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The European Union has been suffering from a malaise.  A mood of disquiet pervades the continent’s political elites.  Its symptoms are flagging confidence and anxiety about the future.  The apprehension is only partially alleviated by the up tick in continental economic, hard-won consensus on the Reform and a leadership change in major capitals.  This state of mind stems from disarray on a daunting agenda of Constitutional reform, reinvigorating continental economies, solving the awkward Turkish puzzle, and – not least - dealing with encroachments from the world beyond Europe’s borders.  All of this in an atmosphere made tense by continuing frictions among member governments, most of which are struggling with thorny domestic problems and a disaffected populace.  Hence, the European project feels to be adrift.  For those attached to the idea of an ever-closer union, the outlook is glum.  For those who want the Union to get on with doing well its stipulated tasks, the picture is not much brighter.  For Euro-skeptics of every stripe, it is a field day.

A feature of this anxious season is an obsessive quest for the collective European identity.  Rediscovered in the post-war years, it once again is elusive.
  The arduously acquired surety of who and what Europe is now is dimmed – a victim of enlargement, of the distancing in time of negative reference points, of success and of failure.
  Success in fostering a pacific, self-absorbed citizenry devoted to enjoying the fruits of prosperity in a stable community.  Failure in the elites’ inability either to reassure that the good times will continue in the face of exposed vulnerabilities or to muster the spirit to deal with the forces that are making the future look hazardous.  Diversity (of immigrant religion and culture), disparities (of wealth and economic security), demographics (of an inverted age pyramid), and dependency (of energy and security) on others are the sources of a free-floating neurosis.

Europe’s external environment feeds those anxieties.  From the world outside the community come the waves of globalization, in its several manifestations: the immigrants; the terrorist creeds and passions; the oil and gas; and – not least – the omnipresence of the United States.  
The compelling question is: what is the nature of the European collectivity and how do Europeans conceive of it?  Is Europe simply a loose component of some more nebulous entity called the West or an autonomous entity, however Western, that has its own political persona, purposes and allegiances?  Providing answers that are persuasive  - to publics as well as political elites - is the sine qua non for meeting Europe’s obligation to itself and to the rest of the world.  
Conundrum

The twin issues of the European Union’s legitimacy in the eyes of its citizenry and their sense of collective identity lie at the heart of the issue.  They are intertwined.  Political authority, as distinct from the exercise of power, does not exist without some common bond among those who are subject to its actions, and they with their rulers.  That bond takes many, diverse forms; all have as their denominator at least a modicum of a consciously shared social existence.  Collective self-conception can be as basic as obedience to the same authority and accepting its rules.  For example, the spread of Roman citizenship in the last phase of the Empire engendered a semblance of legal equality that carried in its train a sense of allegiance to those persons and institutions that promulgated and applied the law.  Whatever else the empire’s diverse citizens felt they were (for most non-Italians, those other identities did cut deeper) they were citizens/subjects of Rome.  The Ottoman and Habsburg empires, at their apogee, offer analogous examples.  In this barebones political system, a Hobbesian like appreciation of public order validates the rule of those who established it – however ruthless were the means.

A similar implicit calculus is observable in every polity.  The near universal wish to live free of an extant or existential fear of threat to life and property creates a bias toward whatever or whomever provides it.  Habit of mind and behavior reinforces it, as does the material well-being that it permits or facilitates.  Deeper sentiments of solidarity temper it. What bearing do these observations have on the current anxious state of the European Union?  Three come to mind.  First, the present vague sense of a common European identity among the populaces of EU member states may well be adequate for continued performance of functions now mandated to authorized bodies.  They, and the treaties on which they are grounded, are associated so closely with the prevailing prosperity and peace as to be taken for granted, taken to be worthy, and given the benefit of most doubts.
   This assessment gains strength among those national publics who have been engaged together in the enterprise longest, those who are most clearly beneficiaries in terms of material and security interests, and those who harbor the weakest residues of national identity and/or have little or only modest respect for the governing competence of their national elite.  Italy in the past was an example of the last.  Bulgaria, Romania and even Poland (despite its nationalism) may well take the same path.

Second, the corollary is that the existing state of imagery and conception may not serve adequately to allow the Union to cope with further enlargement.  For the inclusion of new countries dilutes the value of collective experience. It forces attention on what is novel and different. It exacerbates difficulties in making extant procedures work, and opens questions of ultimate purpose long elided or shrugged off as irrelevant.  Moreover, the present way of doing things, a matter of custom as much as rules, may not conform to the traditions of newer members.  That is the say, the commitment to conciliation and compromise that, in turn, enables a technocratic modus operandi is not necessarily natural for countries where the premises of collective action have recently undergone radical alteration and continue to undergo close scrutiny.  Neither is there reason to expect its citizens to have so thoroughly domesticated the nationalist impulse.  Most certainly, the zero-sum mentality is much more active among recent and would-be member publics.  In short, identity should be appraised in relative terms: is it proportionate to the needs of the public enterprise?          One can make a strong case that the European Union as currently constituted, lives within an ideational political space that affords it enough legitimacy to perform almost all of its authorized functions.  Ratification of the Constitution would not have substantially enhanced that authority; accordingly, its demise has not hamstrung the Union.  The one area where it could have made some difference, albeit a marginal one, is animating the Common Foreign and Security Policy.   The Reform Treaty agreed in June 2007 provides for a somewhat diluted version of the innovations stipulated in the Constitution. The larger point is that for Europe to cope effectively with challenges that originate beyond its borders, it may require both a more sharply delineated sense of self and the will to act that it engenders.
The problem can be stated in Weberian terms.  The hallmark political behavior of the community is rational instrumental.
  That refers to the European Union’s legal structure: organizational formats, procedures, rule formulation/promulgation/enforcement.  Calculations of interests (mainly economic and institutional) and the methods for pursuing them also can be so designated. The ensuing norms have become routinized over time in habitual thinking and behavior.    Value instrumentalism figures in the equation insofar as general principles of public conduct and collective enterprise, derived from a vague ethic of enlightened humanism, provide normative reference marks.  The shortcomings of this ethos serving as the mainspring for external policies have become evident.  Those values are not truly adequate guideposts for understanding or influencing much of the rest of the world.  They need be combined with more traditional methods of political influence.  Europe, tested and shown wanting in the Balkan wars of the 1990s, has yet to demonstrate a capacity for making that reconciliation.  Any further determination can only be made in the practice of concerted strategies which, as of now, remain embryonic - beyond the commercial realm.  The weakness of the fourth element in Weber’s typology of public behaviors, the affective, i.e. emotional, highlights the difficulties of adding the external dimension to the community as constituted.  Affect is the basis for trust, thereby a crucial underpinning to popular legitimacy, and thus related to Europe’s foreign policy capacity.
  I shall return to this crucial theme.  
There is a paradox here.  For the situational logic that generates powerful inertial tendencies within the community loses much of its force when Europe is challenged abroad.  To date, those challenges have been either of a secondary order or attenuated by American control over the field of action.  In the past, internal divisions have seriously hampered attempts to breathe life into CSFP while crisis management has been hamstrung by discord, as witness Bosnia and the second Iraq war.  While consequential, they still did not endanger core interests, much less call into question the survival of the Union which kept operating, for the most part, as if nothing grave  was occurring.  One factor that kept pressures to a tolerable level was that there was no compelling need for the EU countries to move decisively.  Bosnia was, in any tangible sense, marginal.  Iraq, in the minds of most, did not pose a direct threat that menaced anything of cardinal importance.  In the latter instance, the principal stake was an indirect one – relations with the United States.  The sense of danger would be markedly higher were a conjectured threat to arise that were direct, immediate, touched core interests and did not permit member governments either to hide behind the United States or were the United States itself seen as a big part of the problem – e.g. a postulated attack against Iran.  In that event, the viability of Europe – as constituted – to meet a basic political responsibility would be put to a fateful test.  The danger is less one of unraveling than of incapacity or paralysis.
Background

We need remind ourselves of those singular features that have facilitated the successful experiment that is European community construction.  A sense of history tops the list.  We all have been inculcated with the litany that the strategic objective of the enterprise was to relegate Franco-German enmity to the archives of national memory.  The keen, gnawing awareness that all Europeans have been enveloped by their too eventful history led to a broader, more radical conclusion.  European history as a whole was as much the common enemy that galvanized political will as was the threat posed by Soviet communism.  A high order of statesmanship by a remarkable cadre of European leaders sought a conscious break from that past.  If America in the late eighteenth century was born against others’ history, Western Europe in the mid-twentieth century succeeded in liberating itself from its own history. The shattering events of the first half of the century opened a way for the European peoples to change profoundly their ways of interacting.

Liberation entailed an emotional, philosophical and intellectual distancing from ingredients of political life that had been the hallmarks of public affairs.  Internationally, it was the lethal rivalries of power politics.  Domestically, it was ideologically driven factional conflict.  The ‘civilian societies’ of today’s Europe (especially at its western end) have transmuted themselves.
  Their polities are suspended somewhere between a national past and a truly supranational future.  This new Europe was made possible more by a process of political subtraction than political addition.  That is to say, the domination of public affairs by prosaic concerns and tame ambitions is effect and reinforced cause of the Europeans shedding those parts of their make-up that could impede the process of integration.  Nationalist passion, ideological inspiration, the impulse to draw lines of all kinds between ‘us’ and ‘them’ - all have dried up.   The societies that have evolved, due in good part to this phenomenon, are also noteworthy for a diminished sense of collective duty, an aversion to danger and sacrifice, and an introspection that borders on the self-centered.  They are experiencing the banality of success.  The affinity between the tepid politics of European societies accompanied by the low-key, incremental style of Brussels (and Frankfurt) governance has been the central reality of Western European affairs for half a century.  Progressively, it has embraced most of the continent.  It entails a style of public life that diminishes the importance of group identity. 
 That is true in a number of ways.  One, the need that persons have for group affiliations of any sort is exceptionally low by historical and comparative civilizational standards.  Indeed, there never have been societies so lacking in collective affect.  The reasons are familiar to anyone versed in the literature on post-modern society and/or able to discern the world around us.  Like the hummingbird whose flying supposedly defies the laws of aerodynamics, Western – especially Western European – societies seemingly defy the principles of political-sociology.  We are treated to constant predictions that such a state of affairs is unsustainable, in terms of individuals’ psychic health, communal stability, or both.  Signs of a yearning for communitarian ties, for the succoring afforded by ascriptive groupings, are repeatedly noted as harbingers of dramatic changes to come.  But the former rupture does not happen; the latter forecast proves false.  Two, today’s ripples of anxiety about what Europe is, and is about, stem in good part from the economic insecurities associated with ‘globalization.’  They are aggravated by the campaigning of doctrinaire neo-liberals who – for their own intellectual and economic reasons – pronounce the comfortable world Europe inhabits as untenable.  In truth, it is not untenable in its essentials.  To the extent that this disconcerting idea gains currency, though, it sows doubts and aggravates worries about the ability of governments to protect their well-being. The affectively self-sufficient individuals of contemporary Europe can manage with minimal communal ties because their needs and wants have been largely secured by a paternalistic state.   The coarser, less caring individualism of the Anglo-American type – the model for the militants of neo-liberalism – would undercut that foundation of security.  If that happens, the dearth of strong communal bonds could have serious individual and political consequences.  They would register on community institutions.  They would be manifest, too, in a weakened ability to act externally.
The European Union, as depicted above, appears to have achieved a viable state of public affairs – so long as we discount those newfound concerns originating in the international environment.  There is no gainsaying, though, a growing dismay that ‘little Europe’ cannot insulate itself from global forces.  To fix on them, whether expressed tangibly by unassimilated immigrant communities or over the horizon, is to force attention on the identity issue. From one perspective, it is no different from the existential feelings of vulnerability experienced everywhere in the advanced liberal world.  Reasons and roots, or lack of the latter, are similar whether in America or Japan.  The important difference in Europe is the greater blurring of national identity and the formlessness of Europe’s political identity.  They combine to heighten the spreading sentiment that Europe as constituted is neither enough of a self-defining, collective reference point nor an entity that can secure individuals in a globalizing yet intimidating world.   They clearly are related.  As noted earlier, a weak sense of ‘Europeaness’ denies Union institutions the degree of legitimacy that would allow them to crystallize European interests and to affirm them externally.

Hence, the question: what are the bases for sharpening that identity?  The conventional answers are easily dismissed.  Common ethnicity, language, cultural distinctiveness or religion does not exist to the necessary degree or they are not salient enough to count for much.    Foreign threats are lacking the immediacy, tangibility and gravity to rally sentiment and thinking.  Yes, Europeans – most especially Western Europeans – know in their bones that they all are different from other civilizations, whether Asian, African, and/or Islamic.  There are suspicions, too, that they are different from Russia, a sensation heightened by Russia’s reversion to autocracy under Putin.  (It is reciprocated by an historically rooted Russian ambivalence as to its cultural relationship to non-Orthodox Europe).  A sense of distinctiveness vis a vis the United States with regard to some social values (e.g. social violence) is emerging as well, albeit to a far lesser degree.  Life style, though, does not make for a collective identity that can support a political structure. The relationship with America does bulk large in this picture for two reasons: it helps to refine an understanding of what the elements of European identity are, and to address how the terms of that relationship affect what Europe needs to do for it to play a role in the world commensurate with its interests, vulnerabilities and potential influence.  Here is a cardinal element of ideational reality that affects every part of Europe’s identity problem.
   
For sixty years, Europe could afford to be strategically parochial, or so it has thought.  So long as America tended to matters elsewhere around the globe, even if its manner of doing so did not always elicit praise.  That dominant/subordinate  relationship continues to inflect their interaction and impinges as well on the Europeans’ sense of self along with their aptitude for autonomous behavior.  Such a long hiatus in exercising normal powers of sovereignty, set in the broader context of overweening American cultural and intellectual influence, inescapably has created a culture of inequality.  

The orientation of all European governments is perpetuated to some degree by the overshadowing United States.  Passivity and diffidence are the common elements.  The latter attribute assures that the former only rarely turns into passive aggression. The inability of EU member governments to act effectively in concert contributes to this type of behavior.  A leaderless group of governments is fated to experience all the liabilities and pitfalls of consensual policy-making and execution.  Tough situations evoke avoidance behavior as no one has the incentive to boldly identify it, since to do so is to volunteer to take up a potentially onerous responsibility.   Moreover, agreement among the instinctively cautious is likely to be on a lowest common denominator basis; thus, coping is the norm and risk-aversion is strong. 

  There are complementary reasons, indigenous to Europe, that explain that: inter alia, the continent’s long-peace, the attributes of their ‘civilian societies,’ a philosophy of politics that transposes in diluted form the ethic of cooperation and compromise cultivated internally onto the more tumultuous affairs of other regions.  Indeed, one hears from thoughtful Europeans the view that Europe is destined to moderation and “Zurückhaltung” if it wants to ensure the community enterprise does not founder on the shoals of daunting, contentious external ventures. Still, we should recognize the confining effects of close association with a cosseting, protective, hyperactive, supremely self-confident America.

The Middle East Post-9/11
The maelstrom of crisis that is the greater Middle East poses a dual challenge for the European Union while highlighting the paramount importance of European identity in determining how it addresses both.  The West’s triumph in the Cold War was celebrated as a vindication of constitutional democracy.  It was a victory of values more than of power.  Many foresaw that a post-modern mode of politics, grounded on conciliation and cooperation, would spread around the globe.  Europe and America were envisaged as partners in a compact to foster a world system in their image.  The sternest test of this conviction was the Middle East.  It topped the list. By reason of its turbulence, its propinquity and its combination of major EU interests made that test compelling, daunting, and divisive.  Overlapping crises in Palestine, Iraq, Iran, and Lebanon have become starker against the backdrop of the vivid threat of Islamic terrorism.    For there are serious, not easily reconciled differences between a majority of Europeans and America about how to approach every one of the high agenda items.  The inhibition of governments in Europe to broach them, often even to hint at them, testifies to two distressing realities: many European leaders do not believe, deep down, that Washington has mended its maverick ways and, therefore, it is hazardous to do or say anything that could provoke it; and America continues to denature Europe by its intimidating, looming presence.
Divergent assessments of risk and what to do about them expose intrinsic differences of outlook.  The marked discrepancies in whether or how they translate into action, in turn, reveal the asymmetry of the relationship.  One difference is the sense of mission, or lack of it, to promote the basic liberal values they share.  Americans see themselves not only as having been born in a condition of enlightenment but also as being accorded the mission of lighting the path for the rest of the world.  The United States’ exceptionality lies in its superior virtue with the obligations attendant upon it.  Whether as model or agent, the country’s destiny is fulfilled abroad as well as at home.  Respect, admiration and ultimately emulation are presumed to conform to the natural order of things.  Europe lacks an analogous sense of mission.  It does not feel anointed by Providence or Destiny to do good in the world.  Europeans’ community was created arduously by pragmatic men inspired as much by dread of repeating past errors as realizing a dream.  Its focus was wholly introspective. Today, Europeans’ pride in their signal accomplishment is tempered by the travails of the present.  Leaders’ aspirations tend to be limited, prosaic and close to home.  The exceptions were Tony Blair’s talk of a democratizing mission and Jacque Chirac’s references to France as a beacon unto the nations.  They bore no comparison, though, in terms of conviction or popular echo to George Bush’s proclamation of a crusade to spread liberty into the darkest corners of the globe.  The one looked more like hitching his legacy wagon to Bush’s shooting star and the other indulging in  flights of French fancy rather than either being convinced of his ability to refashion the world in France’s or the West’s image.   Chirac’s successor, Nicholas Sarkozy, shows no such disposition – his tous azimuts strategic metaphors notwithstanding.  In short, what comes naturally to an American President is a reach of imagination and a formidable challenge to confidence for a European head of government.  
        The dedication to reconstruction of post-Saddam Iraq on a foundation of democratic politics and market economics is in line with Americans’ optimistic, ‘can-do’ mentality.  To take on the formidable task of remaking a  society with which there are no historical ties or cultural and religious affinities  requires a self-confidence and a belief in social engineering that no European country could muster – or even would dream of.  Some may have in the heyday of their imperial past.  Chastened by those encounters, and shorn of illusion by searing experiences in the crucible of Europe’s twentieth century civil wars, they are leery of taking up the enlightened democrat’s burden.
Most Europeans have found unpersuasive this belief in the pliability of alien societies and, therefore, the swiftness with which they can be transformed.  History has instilled in them the idea that the past casts its shadow over the present in ways that set bounds on how far and how fast enduring change can be made, however desirable it may be.  That line of analysis strengthens the case for a parallel European strategy for encouraging democratization in the Middle East.  It has been argued that, if indeed “the United States has become so toxic in the Arab world, other parts of a differentiated West will have to take the lead.”
  Europeans’ hesitancy about throwing themselves wholeheartedly into any parallel project is nearly universal.  For readily recognizable reasons.   For they confront a two-fold dilemma, one of self-identity and one of diplomatic practicality.  Pride in their signal accomplishment of building a harmonious Europe against the grain of all its history leads to mixed feelings about whether it can be replicated elsewhere.  On the one hand, their experience supports belief in a set of radical propositions: that former bitter enemies can be reconciled (applicable to Palestine, Lebanon?); that transnational cooperation can be institutionalized; and that sectarian differences need not stand in the way of   nurturing common bonds (Iraq?).  The transformative power of the EU as idea and practice is impressive. Yet, the resulting heightening of a sense of ‘Europeaness’ also sharpens the distinction between their post-modern societies and the swirl of passion – religious, ideological, nationalist – that still dominates politics elsewhere, especially in the Muslim world. 
 As noted above, the incomprehension of those forces evokes both fear and sense of cultural distance.  Indeed, growing comprehension can have the effect of reinforcing both.  In this regard, the difference from Americans’ optimism and doctrinal faith in their power to change the world for the better is glaring.  At question is self-confidence, and confidence in the wider relevance of one’s own experience.  European doubts as to the latter derive in part from parochialism, in part from the waiver from larger international responsibilities they have enjoyed under the American imperium, and in part from a considered intellectual judgment that democracy of the western variety is not a readily exportable item.
The second part of their dilemma lies in the contrasting assessments most Europeans about what in fact they can do to promote democracy in other regions of the globe. The former generally hold to the view that democratic polities are far harder to develop than is the installation of nominal democracies.  And it is too easy to confuse the two.  Without the belief that the course of human political development is preordained, that there is a liberal teleology at work in the world, but rather that it is subject to the intricate play of complex social forces, progress in democracy building is conceived of as critically dependent on a preceding social evolution.  Robert Cooper makes the point that “democracy is as much a social phenomenon as a political one….this makes the export of democracy as a packaged system difficult, and in some cases impossible.  The hardware of laws, constitutions and armies can be explained and established with benign foreign help, but the software of unwritten rules has to be developed, invented and copied locally.”
 The preconditions for achieving a stable democracy are viewed as: the weakening of kin and sectarian ties relative to national citizenship; a readiness to participate in the democratic process on a reasonably fair and equitable footing; and a populace that sees not only a road to power that will give them what they want, but that the same road is open to others who may well have a different set of desires.  Most critical is an acceptance of institutional and legal checks that put a break on state power – whoever wields it.  Most Europeans do not share the assumption that clever constitutional architecture in itself can ensure against the victors abusing that power.  Moreover, they ascribe to the judgment of Reinhold Niebuhr who admonished his fellow countrymen at the height of the Cold War that “success in world politics necessitates disavowal of the pretentious elements in our original dream…even when they appear to be universally valid; and a generous appreciation of the valid elements in the practices and institutions of other nations….”
 
The Morality Factor

These differences express themselves as well in attitudes toward the applicability of strict moral standards to the ends and, especially, the means of foreign policy.  The prevailing European view of political morality as it pertains to international relations is more restrained, and discriminating, than the American sense of righteous mission to ‘improve’ the world.
  It is true that Europeans’  achievement in creating a community of concord is seen as a moral enterprise as well as a realist one.  Indeed, the Europe of the EU is inclined toward moral absolutism internally.  That is not the standard it normally has set externally.  There is in fact a gradation of standards that confirms roughly to geography. 
Propinquity makes Europeans at once more alert to the dangers that could arise from inchoate conditions in their neighborhood and more confident that they can exert some beneficial influence.  Expanding the definition of neighborhood beyond Europe challenges the EU’s new-found foreign policy vocation in terms of political culture, self-image and moral grounding. The belief that Europe does have major interests at stake in its expanded neighborhood is affirmed with reference to the Middle East in the landmark European Security Strategy, “A Secure Europe In a Secure World,” adopted by the Council in 2003.  Yet, it hesitates to put forth its own strategic ideas.  This application of differential standards is not an expression of either expediency or moral relativism.  Rather, it expresses an instinctive caution as to the possibly unsettling effects of imposing from without political ideals that ignore history, culture and existing mores.  Europeans do not feel they must observe a categorical imperative to judge, instruct and lead others in campaigns of moral uplift, as do so many Americans.  Post-modern Europe’s moral sensibility is humanistic. It is uneasy with grand formulations.  Too, it is leery that impulsive, premature exercises in democracy building can open the way to rabid sectarian forces whose commitment to democratic forms is opportunistic.  The troubling outcome of elections in Iraq, Lebanon, Palestine and Iran adds to those doubts.  Therefore, they are more inclined to act on humanitarian grounds to alleviate distress and suffering in the here and now than to embark on architectonic projects to construct democracies from the ground up.
  Even Europeans who call for a more forthcoming European commitment to the cause of democratic reform caution against unduly optimistic projects of nation-building/state-building.  Timothy Garton Ash, reflecting on recent experience, concludes, “I don’t yet see a single example of a post-intervention occupation which has successfully ‘built’ a self-governing free country….Both in principle and in practice it’s better that people find their own path to freedom, in their own countries, in their own time….”  He also has exhorted his fellow Europeans: “the main thing is to refuse the illusion of impotence.”
  Therein lies the rub.  Composing these two admonitions is a formidable and diplomatic task.  The inclination to eschew it is made all the stronger by American domination of strategic thinking in Europe and of the field of action.
Admittedly, these generalizations blur differences of national experience, belief and conviction.  They became starkest in the disagreements between Britain, on the one hand, and France and Germany on the other, over intervention in Iraq.  They are implicit in the kinds of qualifications each has set in supporting an assertive plan to spread democracy throughout the Middle East.  British and French leaders blend idealism with realism in different ways, while German idealism still contends with its moral inhibitions about the use of coercive power.  The big three are less hesitant, and in fuller agreement, on the proposition that the EU has something distinctive to offer in bringing about a peaceful settlement between Israelis and Palestinians.  That something is the moral and political lesson learned from their accomplishment in building a harmonious Europe against the grain of all their history.   Applying those lessons to Palestine through concrete actions has been thwarted, though, by the Europeans’ inhibitions and the Israeli-American refusal to see the EU play the role of mediator.  Today, more than ever, European policy sails placidly in Washington’s wake, as witness its unqualified endorsement of the hard line on Hamas.
  The transformative power of the EU as idea and model is recognized.  Its very considerable success in consolidating the liberal revolution in Central-East Europe is a matter of pride.  That second historic accomplishment is viewed as validating the community-building enterprise and the philosophy that guides it.  However, they  still wrestle with the normative issue stemming from the basic differentiation that is made between Europe and non-Europe - as reflected in its timid efforts  in the Middle East and its acute discomfort at the prospect of Turkey joining the Union.

Constitutional Innovation & Leadership Change
Renewal of the attempt to rationalize EU institutions, brought to an abrupt halt in autumn 2005, has rekindled hopes for improving the community’s ability to exert influence on the world stage.  As of now, those structural features that have bedeviled all attempts to fashion collective policies remain in place: the reliance on ad hoc agreement among member governments as represented in the Council; the fixed rotation of the Council presidency biannually; the granting of only limited powers of initiation and coordination to the Council secretariat; and the lodging of authority for the implementation of Union policies in two separate entities, i.e. the office of the High Representative for CFSP answerable directly to the Council and the Commissioner for External Relations answerable to the Commission president.  Reforms embodied in the Constitution were directed explicitly at remedying these shortcomings.   A two-year term for the Council presidency, substantially enhanced powers and resources for the CFSP secretariat, and consolidation of the position of High Representative with that of the Commissioner for External Relations   The draft accord on a reduced Constitution, the Reform Treaty, reached at the June summit meeting under the German Presidency restores most of the earlier projected reforms.  The noteworthy differences involve the precise organizational role of the renamed High Representative in his capacity as chair of ministerial level meetings within the Council.
The damage done to CFSP during the interregnum between Constitutional rejection and resuscitation of a slimmed-down version will take time to repair.  The EU experienced: a) an overall weakening of the community ethos, and b) a rigidifying of practices that long have been a handicap.  The erosion of popular support for new EU initiatives made leaders chary of committing themselves to policies and projects that entailed the pooling of resources and of any curbs on national prerogatives.  Joint actions proposed in the name of Europe, justified in terms of both greater efficacy and establishing the E.U. as a world actor, were viewed with skepticism.  It is instructive that the much heralded move by Britain, France and Germany to engage Iran in the vain hope of neutralizing the crisis over its nuclear program (thereby avoiding a dangerous confrontation between Washington and Tehran) was a striking instance of multilateral diplomacy.  However, it was conceived and directed by the three partner governments acting on their own.  It did not work through the CSFP machinery; Dr. Solana was frozen out of the action.  Only well along in the process, did the initiative receive formal blessing from the EU and assign the High Representative an auxiliary role.  Cooperation among the three on so sensitive, consequential an issue certainly was welcome – especially in the wake of their bust-up over Iraq.  But it has done little to strengthen CSFP.  Moreover, from today’s perspective, it is evident that the Bush administration never was prepared either to lend the effort its support except on its own restrictive terms, or to commit itself to the strategic dialogue with Iran that has been the sine qua non for reaching an understanding from the outset.  Visions of a European diplomatic coup were a mirage. Most significant, the episode did little to earn Europe respect as a serious diplomatic player – in the region, in the United States, or in the eyes of its citizenry.

On other matters, the inclination to undertake solo performances is still strong.  From Blair’s ignoring of his peers on a medley of Middle East issues to Nicholas Sarkozy’s reversion to French tradition in acting as cavalier seul in his Libyan escapade, passing by the Polish and Czech governments’ bald affirmation of their right to reach independent agreements with the United States on the ‘missile shield’, unilateralism has shown itself alive and well.
  This outbreak of unilateralist foreign policy behavior continues to erode much of the trust among leaders that is essential to making the Union’s still cumbersome procedures work well enough to launch and sustain major enterprises.  The period of stasis that followed the crisis over the Constitution has had the general effect of darkening prospects that Europeans can come to terms with hard decisions over how to combine hard and soft power in dealing with an agenda of singularly complicated external challenges, above all the tangle of Middle East conflicts.  Indeed, there may be a dilution of the Union’s soft power.  A divided Europe uncertain as to its identity and fretful about its future is a less attractive model and a less powerful magnet for others.  A Europe beset by internal problems and dissonant debates is prone to a parochialism that ignores or devalues the significance of what is happening beyond its borders. Time, attention and political capital are finite commodities.  The contentiousness created by Poland’s brusque attitude toward the tentative constitutional accord negotiated over the summer 2007 was indicative of the heartburn produced in trying to assimilate some new members whose leaders are prideful, willful and mercurial.  Warsaw’s attitude consumed enormous diplomatic energy while making the eventual accord an eleventh hour cliff-hanger.  Then, its backing away from the agreement prolonged the suspense and frayed nerves across the continent.  Once again, preoccupation with arranging the community’s internal affairs left little political space for addressing mounting external problems vis a vis Russia as well as the rapidly deteriorating situation in the Middle East. Just as the mood about the EU was becoming more upbeat in anticipation of fresh impulse being given the community project, the Polish affair dampened optimism.  One readily can foresee this pattern repeating itself as the Turkish membership takes center stage for an extended performance. Hence, subjectively, the prevailing sentiments of disappointment and dispiritedness have been only partially cleared.  The restoration of some vitality to continental economies will not suffice to offset them.
       There is a yet another feature of the present political environment in Europe that stands in the way of both the enhancement of Brussels institutions and self-assertion internationally.  I refer to the widening gap between European publics and government leaders.  The widespread feeling that the latter are inattentive and unresponsive to popular sentiment is much commented upon, primarily in reference to the Constitutional issue.  Less recognized is the discrepancy in attitudes toward world problems.
  This is unmistakable with reference to trust in the United States generally and the related issues of Palestine and Iraq in particular.  It is most striking in the strong revulsion against rendition/torture juxtaposed to the studied denial and avoidance behavior of leaders.  Whereas governments offer active or tacit support to the American position, heavy majorities in nearly all European countries see it as counterproductive if not downright dangerous.  This is true in Britain, the Netherlands, Denmark, Germany and France now that Nicholas Sarkozy has tilted the Elysee towards the Bush White House.  In theory, public opinion so disposed potentially could facilitate greater expression of European independence on foreign policy.  The choice of leaders to move in the opposite direction lowers the trust and deference accorded decision-makers, thereby further reducing their inclination to exercise a higher degree of autonomy.


  So long as Europe’s model is experienced as somehow flawed, its promotion abroad can be expected to sputter.  Equally, a troubled and discordant Europe is hamstrung by a reduction in political resiliency.  That is to say, readiness to embark on the venturesome project of global political engagement is measured not only in terms of available power assets (hard and soft) but also in terms of ability to run the risks and absorb the setbacks attendant upon so bold and open-ended an undertaking.  A robust EU would provide mutual reinforcement of commitment and the reassurance of shared purpose for member governments. A weak, distracted EU leaves each partner to face uncertainty and danger alone.  This is at a time when vulnerabilities are more acutely felt due to a heightened sense of terrorist threat at home.  The resulting hesitancy about courting danger is manifest in the widespread opposition within Germany to a more aggressive role for German forces serving in ISAF.  Other European governments, Britain and the Netherlands excepted, are little more prepared to place their soldiers in harm’s way.   Wedding principle, prudence and power in a credible, collective European foreign policy looks a distant prospect.

New Leaders

 
The recent turnover in the leadership of all ‘big 3’ governments, as well as in Italy, obliges us to consider its significance for the community’s evolution and, particularly, how it relates to the rest of the world.   Three features of the situation are immediately recognizable.  First, Gordon Brown and Nicholas Sarkozy are not principled believers in an enhanced European Union.  The former is a mild Euro-skeptic, the latter eclectic in his thinking and actions in regard to the community.  Brown as Prime Minister is no more sympathetic to the European enterprise, including EMU, than was Brown the Chancellor.  Sarkozy has tacked to all points of the compass, evincing no considered, coherent view of how France and French interests are linked to what the EU does or is.  He at different times has pronounced a new European dream, a new French dream and even a new Mediterranean dream.  (Turkey explicitly has no place in the first of these).   Angela Merkel, by contrast, holds true to the German tradition of promoting the Union as a matter of principle and practice – Berlin’s greater readiness to protect its own interest in that context notwithstanding.  

On matters of external relations, she is a staunch multilateralist – whether it is missile defense, Afghanistan, approaches to Israel/Palestine, or nuclear non-proliferation.  She, like the entire German political class, was upset by the French President’s signing a set of nuclear cooperation cum arms export agreement with Murramar Ghaddafi.  Uneasiness about prospects for the Franco-German couple as a constructive partnership in managing community affairs is accentuated by Sarkozy’s manifest enthusiasm for New Labor’s view of the world, as punctuated by the announcement of a commitment to hold monthly strategy sessions with Gordon Brown.   The three leaders do share one important idea about world affairs.  It is their conviction that close ties to the United States are imperative.  All hold to the proposition that maintaining Euro-American solidarity trumps developing a European political personality or fostering CFSP.  Indeed, there is a definite inclination to give Washington the benefit of the doubt even where skepticism exists about the probity of its judgment or the deftness of its diplomacy.  Brown, Merkel and Sarkozy are Atlanticist by instinct, by cultural attraction, by admiration of the American socio-economic model and, especially in Sarkozy’s case, because that is where the action is.
  So powerful are those sentiments, they seem impervious to the Bush administration’s serial failures, reckless tendencies, its unilateralist recidivism, the President’s unpopularity and lame-duck status, or – indeed – to popular opinion among their own constituents.  Sarkozy in particular has made a series of studied gestures to identify himself personally, and France, with America on the fraught issues of Iraq, Hamas, Iran, and the ‘war on terror.’

Conclusion

One marker of Europe’s future as a world power is clear.  There will be no initiative from the American side to modify that key relationship.  It, more than any other factor, continues to affect how Europe thinks about the world around it. Washington enjoys too many advantages from it to want significant behavioral changes. The practical benefits of having what is potentially the world’s second strongest power center unsure of its identity, deficient in will, and ready to find compensation in dependence on the United States are manifest.  To the current Bush administration, this state of affairs suits perfectly their dedication to exercise hegemonic dominance.  It promises supporters and allies on American terms when American wants them.  On another plane, Americans’ sense of self, along with their sense of the country’s exceptional place in the grand scheme of things global, is gratified by two aspects of these Euro-American realities.  Emulation of what is thought and done across the Atlantic is applauded as conforming to the natural order of things.  Moreover, the absence of a serious European challenge, political or conceptual, spares Americans either critical self-examination of those postulates so basic to the national persona or the exertions required to keep down a rival.  The family ties with Europe strengthen both feelings since the unique virtues of American society are taken to be the ultimate expression of Western civilization’s superiority generally.  That attitude means is up to the Europeans to change – for their own sake and also for America.   If they are too timid, too fractious, and too habituated to playing off an American lead, then the European Union will fail to create its fair share of public goods.  An under-supplying Europe runs the risk of being devalued by others as a force to be reckoned with in international political and security affairs.
This line of reasoning will prevail whoever occupies the White House in 2009 – contrary to much hopeful opinion in European capitals.  There is neither evidence from candidates’ declarations and the discourse of the American foreign policy community nor a persuasive counter-logic to conclude otherwise.  The next president surely will be less impulsively unilateralist and more calculating as to the advantages of bring along allies.  The White house still will face a set of pressing issues – Palestine, Iran, and most certainly Iraq in one dire strait or another.  Each will engage major American interests.  Each will require decisive action.  Each will incline an administration to keep its own counsel and to rely ultimately on its own judgment.  One need only monitor the discourse within the American foreign policy community to appreciate how natural it is for Americans to place themselves in the position of command – figuratively and literally.  The dialogue is punctuated with they musts’ and ‘we should make clear to thems.’  The ‘they’ is everyone from close allies to enemies to all those implicated in the matter at hand.  Advice and guidance from others,  including European capitals, will not be actively sought.  
The global loss of trust in the United States has exacerbated the Europeans’ predicament.  A less effective American foreign policy aggravates regional problems.  A less credible United States whose ideals are eroded by egregious acts delegitimizes the West as a whole.  Together, they raise the stakes on Europe filling the gap in both effectiveness and legitimacy.  The former challenge is neither recognized nor engaged as Europeans suffer from the residual instincts of reliance on Washington and from their own self doubts.  The latter depends on meeting two preconditions: crystallizing a collective identity commensurate with prevailing sentiment, and reconciling that political identity with the hard choices imposed by an unruly world that does not necessarily yield to the enlightened thinking that is the core of that identity.  

Perhaps most debilitating is the sense that what Europe decides, what it does, - or even whether it does nothing at all – cannot determine its future.  That is because a willful America pronounces on the matters that count most, because Europe is unable to counteract or deflect it, and thus in some profound way Europe is irrelevant to the great issues of the day.  There could be no better example of a self-fulfilling, if silent, prophecy.




NOTES





� The arduousness of the transformation that led to the Europe enjoyed today can be easily forgotten.  The distress of the postwar years is brought back by Tony Judt in Postwar: A History of Europe Since 1945 (New York: Penguin, 2005).





� Two noteworthy reflections on the European ‘difference’ are offered by Tony Judt, ‘The Future of Decadent Europe,” and Giles Andreani, “Decadent Europe Revisited” as part of the Brookings Institution’s U.S.-Europe Analysis Series February 2006. 





� The upswing in positive feelings toward Brussels was recorded in a series of Eurobarometer, and other polls taken in the Spring and Summer of 2007.  Eurobarometer figures were presented in Fondation Robert Schuman The Letter May 22, 2007.





� Max Weber Economy and Society, Vol  I (University of California Press, 1978).





� There is an inherent paradox to the philosophy of reason and reasonableness that sustains the European enterprise.  It traces back to Enlightenment thinking.  As Pierre Hassner recently has reminded us, the apprehension that “the universal rule of reason which was supposed to lead to the liberation of man could lead to a new form of oppression” became dreaded reality in the twentieth century.  “Either technical, instrumental rationality could become an instrument of power, hence of domination, or became the claim of rational universality could mean the repression of identities and differences.’  (Pierre Hassner, “Who killed nuclear enlightenment?’ International Affairs 83: 3, 2007). The European project admirably has laid those fears to rest – among member countries.  Their success owes to the stress on values of humanism to temper any inclination toward a system of technocratic dictatorship, the high importance accorded reciprocity at all levels, and – not least – the progressive dilution of sectarian identities that has made repression of other identities a moot question.  Realization that this success is a function of the whole package coming together sharpens the sense that universality in theory does not mean ease of emulation – tutored or organic - in practice.  The Balkan strife, followed by the dismal experiment in imposed democratization in the Middle East, has solidified those prudential instincts.





� The concept of socio-political postmodernism has a number of progenitors; among them, Christopher Coker, “Post-modernity and the end of the Cold War,” Review of International Studies (July 1992), and Stephen Toulmin Cosmopolis: The Hidden Agenda of Modernity (University of Chicago Press, 1990).  Robert Cooper first outlined his thinking in an essay, “The Postmodern State and the World Order” in Demos (1996). 





� I expand on these themes in Toward A More Independent Europe (Brussels: The Egmont Institute March,2007).





� What emanates from America intrinsically has great trend-setting potential for two reasons.  One is America’s reality based image as the home of the new and better.  Another is the country’s exceptional assets for disseminating what it originates: CNN, Hollywood, the English language. This is a theme of thoughtful continental commentary on the braided strands of American influence on European thinking.  See, for example, Hubert Vedrine France In An Age Of Globalization (Brookings, 2001); (Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institution, 2003).  See, too, Bertrand Badie L’impuissance de la puissance (Paris: Fayard, 2004). ”This phenomenon is much discussed in terms of American ‘soft power’ popularized by Joseph S. Nye, whose formulation is presented fully in Soft Power: The Means to Success in World Politics (Public Affairs Press, 2005). Moreover, in the realms of economics and management, American institutions, especially its universities, are uniquely able to confer status.  It works two ways   American thinking and its expounders are most likely to get an attentive, sympathetic hearing; and the status attached to American institutions can be transferred to foreigners - as individuals or as an institution - who associate with it.  To be a producer of a scarce good (and status is indeed a scarce good) is to be in a position of power.





� Dana H. Allin and Steven Simon, “America’s Predicament,” Survival Vol. 46, No. 4 (Winter 2004-05). 





� Robert Cooper, “Military Occupation Is Not the Road to Democracy,” New Statesman” May 3, 2004.  An approach that unduly stresses the ‘hardware’ of democracy characterizes the report issued by a panel of American experts assembled by the Council On Foreign Relations: In Support Of Arab Democracy: Why And How Madeleine K. Albright and Vin Weber Independent Task Force Report No 54 2005. Among its recommendations is the admonition that: “To reduce the possibility that Islamist movements will overwhelm more open Middle Eastern political systems, Washington should promote constitutional arrangements that would restrain the power of majorities to trample the rights of minorities.” pg. 5. For a reflective consideration of the complications encountered in the fostering of democracy by outside parties see Thomas Carothers Critical Mission. Essays on Democracy Promotion (Washington, D.C.: Carnegie Endowment For International Peace, 2004).  





� Reinhold Niebuhr  The Irony Of American History (New York: Scribner, 1951, pg.  79).





� On this theme, see the insightful analysis of Jack Miles, “Religion and American Foreign Policy,” Survival Vol. 46, No. 1 (Spring 2004). The moral compass of post-modern Europe seems more aligned with the New Testament.  Conciliation, harmony, redemption and an abhorrence of violence are hallmarks of contemporary political culture across much of Europe.  Hence, there was more empathy with, or at least tolerance of Jimmy Carter’s piety and Bill Clinton’s ebullient Baptism than with the hard-edged evangelism of George Bush that Europeans neither comprehend nor respect.





� The United States’ project in Iraq stunned them in its audacity as much as it sowed anxiety over its unwanted effects. Democracy transplanted as a paternalistic act of the West runs the risk of being rejected as something alien to the culture and mores of its recipient. The Iraqi enterprise produced more shock and awe, for these reasons, in Western Europe than it did among Iraqis accustomed to the ‘sturm und drang’ of incessant war, bombast and blood.  American hubris, American conceit, American power, American unwavering faith in its good intentions have engendered a mix of reactions. Apprehension and estrangement predominate.  More recently, they have been mingled with grudging respect for the United States’ perseverance in encouraging Iraqi democracy and its blunt talk to Egyptian and Saudi leaders – the exact portions varying from country to country, government to government, intellectual elite to intellectual elite.  There is now an apparent current of thinking that EU ideals and interests together dictate that Europe associate itself, somehow, with the American effort to encourage the opening and liberalization of Arab/Muslim societies. The coalescence of support for such a project, and consensus on how to execute it, must overcome the ingrained skepticism that, in part, is the residue of the bruising transatlantic exchanges. The multiple, often contradictory images of the United States and its world role held by Europeans are assayed with subtle insight by François Heisbourg, “American Hegemony? Perception of the US 


Abroad,” Survival Vol. 41 No. 4 (Winter 1999/2000).





� This is one theme developed by Timothy Garton Ash in his call for a reenergized, reoriented Euro-American partnership in Free World: America, Europe, and the Surprising Future of  the West (New York: Random House, 2004) pp.222-223.





� Not a single European leader has voiced public criticism of the strategy to undercut the legally elected Hamas government by all means available.  (Although an all-party Parliamentary Committee in the House of Commons did issue a scathing report criticizing iy and the British government’s complicity).  The violent Fatah-Hamas confrontation in Gaza, won by Hamas, wmet with sighs of satisfaction as it provided some kind of moral cover for a politically counter-productive policy.  See”Solana evoque un lien possible entre l’Iran, Gaza ey le Liban” Le Monde July 2, 2007.   The revealing response is summed up in “Ismael Haniyeh: “l’aveuglement” des Europeens est ‘decevant’” Le Monde July 12, 2007.  The European Union did not improve its position  as a possible mediator by having Javier Solana meet with Fatah leaders on the very day that President Abbas arbitrarily changed the rules for legislative elections in a blunt effort to disadvantage Hamas.





� Irritation over Sarkozy’s repeated upstaging of his European partners is especially sharp in Berlin.  See “Sarkozy’s Stolen Victories: France Goes It Alone” in International SPIEGEL August 31, 2007.





� All public opinion surveys confirm this assertion.   See, for example, the Harris survey conducted for the Financial Times in June 2007, “European see US as threat to peace” July 1, 2007; also, Transatlantic Trends, Key Findings 2007 that reports the results of an extensive opinion survey by The German Marshall Fund of the United States, September 2007.  On Hamas and Palestine, the official position of the British government was picked apart in a scathing report by an all-party House of Commons foreign affairs select committee.  Ben Hall and Daniel Dombley, “Hamas boycott criticized in UK” Financial Times August 13, 2007.   Colin Powell’s strongly stated conviction that opening a dialogue with Hamas was crucial for progress on Palestine went entirely unremarked, if not unnoticed in European policy circles. 


� Sarkozy has close family ties with the New York financial community; Brown has close professional and personal ties there.  


� Sarkozy gave fuller statement of his perspective on the world with special reference to Franco-American ties in his address to assembled French ambassadors in Paris, August 227, 2007.
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