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The EU, NATO and Europeanisation:
The Return of Architectural Debate

STUART CROFT

In international relations, ideas matter. Not only are ideas
important, and rooted in a relationship with interests, but present
ideas are shaped by the outcome of past ideational battles. It is the
impact of conflict between the ideas of the early 1990s upon the
present that concerns this article. The first section of this article
suggests that ideas matter. The second then examines the interplay
of those ideas of European security in the early 1990s. The third
and fourth sections trace the inevitable move to NATO enlargement
that arose as a consequence. And the conclusion will examine how
this contemporary history has shaped the debates of today.

The beginning of the new century has brought with it the return of an old
debate in European security: what is the most appropriate institutional
architecture for the security arrangements of the continent? Europeans are
working towards the development of a Common European Security and
Defence Policy as part of the construction of Europe.1 Americans, and some
European conservatives, worry that this European identity will inevitably
undermine the centrality and effectiveness of NATO.2 The form of the
debate may have changed, but of course we have seen this before: in the
1960s, in the early 1980s, and again in the early 1990s. Indeed, despite
changing threat perceptions, or perhaps because of them, this is the second
major debate about architecture since the end of the Cold War.

There is an important difference, however, between the architectural
debates of the early 1990s and that of the late 1990s-early 2000s. In the
prior debate, one that emerged in the aftermath of the Cold War, four
alternative and mutually exclusive ideas were put forward. The French and
Belgians, among others, articulated a view of a defence identity for the
European Union that would be separate and separable from that of NATO.
The Germans and Czechs supported the development of a pan-European
collective security arrangement, based on an enhanced C/OSCE. The
Russians argued in favour of a concert of powers idea, manifested through
a European security council. And the Americans and British supported the
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2 EUROPEAN SECURITY

centrality of a relatively unchanging NATO. Each idea sought superiority
over the other.

Ten years on, those four ideas have boiled down to two: NATO, and a
European Identity. And whereas ten years earlier the four ideas were
mutually exclusive, in the early 2000s a Europeanised NATO and a
European Security and Defence Policy should look remarkably close
together. That they may not is perhaps at least in part down to the hangover
of the institutional debate of the early 1990s.

In international relations, as in all other areas, ideas matter. This is not
to suggest that ideas are free floating, for they are rooted in interests in very
direct ways. Ideas and interests are mutually constituted. There are interest
based reasons why the Russians have articulated an idea of European
security based on a notion of a European security council; and there are
ideational reasons why the Russians perceive these interests, based on a
belief in great power status, in the significance of Russia, and in this
respect,3 ideas and interests are intertwined.

Not only are ideas important, and rooted in a relationship with interests,
but present ideas are shaped by the outcome of past ideational battles. And
it is the impact of the conflict between the ideas of the early 1990s upon the
present that concerns this article. As will be argued subsequently, the NATO
idea emerged from the interplay of alternatives as the dominant institution
from the architectural debate of the early 1990s. The Alliance then
successfully reached an agreement with Russia, enlarged, adapted itself to
the changing circumstances of European security, and then fought and won
a military campaign. NATO should be in a very powerful position: but it is
not. It is vulnerable and weak. As Ivo Daalder put it, 'Ten years after the
Berlin Wall came down, the spectre of decoupling is once again haunting
trans-Atlantic relations.'4 And this is because the NATO idea has not been
persuasive to all, and because it has been subject to change. As Ewen
MacAskill put it 'Victory over the Serbs...appeared to be NATO's finest
hour. Today it is struggling to find a new role...Added to this...a rift is
developing between European members and the US... '5

There is the problem of exclusion from the NATO order of the Russians,
of those who oppose that order such as Serbia, and of those outside likely
circles of admission to the alliance, such as Ukraine. Then there is the
problem of finding an acceptable role for the Alliance, and of tailoring its
military systems accordingly. And there is the problem of transatlantic
balance, identified ever-so-delicately by the British and French in the St
Malo Declaration.6

NATO's perceived weakness raises the stakes of all of these debates. At
the core, there is no clearly identifiable purpose for NATO (beyond
insurance for the future), and no clear concepts on who should be a member,
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THE EU, NATO AND EUROPEANISATION 3

and who should not. Of course, these two issues themselves are intertwined.
Enlargement gives NATO a purpose, in spreading stability to Central and
Eastern Europe. Thus, in a very real sense, management of the process of
enlargement has and will shape the future of NATO. If a partnership of the
EU and NATO cannot be fashioned, then these dilemmas will remain.

The enlargement of NATO has arisen, in the form that it has, because of
the outcome of the competition of ideas in the architectural debate of the
early 1990s. Indeed, this article will suggest that enlargement of the
Alliance became an inevitable, although for its members largely undesired,
by-product of that debate. The emergence of the NATO idea as dominant,
and the consequent lack of an alternative for non-members to participate in
the dominant order, plus the articulation of a role for NATO in the protection
and promotion of values (itself important in terms of any NATO-EU
relationship) led inevitably to enlargement. This context crucially shapes
current debates about Europe's security architecture.

The first section of this article suggests that ideas matter. The second
then examines the interplay of those ideas of European security in the early
1990s. The third and fourth sections trace the inevitable move to NATO
enlargement that arose as a consequence. And the conclusion will examine
how this contemporary history has shaped the debates of today.

IDEAS IN INTERNATIONAL SECURITY

That the enlargement of NATO may be said to have been inevitable is
obviously controversial. It is certainly not what the neo-realists predicted:
and security studies is dominated by realism, is it not? Mearsheimer
predicted that NATO would fade, along with the EU, to be replaced by the
uncertainties of great power politics mitigated by German nuclear weapon
status.7 Waltz was equally forthright in explaining why NATO will collapse.8

Rather than see the validation of the realist thesis concerning the marginality
of international institutions, however, what we have seen instead is a debate
over the enlargement of most of Europe's major institutions: the EU, NATO,
the WEU, the Council of Europe and - although it is too often passed over -
the C/OSCE.9 Perhaps we should not be too harsh in this assessment of neo-
realism; after all, prediction is the most difficult demand of positivist social
science. But the point is that the neo-realism of the Mearsheimer-Waltz
variety tells us nothing about NATO enlargement; only that the Alliance will,
contrary to all the evidence, fade away.10

NATO enlargement became inevitable because 'ideas' matter in
international relations. Of course in a discipline so heavily influenced by the
realist paradigm for so long it is easier to speak of 'interests' than it is of
'ideas'. This is particularly the case in security studies. Yet ideas are clearly
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4 EUROPEAN SECURITY

of importance. How else can we explain why, for example, the UK
government and military establishment was so hostile to military
involvement in the former Yugoslavia in 1991 and 1992, and yet that same
government and establishment became such an important actor in the region
in the UNPROFOR and IFOR operations? Did UK interests change
fundamentally in that short time? Or was it the influence of ideas that led to
a changing notion of how the UK should act?

The influence of 'ideas' on foreign policy is not yet widely accepted
among scholars of international relations. Probably the most significant
early work in this area is Goldstein and Keohane's Ideas and Foreign
Policy: Beliefs, Institutions and Political Change, and yet that work does
not really address security issues." The influence of 'ideas' over 'interests'
is probably seen to be weakest in security policy. Certainly much of the
work published has been on international political economy.12 Security and
'ideas' have really only been brought together in the literature on the issue
of Soviet New Thinking.13

The impact of ideas on security policy and international relations has
been developed much further by the constructivists. Goldstein and Keohane
suggest that 'ideas as well as interests have causal weight in explanations of
human action' but suggest that 'beliefs are held by individuals'.14 For the
constructivists, though, ideas play a role beyond the individual.
Constructivists focus on intersubjective meanings in social collectivities;
Keohane and Goldstein on aggregation of meanings held by individual
actors.15 As Wendt explains, interests are produced and reproduced through
the discursive practices of actors. People 'act towards objects, including
other actors, on the basis of the meanings that the objects have for them'.16

Onuf explains that '... the material and the social contaminate each other,
but variably - and [constructivism] does not grant sovereignty to either the
material or the social by defining the other out of existence . . . ' "

These are important insights, and allow the focus to shift from a
materialist explanation of state policy, to an examination of the ideational
context of policy formation. As Adler and Barnett suggest, 'Constructivism,
therefore, holds the view that international actors are embedded in a
structure that is both normative and material (that is, contains both rules and
resources) ..."8 Thus, 'Ideas always matter, since power and interest do not
have effects apart from the shared knowledge that constitutes them as such.'

COMPETING VISIONS OF EUROPEAN SECURITY

If ideas matter, which were the important ones in the development of post-
Cold War European security? From 1990, four distinct and mutually
exclusive ideas regarding the architecture of European security were
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THE EU, NATO AND EUROPEANISATION 5

developed. Over the following five years, three of these were rejected as
insufficiently persuasive, which put pressure onto the victorious idea to
change its focus, to include the enlargement of the predominant
organisation. In this sense, enlargement became the inevitable result of the
power of the NATO idea in the post-Cold War world. This section will
examine each of these ideas in turn, and explain how in the context of the
international relations of the early 1990s three fell by the wayside.

As suggested earlier, four ideas dominated in the European security
debate during the post-Cold War period. These may be labelled: the
German-Czech view based on the CSCE; the Franco-Belgian perspective
organised around the European Union; the Soviet-Russian idea, a concert of
Europe approach; and the Anglo-American position, based on a primacy for
NATO. These ideas were brought into competition by the actors supporting
them, and were deemed to be the alternative 'architectures' for a European
security order. Attempts to pretend that there was no competition, that there
could be an interlocking of the institutions advocated in the different ideas
was immediately undermined by the development of the term 'interblocking
institutions', which in many ways summed up the competitive nature of the
period.

For the German-Czech view, European security would have been
organised around the (then) CSCE. The development of CSCE structures
would have had several advantages. It would have institutionalised an
inclusive process based on collective security. It would have provided a
basis for pan-European security, therefore incorporating not only the NATO
countries, but also Russia, Ukraine and other post-communist states. And it
would have provided for a place for the smaller countries, some of whom
feared being ignored by the larger states in any emerging condominium of
powers. NATO at best played a subordinate role in this idea, as an
instrument of the overarching pan-European body, a position that it could
have shared with others; although many advocated the abolition of the
Alliance to match the proposed winding-up of the Warsaw Pact. Particularly
in the period from July 1990 to the Paris summit of the CSCE that
November, both the Germans (particularly through Foreign Minister
Genscher) and the Czechs were powerful advocates of a deeper
institutionalisation of the CSCE, and despite the advances made at Paris,
both were disappointed by that outcome.20

Although Germany, in particular, continued to argue in favour of a
strengthening of the CSCE after Paris, by the time of the Helsinki follow-
up conference in 1992, the momentum behind this vision had collapsed, for
three major reasons. First, Germany had come under great pressure from its
Western allies, who felt that the CSCE vision - Genscherism, as it was
labelled - was insufficiently Atlanticist (the US and UK view), and
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6 EUROPEAN SECURITY

insufficiently Europeanist (the view from Paris). That is, the architecture
issue was heavily influenced by the debate about the nature, and
appropriateness, of leadership by a united Germany.21 Ideas and interests
were in this way mutually constituted. Second, the Czechs - along with
other Central European countries - moved away from the CSCE and
towards the NATO solution, in the aftermath of the Soviet violence in
Lithuania in January 1991, the Moscow coup and the collapse of the Soviet
Union.22 And third, the unanimity principle of the CSCE seemed to make the
institution less than useful in the emerging crisis in the former Yugoslavia.23

The second perspective - here labelled Franco-Belgian - sought to
develop European security structures not on a pan-European basis, but
rather more on a west European basis, to be spread across the continent as
the EU enlarged. As an essential public good, security takes a central role in
the construction of Europe. This would have provided for a tight link
between the EU and the WEU, the latter being the defence arm of the
European Union in the very real sense that the EU would have instructed the
WEU on operations. Such a vision would have developed the integration of
the armed forces of the West Europeans, making them separable and, unlike
the Combined Joint Task Forces concept, separate from NATO structures. If
not necessarily outwardly hostile to trans-Atlantic relations, such a vision
would have given the West Europeans the real ability to conduct military
operations without the United States. Hence, again, NATO would have
become a subordinate institution.

Much of the momentum behind this vision was caught up in the
Maastricht process. Britain and the Netherlands - along with other states -
were able to ensure that the security elements of Maastricht were a delicate
compromise between the Franco-Belgian and Anglo-American perspective,
allowing the rhetoric of greater Europeanisation without threatening trans-
Atlantic structures. And as the Maastricht ratification and referendum
process became more controversial, the prospects of revisiting these
security elements at the next Inter-Governmental Conference receded. This
idea was finally closed - at least until recently - by the French
announcement in December 1995 that Paris would seek closer relations
with the integrated military structure of NATO.24

The third idea was that emanating from Moscow. Although sometimes
this may have looked similar to the German-Czech perspective, there are
important differences. Whereas the latter sought to develop a pan-European
collective security organisation - which critics felt looked too much like a
European League of Nations25 - Moscow sought a management system
which drew much from the Concert of Europe of the nineteenth century.
Under this vision, the major powers meet in conference to discuss and settle
the major problems of European security. The Contact Group over former

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

89
.1

88
.3

8.
14

3]
 a

t 0
5:

31
 0

4 
D

ec
em

be
r 

20
17

 



THE EU, NATO AND EUROPEANISATION 7

Yugoslavia - including Russia, the United States, Britain, France and
Germany - was clearly the closest example of this relationship. However,
Moscow wanted this relationship to be institutionalised, notably through a
modification of the structure of the OSCE, with the possible creation of a
type of 'security council'. In this way, again, NATO would have been
subordinated and marginalised.

Although this notion has been popular in Moscow, both under
Gorbachev and Yeltsin, Kozyrev and Primakov, it has not been elsewhere in
Europe. The major NATO powers feared that it would compromise NATO,
giving Russia in effect a veto power over NATO actions. This debate came
most clearly into the open at the Budapest summit of the OSCE at the end
of 1994, when the NATO countries rejected Russian calls for NATO and the
CIS to be put under OSCE control, to be run through a directorate of the
major powers.26 It is also an issue that was aired in the discussion of a
NATO-Russian Charter that eventually led to the NATO-Russia Founding
Act, and has cast a long shadow over the operation of the NATO-Russia
Permanent Joint Council.

But the concert idea was also unpopular elsewhere in Europe. Post-
Soviet and post-communist states feared that such a concert would lead to
de facto spheres of interest, in which they would be under the influence of
Moscow. And others - notably the Scandinavians - argued that such a
proposal would be undemocratic, and be profoundly lacking in legitimacy.

The fourth and final idea was that of the Anglo-Americans, who
emphasised the need to preserve the primacy of NATO. Privileging NATO
over other institutions led to the debate over 'interblocking' institutions in
Europe in the first part of the 1990s. The British and Americans feared that
the primacy of NATO was being threatened by each of the other ideas -
whether by the CSCE, the EU or by the arguments in favour of a concert
system - and that they therefore had to play a role in preventing the
development of each of the other ideas. But the Anglo-American idea was
a profoundly conservative discourse. They sought to preserve NATO, but
not to fundamentally change it. They favoured conservative responses to
change: the New Strategic Concept of 1991, for example, brought about
very modest changes to NATO strategy in the light of the dramatic
geopolitical changes." They also favoured establishing the North Atlantic
Cooperation Council based on the principle of non-discrimination, in which
formally Poland had the same status as Turkmenistan.28 NATO had to be
kept safe from the threat of change, and as an insurance against an uncertain
future.

Nowhere in this Anglo-American idea was there a call for the
enlargement of the Alliance. In the period from 1990 to early 1994, it is
clear that in both London and Washington there was a dominant view (in
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8 EUROPEAN SECURITY

London a consensus) that enlargement would be bad, and would in itself
threaten NATO. But the success of the Anglo-American idea over the other
perspectives carried with it the inevitable pressure for enlargement.

THE VICTORY OF THE ANGLO-AMERICAN IDEA

The essential notion behind the January 1994 NATO summit of heads of
state and government was not enlargement, but delay: hence the Partnership
for Peace. In the summer of 1993, with the Anglo-American idea seemingly
dominant over the others, its conservatism began to face a new challenger:
enlargement. Consider three pieces of evidence.

First, most notably, the reaction to the joint Russian-Polish statement on
25 August 1993, in which Russia recognised Poland's right to join NATO,
stating that such membership would not be against Russian security
interests.29 Subsequently, the Polish Prime Minister, Hanna Suchocka, said
that 'Any further delay in this question does not seem possible', a position
to which the Hungarian Foreign Minister, Geza Jeszensky, immediately
subscribed.30 This led Senator Lugar, a key member of the US Senate
Foreign Relations Committee, to press for a statement on the inclusion of
the Visegrad countries in NATO to be issued at the forthcoming January
summit.31 Chancellor Kohl stated that 'At these talks in January I will raise
the question of how we can give these countries not only the feeling but also
a guarantee that they have a security umbrella.'32 A concession by Yeltsin
seemed to open the way to enlargement for those who supported the
enlargement in Central Europe and in the West.

Second, the publicity given to the circulation of a paper written by
Ronald Asmus, Richard Kugler and Stephen Larrabee of the RAND
Corporation in America, NATO and Western European government and
semi-official circles illustrated an acceptance of the end of the architectural
debate, and the consideration of its implications. The paper argued for the
immediate expansion of NATO to Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic,
and also possibly to Slovakia.33 A version of the paper was published later
in Foreign Affairs, in which the authors argued that ' . . . NACC does not go
far enough. It is essentially a holding operation that provides only meagre
psychological reassurance.'34

Third, the defence minister of one of the most important NATO
countries - Germany - was a loud proponent of a quick enlargement. The
immediate expansion of NATO, argued Volker Riihe, was in Germany's
interests in order to create further stability on its eastern borders. Riihe
argued that 'The Atlantic Alliance must not become a "closed shop". I
cannot see one good reason for denying future members of the European
Union membership in NATO.'35 Clearly, in the German defence ministry
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THE EU, NATO AND EUROPEANISATION 9

also, thought was being given to the implications of the result of the
architectural debate.

Institutional competition had led to NATO's pre-eminence, and the
implications of this seemed to be the enlargement of the Alliance. But the
momentum towards that end that seemed to have developed in the summer
of 1993 was reversed by the dominant interpretation, derived from the
Anglo-American idea, given to two events.

First, the repudiation of Yeltsin's acceptance that the Poles could join
NATO. Yeltsin's 'official statement, however, was soon counteracted by
Foreign Minister Kozyrev and other Russian politicians'.36 In the aftermath
of the violent defeat of the conservatives in the Russian parliament Yeltsin,
perhaps to appease those in the military who had stood by him in the attack
on parliament, wrote to several Western governments to suggest that the
time was not right for the extension of NATO.37

Second, in Poland, general elections removed the Solidarity-oriented
Democratic Union government from power, and replaced it with the
Democratic Left Alliance (SLD), the former Communist Party. The chair of
the SLD, Wlodzimierz Cimoszewicz, had been quoted as arguing that
'There was never any debate on Poland's future security possibilities or
about NATO membership and its implications ... We don't say no, but we
believe it would be wise to explore other possibilities.'38 Such perceived
ambiguity, along with the hardening of Moscow's position, was enough to
put into question whether enlargement was a necessary consequence of the
victory of the Anglo-American idea of a NATO order in Europe.

But there was an additional factor. It was apparent that the French would
not accept the rejection of their idea for the future of European security.
Post-Maastricht, the French were still concerned that the European Union,
and the Western European Union, should be allowed to play a significant
role in the European security debate.39 Thus, the Russians had not accepted
enlargement; the Poles were moving against NATO membership; the risks
of enlargement to NATO itself were too great; and other alternatives still
had to be considered. None of this was 'objective reality'; each was a belief
that contributed to the temporary opposition to enlargement.

This was a crucial watershed. Had the Alliance embraced enlargement at
this time, it is conceivable that the process could have been limited in debate
and process to the Visegrad states. But enlargement grew as an option
beyond those countries over the next few years. By struggling to accept
limited engagement, NATO opened itself to pressure for greater
enlargement.

At the end of 1993, NATO was divided on the enlargement issue.
NATO's policies towards the East at this time were determined by a need to
maintain balance within the Alliance itself. The major NATO countries had

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

89
.1

88
.3

8.
14

3]
 a

t 0
5:

31
 0

4 
D

ec
em

be
r 

20
17

 



10 EUROPEAN SECURITY

been fundamentally divided by their visions for the future of European
security, and such differences threatened the very fabric of trans-Atlantic
cooperation. Through adopting the PFP, the Anglo-American idea asserted
its dominance not only over the Franco-Belgian idea, but also the
dominance of a conservative view of this idea over a more radical
interpretation being generated from within the Defence Ministry in Bonn
and, of course, in Central Europe. Immediate and speedy enlargement, as
advocated by Riihe, was most certainly not acceptable within the
conservative terms of the NATO idea being propounded at the time by
Washington and London.

In such a manner, the potential for open and bitter public argument, both
within NATO, and between NATO and the partner countries, had to be
minimised. Thus, the adoption of PFP at the Brussels summit was
absolutely central to the continued vitality of the Alliance. At this time,
NATO faced two deep problems.

First, the Alliance was deeply split over the issue of enlargement.
Second, no-one could really decide what the purpose of the Alliance

was. PFP resolved both problems, for it gave a purpose to NATO -
projecting stability into Central and Eastern Europe - and it offered the
prospect of both opening up NATO to new members, and putting that
prospect into the distant future.

Volker Riihe commented that, with the endorsement of PFP at the
January summit, new members could join the Alliance by the year 2000.40

In contrast, British Defence Secretary Malcolm Rifkind argued at the same
time that 'It would be a great mistake if some new line were to be driven
through Europe.'41 The PFP was, thus, essentially a NATO plan to solve
NATO's internal problems - the arguments over enlargement within the
Alliance, and within many of the governments of the Alliance.42 This was
vital, as the summit was taking on ever growing importance. As George and
Borawski noted at the time, 'All governments realise that unless the Summit
succeeds in rejuvenating the Alliance after the perceived failure of its
member nations over Yugoslavia and its slowness in adapting by deed as
well as word to the new challenges of European security, support for the
Alliance will wane on both sides of the Atlantic.'43

So the Summit continued the development of European security
according to the conservative variant of the Anglo-American idea. But
almost immediately upon the end of the summit, this conservatism was
abandoned in favour of the move towards enlargement. PFP committed the
Alliance to 'expect and ... welcome NATO expansion that would reach to
democratic states to our East, as part of an evolutionary process, taking into
account political and security developments in the whole of Europe'.44 By
not setting criteria for such expansion, the conservative policy of delay was
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THE EU, NATO AND EUROPEANISATION 11

furthered. However, by formally accepting the evolutionary enlargement of
the Alliance, pressure was placed upon NATO to define criteria, and thus to
move away from the delaying policy.

In the aftermath of the summit, it became clear that the Anglo-American
idea was dominant, but also that the implications of dominance were that
conservatism could not be maintained. President Clinton's administration
began to lead the Alliance on the issue of enlargement.45 Many stated that in
terms of enlargement, the issue was not 'if but when'.46 In January a 'sense
of the Senate' resolution was passed in the US Congress by 94-3, calling on
the American government to argue for NATO enlargement. This was
followed in April by the introduction of the 'NATO Expansion Act of 1994'
in Congress, which called for the Visegrad states to become members by
1999. Pressure was increased in May when Republican Congressman Henry
Hyde introduced the Nato Revitalization Act which urged NATO 'to
establish benchmarks and a timetable for eventual membership for selected
countries' which were identified as the Visegrad and the Baltic states.
Clinton himself promised the Polish Parliament in July 1994 that 'The
expansion of NATO will surely come, and Poland's role as the first nation
to participate in joint exercises with NATO troops makes Warsaw a prime
candidate for inclusion.'47

But such a clear American lead on the issue was only possible due to a
bridging of the differences in the German government, and to quiescence on
the part of the British. In the period immediately after Chancellor Kohl's
coalition was returned to power in the German elections, agreement was
reached in Bonn that NATO enlargement should be pursued in parallel with
the expansion of the EU. This kept Germany firmly associated with the new
American policy direction, and also enabled Bonn to maintain a strong
Franco-German policy line, given that Paris had been concerned that a
speedy expansion of NATO would sideline European construction. For the
British, a key part of the idea was that it should involve full American
engagement with European security and, if the price for that was to be the
enlargement of the Alliance, then that they were reluctantly prepared to
accept.

Thus, the move towards enlargement did not come in January, but later
in 1994. It was revealed publicly in the communique for the Ministerial
meeting of the North Atlantic Council on 1 December. The ministers
confirmed that they 'expect and would welcome NATO enlargement that
would reach to democratic states to our East, as part of an evolutionary
process ... part of a broad European security architecture based on true
cooperation throughout Europe'.48 The ministers confirmed that NATO
enlargement would take place in parallel to the enlargement of the European
Union, and that therefore there would be differentiation in the accession of
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12 EUROPEAN SECURITY

new members. They also confirmed that no timeframe for actual admission
could yet be set. Under paragraph 6, the ministers 'decided to initiate a
process of examination inside the Alliance to determine how NATO will
enlarge, the principles to guide this process and the implications of
membership'.49 Hence a study was authorised, under the Council, to include
a significant input from the military authorities particularly on the role of
PFP in enlargement, to report the following year.

The NATO Enlargement Study - which reported in September 1995 -
did not provide a complex list of criteria for membership, and so did not
identify potential new members, nor a timetable. Along with the needs of
complying with the Washington Treaty and NATO operating and decision
making procedures (paragraph 70) the only criteria set out were
commitments to: OSCE norms; 'promoting stability and well-being by
economic liberty, social justice and environmental responsibility';
democratic and civilian control of the military (paragraphs 72); and the prior
resolution of conflicts (paragraph 6). This was an extremely permissive list
as virtually all NACC states could argue that they fulfilled these criteria, or
were on the road to doing so.

It is wrong, therefore, to attribute the move towards enlargement to the
Brussels NATO summit, as the key moves came afterwards. However, it is
right to look to the motivations of that summit to explain the inevitability of
the decision to move forward with enlargement. By 1993-94, the
enlargement issue was tied up with the future of the Alliance. Most
members of NATO wanted to keep it, for none of the other ideas by that
time seemed either viable or desirable to the majority. However, NATO
members did not have a convincing explanation of why the Alliance should
be maintained, still less why it required the level of American leadership
and participation that had been seen during the Cold War. Enlargement thus
became a convenient tool to maintain the Alliance. NATO enlargement
would, it was suggested, spread stability into Central Europe.

This may or may not have been persuasive; but it was the only real
justification that could be developed and, most importantly, publicly
articulated, unless there was to be a formal break with Moscow. There was
no consensus on this within the Alliance in early 1994; but by the middle of
the year, a functioning consensus was fashioned by US leadership. For after
all, the place where the utility of the Alliance would be questioned first
would be in the US. It had been in America that the suggestion that the
Alliance 'go out of area or go out of business' had been made. The
enlargement issue gave one of only two possible rationales for NATO's
continuation, and the other rationale - that which became IFOR - was at
best short term, and at worst vulnerable (at that time) to failure.
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THE EU, NATO AND EUROPEANISATION 13

THE BATTLE OF THE IDEAS: THE KEY TURNING POINT

NATO enlargement became publicly viable in 1994, once the Anglo-
American idea had triumphed over its three major competitors, despite
dissidence remaining in Moscow and Paris. But the key turning point in this
debate comes not in the competition of the Anglo-American idea with the
Franco-Belgian view, nor the Russian vision, but rather with that of the
Germans and Czechs. Once the idea of a strong CSCE organised around a
collective security core had been rejected, the scope for political choice was
dramatically reduced, and the likelihood of NATO enlargement
significantly increased. And the key to this were the events of 1991.

No-one in NATO wanted enlargement in 1991; there was an extremely
firm consensus against it. Yet as soon as the Central Europeans decided that
they sought membership, as soon as they developed an 'ideology' in favour
of membership, that membership became only a matter of time as long as
the Anglo-American idea dominated. However, this enlargement could only
be accepted once that Anglo-American idea was no longer ideationally
under threat.

Initially, the Central Europeans did not seek NATO membership.
Instead, they sought to build the CSCE into a pan-European security
structure that would include Russia. However, the goals of 1990 faded in
1991, when the Visegrad states turned from the CSCE to NATO.50 They did
so for essentially two reasons.

First, NATO members were not interested in creating a strong CSCE. It
implied a lessening of NATO; why should the members agree to this, when
NATO was so comfortable? And the CSCE required a very close
relationship with Russia. Why would NATO members accept that, when no-
one knew whether the Russian reform process would produce a stable
democracy?

Second, once the CSCE route was blocked, it was inevitable that the
Central Europeans would seek NATO membership, given their perception
of their history. How could anyone in Warsaw argue against Polish worst-
case analysis and expect to be taken seriously? This does not imply that
Russia is inherently aggressive; but it does recognise that for many in
Central Europe, instability in Russia is threatening.

Thus one might date the change in Central and East European attitudes
to 8 January 1991, when Soviet troops were deployed around Vilnius in
order to try to impose the conscription of Lithuanians into the Soviet Army
which had been resisted since the Lithuanian parliament had voted on 11
March 1990 to reestablish its sovereignty. On 11 January 1991, those Soviet
forces were involved in violent struggles in the streets of Vilnius during
which there were several deaths.
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14 EUROPEAN SECURITY

It is difficult to understate the psychological impact that this event had
on policy-makers in Central and East European and, indeed, upon
nationalists in the USSR outside the Russian Federation.51 Whereas in
1990 the Soviet Union had been associated with the peaceful conclusion
of the Cold War, in early 1991 pictures of the Soviet use of force alerted
many in Central Europe to the dangers of being so close to Russian
military power.52

Thus, the failure of Western governments to seriously pursue the CSCE
option in many ways led to a train of events in which NATO enlargement
became inevitable. The seeds of NATO's discomfort over enlargement were
therefore sown by reluctance to act on that which the Germans sought to
present as a principle of enlightened self-interest in 1990. As Foreign
Minister Genscher had put it, ' . .. the CSCE offers the possibility to secure
peace in Europe other than by using the dated principles of power politics,
of balance of power and of spheres of influence'."

From this point, it could not have been possible for NATO to
permanently defer enlargement. It was vulnerable to pressure on political
grounds, notably through the potency of Havel's 'return to Europe'
argument. How could NATO, as an alliance of values as well as force, have
continued to reject the pressure for membership from the democratising,
liberalising, Central Europeans? In terms of identity, West Europeans
empathized with Central Europeans in a way that at the time they did not
with former Yugoslavs, and subsequently did not with Chechens and Tajiks.
The ethical pressure would always be strong to the moral crusaders in the
US Congress. And in addition, NATO had a practice of enlargement - to
Greece, Turkey, West Germany, Spain, and finally eastern Germany - that
could always be turned to.54

By rejecting the German-Czech idea so quickly, Western European
policy-makers set in train a series of events leading to NATO enlargement.
There is a real sense of irony about this. The Anglo-American idea had not
sought hostility with Moscow. But the seeds of that hostility lay very much
in the triumph of the Anglo-American vision, and the consequent
abandonment of its conservatism. Once NATO had become the pre-eminent
security institution in Europe, it had to be used pro-actively, and the two
most obvious areas of pro-active policy have been enlargement and
involvement in the former Yugoslavia, and with both, tension with Moscow
inevitably followed. That is, the success of the Anglo-American idea has led
to a situation - heightened animosity with Russia - that those who originally
conceived that idea had sought to avoid.
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THE EU, NATO AND EUROPEANISATION 15

CONCLUSION

This article has identified competition between different discourses; the
means by which one discourse has developed a hegemonic position; and the
implications of that for the dominant idea. That is, it has argued that four
distinct ideas were in competition in the early 1990s; that the Anglo-
American discourse, which privileged NATO emerged triumphant; and that
the implications of that have been an ineluctable move towards the
enlargement of the core organisation. This is important for current debates,
because unless there is a change in the power of the dominant idea, Europe
will be condemned to repeat agonising debates over NATO enlargement in
the future.

The Anglo-American idea held that the maintenance of NATO was
crucial, as a hedge against an uncertain future, but it did not give a positive
rationale for its continuation. Perhaps surprisingly, at the height of the
competition between the four discourses, it did not need one. It was
sufficient to portray the German-Czech idea as naive; the Franco-Belgian
discourse as federalist and anti-national identity; and the Soviet-Russian
perspective as parochial, outdated and anti-democratic. But once the Anglo-
American idea attained a position of dominance, NATO was inevitably
asked what it would do with its institutional pre-eminence.

In this context, enlargement became the only way of giving the Alliance
a task for the future. Governments and officials have looked for alternatives,
while NATO Secretary General, Willy Claes tried to explain the
inexplicable: that the threat to NATO from North Africa was greater than it
had been from the Soviet Union. One may argue that neither posed a threat;
but once one is inside the logic of threat, Claes' argument, like his political
position, was untenable. Thus, the only role left was to 'spread stability
eastwards' through enlargement.

The adoption of certain ideas inevitably has consequences. The adoption
of the Anglo-American, rather than the German-Czech idea to build Europe's
security architecture around the C/OSCE, inevitably led to the enlargement of
the Alliance. The inability to develop a pan-European role for NATO keeps
the focus on enlargement. That is to say that even though there may have been
little interest in 1999 and 2000 on the part of NATO governments to enlarge
the Alliance further, the issue is never that far away. A commitment to open-
ended enlargement plays a key legitimising role for NATO.

But it is also deeply problematic. It will not ameliorate relations with
Russia, at each stage it will produce disappointment on the part of those
states left out, it will produce new military, strategic and organisational
problems; and it will cost money. This is the future, unless the dominant
idea changes.
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16 EUROPEAN SECURITY

And this is where the creation of a Common European Security and
Defence Policy is so important, because it offers the prospect of a change in
that dominant idea. Not a change away from NATO and transatlanticism,
but towards a partnership between Europe's two major institutions. A
partnership in which NATO's military prowess, and the EU's skills in
humanitarian issues is one in which Europeans may be able to play a
primary role in alleviating crises on the continent. An idea based on the
partnership of these two institutions may be emerging. It is an idea as much
in the interests of NATO as an institution as it is in the interests of the
European project. The roots of a process of NATO enlargement can be
traced to 1991, and the emerging triumph of the NATO idea over the others.
A similar triumph today for the NATO idea over that of a NATO-EU
partnership idea will condemn NATO and Europe to future NATO
enlargement debates, through which the Alliance will inevitably be drawn
onto former Soviet territory.

However, a partnership idea between NATO and the EU faces key
ideational challenges, ones deeply entrenched by the arguments and events
of the early 1990s. Western Europe's architectural debates are dominated by
competition. The great contribution of the St Malo Declaration was that it
sought to bring together ideas that had traditionally been seen to be
competitive, and suggested that they need not be. However, debate from
mid-1999 onwards has tended to refocus attention on competition and
exclusivity. In Washington, there has been a tendency to portray the process
which led to the announcement at Helsinki of European force goals as being
aimed at undermining the trans-Atlantic link. In Paris, emphasis on
'autonomy' has tended to reinforce this. And although British diplomacy
played a role in reconciling these perspectives before Helsinki, London has
been unable to articulate a powerful conception of cooperation.

There have been two watersheds in the ideational construction of
European security since the end of the Cold War. In 1991, the German-
Czech idea, one that could have provided an alternative to the process that
led to NATO enlargement, fell by the wayside. In 1993-94, the NATO idea
emerged victorious, and its conservatism was opened to the enlargement
challenge. A further watershed has been reached now. A NATO-EU
partnership idea could be (re)fashioned; or it, too, could fall by the wayside,
swamped by the pressures of traditional old thinking, of ideational
competition. If the latter occurs, another vital opportunity will be missed,
and all the agonies of Western policy in the late 1990s - managing demands
for security guarantees, Russian hostility, and an inadequate European
military contribution - will remain.
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