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TRANSATLANTIC VULNERABILITIES & RISK CALCULUS

Bruce et al
 

Bruce does us a service by lifting the veil on the unhealthy state of Euro-American relations.  It should have been transparent to all of us that the much heralded transatlantic concert, grounded on renewed trust and comity, was an illusion.  This administration are past-masters at confecting virtual realities.  More troubling is the unseemly haste of European political leaders fervent in embracing the American chimera.  Their compulsive need for American paternalism is the fruit of a dominant/subordinate relationship that's gone on far too long.
 

The Lebanon crisis should have dropped the scales from our eyes.  The hard truth is that little has changed over the past four years.  Washington made the two key decisions with no prior consultation - except with the Israelis.  That was to interpret the Hezbollah-Israel conflict as tantamount to a confrontation between the US and Iran with far-ranging consequences; and to block moves toward a ceasefire.  As ever, the Bush people take as given their right to determine, to decide and to act how and when they chose.  Partial post-hoc explanations were the only form of consultation.  The pas de deux with Paris at the UNSC was marginal diplomacy.
 

One can make a strong case that it would serve well both parties, and the advancement of their common interests, for Europeans to take courage in hand and loosen their psychological and behavioral dependency on America.   There are numerous, reasonable objections to taking so drastic a course.  Europeans still have a keen sense of their vulnerability and collective insecurity tied to low self esteem. Here is where we get into the issue of a subjective reality that, objectively, is a fact of political/policy life.  But how well grounded are these attitudes/ feelings, how accurate in their assessment of risk and consequence.  Couldn't one argue that a feature of European life in this era is an under appreciation of how stable their societies are, how far removed they are from their past?  And, therefore, not that vulnerable to the stresses and strains of a more assertive role vis a vis the US and on the world stage generally?

The dangers of exposing one's vulnerabilities, and perhaps suffering grievous damage, I submit, are  greater from following their current course than they would be from exerting themselves, even if that leads to aggravating relations with Washington.  I can hardly imagine a worse state of affairs, as far as European interests and vulnerabilities are concerned, than the one that currently exists in the Greater Middle East.  If misguided thinking and reckless action by the Bush administration has led to this (and, as Lebanon shows, it remains both dedicated to radical action and disdainful of its allies), isn't it logical to explore ways of preventing a further exacerbation of the region's multiple crises?  The risk calculus may be high, but it has to be judged against the alternative.  
