and the return of Russia [4]. The generals write
of the “climate of uncertainty” in global politics,
and set as the goal of “grand strategy” for the West
the “restoring of “certainty” without which “there
will be nothing”. ‘Certainty’ would be the product
of a “zone of common security and common action
from Finland to Alaska” created by an improved use
of existing institutions such as NATO, and the EU.

In relation to these important arguments | should
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like to offer just a couple of comments. The first
maintains that change is timely, and possible, and
the second raises the question of revitalizing the
transatlantic partnership, as evidenced by those pro-
posals. “Rebalancing” is not the only way to
strengthen that relationship, and there are others;
but it is the main thrust of this argument that, over
the long span of decades that lie ahead, the devel-
opment of a condition of equality between the
United States and Europe is a necessary (though not
sufficient) condition of its long-run viability.

The timeframe

Concerning timing: it is evident that the win-
dow of opportunity for renewing US-Europe rela-
tions is one whose opening is in the present, both for
tactical and for strategic reasons. The conditions that
favor initiatives for this include, besides gathering
storm clouds all round, the new EU Treaty that, if
ratified, will mean a new President, targeted for
2009, with a tenure of 2 1/2 years, renewable, and a
High Representative (foreign minister), two posts
that could strengthen the EU’s capacity for action.
A new US Presidency in 2009 might offer other op-
portunities. But a significant change in the situation
might already have occurred, namely the election of
a new French President, Nicolas Sarkozy (to whom
Balladur is close) who is making ready for France’s
reentry into NATO’s integrated military framework,
hence a possible change for the strategic context in
the long term.

Balladur reminds us that ‘to-day, American
leadership might be thought to be indispensable’,
but that ‘soon’, it might no longer be so: “in less



than twenty years, in fact, what changes [there will
occur] in relative power!” [4]. Twenty years might
sound like a long time, but not for the global politi-
cal process.

For global politics is not a static system; it is
subject to change that can be measured in genera-
tional terms (of some 25-30 years) [5]. The proc-
esses of change that started in the 1970’s, and that
undid (and de-legitimized) the 1943-5 World War
Il settlements that divided Europe, also weakened
the position of the superpowers, and started the
search for new agendas for global politics. Promi-
nent items on these agendas included democratiza-
tion, concern over nuclear weapons and their wide
proliferation, and such global problems as climate
change and energy security. By 2000, and with de-
velopments in Asia, and the drain put on America’s
resources and standing by the Irag-Afghanistan
wars, global politics was moving towards de-
concentration, and entering upon the phase of coali-
tion-building. (The latter term is understood here
broadly as strengthening existing alliances, building
new coalitions, and forging new types of coopera-
tion including the democratic community.) What
does this mean? It means that, in the course of
global politics, opportunities have now opened up
for the revitalizing, and strengthening of coalitions
that will, in the next phase, contend
for a renewal of global leadership
around reprogrammed agendas.
The phase of Coalition-building
(approximately 2000-2026) has less
than two decades to run. Within an
emerging democratic community,
that is the optimum timeframe for
the management of a readjustment of the transatlan-
tic partnership. That also serves as the basis for the
timeframe for consolidating the historically recent
advances of democracy, that is suggested by the
analysis in “Problems of Democratization” not long
ago in these pages. [6]

A rebalanced partnership?

Let us note that a condition that Balladur prefers
for the success of his proposed, ‘more perfect’, un-
ion is the emergence of a condition of balance (as of
equals) between the United States and Europe.
Clearly, no single European state can hope to equal
the United States’ global stature. But there was a
time when French leaders thought they might be-

The window of opportunity for
renewing US-Europe relations
iIs now. The global phase of
Coalition-building has less than
two decades to run.

come the leaders of Europe that would be one of the
great powers in a multipolar world, in an image fa-
vored i.a. by former President Jacques Chirac. That
strategy has failed. Balladur discards this notion
and urges Europe to stand together with the United
States in facing an uncertain world, to avoid a de-
cline that menaces all of the West.

Why balance? Because balance increases the
range of choices and opportunities and, in the long
run, and in changing world conditions, is more
likely to prove adaptable, and sturdy enough to
weather crises. Balance refers to the distribution of
power within a system; unbalanced structures, such
as single party systems, autocracy, imperial con-
structs, or power monopolies, lead to undesirable
and/or unfair outcomes that undermine stability.
Balance is a structural requirement of democratic
institutions.

From an earlier condition of inequality, some

conditions of balance are now largely in place. The
European Union has a population larger (500m)
than the US (300m), also a larger GDP, a greater
share of world trade, a space program, and the
world’s biggest development assistance budget. In-
deed in economic matters the EU now stands strong,
and a condition of equality now prevails i.a. in trade
talks and in anti-trust matters. On this foundation
Balladur proposes to build
a transatlantic common
market.
The problems arise chiefly
in politico-military mat-
ters. Europe commands
serious military potential,
and in the UK, and
France, experience of global operations, and ele-
ments of nuclear deterrence, but a total of defense
expenditures only about one-half that of the United
States. It lacks a coherent military doctrine, lags in
technological sophistication, and its strategic pos-
ture is weak.[7] In consequence, NATO has
‘traditionally’ been dominated by the United States,
and recent years of ‘unilateralism’ have only com-
pounded the problem.

NATO has, of course been for the past half-
century notable for being steered by the United
States, and in its inner councils, by a US-UK align-
ment, the “special relationship’, one of the effects
of World War Il. But can it become more balanced
in the next one-two decades? Robert Kaplan, for
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one, seems to reject this possibility outright, arguing
that “NATO cannot be an alliance of equals”. But
he then injects a longer-term consideration: “that
does not mean that it won’t play a significant role in
our grand strategy: to create a web of global ar-
rangements and liberal institutions that will allow
America to gradually retreat from its costly and
risky position of overbearing domination.” [8] In
other words, what Kaplan still sees to-day is ine-
quality but he also admits that, given new world
conditions, such a structure is both costly and risky.
As David Calleo points out, “As
a military superpower with a
taste for global management,
the United States particularly
requires foreign as well as do-
mestic balancing” [9] Domestic
balancing requires a ‘division of
powers”.  ‘Foreign balancing”
means balancing with Europe.

Both reports show aware-
ness of this problem, though the
generals’ is less explicit on this issue. In the institu-
tional realm, Balladur proposes the creation an Ex-
ecutive Council composed of the Presidents of the
United States and the European Union, backed by a
permanent secretariat, to meet quarterly (as does the
European Council), and to harmonize policies via
consultations on all pending problems. Such an ar-
rangement would clearly signal a partnership of
equals, provided all important questions, especially
those of global security, were on the table. Annual
Presidential summits have, of course, been the prac-
tice in US-EU relations since 1990 —but with modest
results. Perhaps a higher frequency of meeting,
combined with new occupants of key positions, and
a new doctrine, might make a difference.

The generals propose a more complex arrange-
ment for the long term, one that would join together
the US-EU, and the NATO processes, via the forma-
tion of a US-EU-NATO *“steering directorate at the
highest political level”, to coordinate response to
crises, to agree who should take the lead, and to en-
sure mutual support. It might also help to introduce
long-term problems such as climate change into the
practical arena. That arrangement would tie the EU
directly in with NATO as such, and not just via indi-
vidual members. By bringing in the EU into the
nexus of linkages, a broader basis for more balanced
cooperation might emerge. The insertion of NATO
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into an US-EU relationship would strengthen US
influence but make a transition more viable. If suc-
cessful it would serve as platform for other ventures.

Both the Balladur and the generals’ suggestions
on EU status might be described as having a large
“symbolic” element, generating favorable imagery
but lacking in real substance that can be found in
their concrete proposals. We would maintain that it
IS unwise to minimize the role of symbols for they
help to shape reality. That is why even an initially
symbolic change might help to push developments
into a more balanced
direction. Additionally,
US support for greater
equality would also be
crucial. For some might
argue that a Europe of
nation-states might be
easier to influence in a
sense favorable to US
interests than a Europe
that speaks with one
voice on politico-strategic matters. (A classic case
was Secretary Rumsfeld’s appeal, on the eve of the
Irag war, to the “New Europe”; it divided NATO,
and yielded scant support). But others might re-
spond that policies of “divide and rule’ are alien to
the American ideas of equality and fairness, A di-
vided Europe might moreover be exposed to the
same treatment from other directions, i.a. from Rus-
sia on matters of energy supplies. Such arguments
point Europe further in a federalist direction.

From an earlier inequality, conditions
of US-EU balance are now largely in
place. Can NATO become more
balanced in the next decades?
Balladur proposes creation a US-EU
Executive Council. This would clearly
signal a partnership of equals.

A new strategic bargain?

That “no nation and no institution is capable of
dealing with current and future problems on its
own” — is a truism that tended to be forgotten in the
heady days after the collapse of the Soviet Union;
and the generals take it as the premise of their argu-
ment. In fact, the practice of earlier world powers
including Britain, or the Dutch Republic, and ear-
lier, Portugal, has been to maintain strong bilateral
cooperative arrangements. The United States too,
through much of the 20" century, was on close
terms with Britain, in a relationship that gradually
shifted over time from near parity towards greater
disparity.

So the notion of close coordination at the global
level is not really foreign to the practice of global



leadership, and has at various times been conducted
as between equals. In current practice it means, in
the first place, discontinuing the recent emphasis on
unilateralism, and in the second place, jointly taking
stock of, and responding to, common problems,
avoiding opportunities for springing surprises, and
above all “parler d’égal a égal avec L’Union”: “the
United States cannot pretend to decide alone on be-
half of all” [10]. In diplomatic practice, it also
means a new strategic bargain, in which France re-
turns to NATO, and the United States drops its ob-
jections to European defense initiatives.

Balladur is well aware that partnership is always
two-sided, and calls for comparable contributions
from both sides. He urges Europe to make the nec-
essary efforts to be independent, and in particular in
the military area, and independence is a precondi-
tion of equality and union. He sees the French nu-
clear force as the core of independent European se-
curity because “la force anglaise n’a pas I’autono-
mie suffisante” on account of its relation to the
United States. [11]. Here is an area that obviously
calls for much clarification and more discussion.
But neither Balladur nor the former NATO com-
manders envisage a world without nuclear arms — a
position that is now urged by other former high gov-
ernment officials, both in the United States and
Europe. If the EU is to be independent, equal, and
to have a grand strategy in a Union of the West it
needs to be prepared for greater, riskier, and more

costly, efforts in response to the dangers that loom
over the horizon.

A “union of the West” is not an end-in-itself. It
would serve as an operating, or active, nucleus of an
emerging democratic community that is potentially
world-wide, and that early in the 21% century al-
ready holds a majority position in the world at large.
In that respect it might be likened to the role Vir-
ginia and Massachusetts played in the formative
decades of the United States, and that France and
Germany played, after 1950, in launching programs
aimed at European unity. In close but loosely struc-
tured cooperation those latter two countries served
as a “motor” of community-formation and institu-
tion-building. [12]

A balanced and effective transatlantic partner-
ship, a TransAtlantic Union, is likely to become the
nucleus of an open, wider, democratic community.
Other countries, from all parts of the world, are
likely to choose to be more closely associated with
it. Such a balanced nucleus is also an indispensable
condition of its future stability because a wider com-
munity must be balanced if it is to endure. The most
recent policy position of the United States is to
bring the transatlantic relationship into the 21% cen-
tury because “we need a stronger European Union,
we need a stronger NATO and... we need a
stronger, more seamless relationship between
them”: [13] We might add: and a relationship that
is rebalanced.
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