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Europe’s emergence as a strategic actor in its own periphery is a develop-
ment with major significance for the transatlantic relationship and indeed
for international politics as a whole. In concert, the European Union (EUJ)
and the United States can do much to advance their interests and foster
stability and prosperity in Europe’s neighbourhood. Increased policy
competition in the regions, however, could poison the transatlantic rela-
tionship and exacerbate the challenges confronted by regional actors.

To judge by elite commentary on the overall state of the Euro-Amer-
ican relationship, one would expect the transatlantic dimension of the
EU’s new regional role to be fractious. Little more than a year after
the terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001 on New York and Washington,
the US and European governments were at loggerheads on a raft of inter-
national issues, and policy elites on both sides increasingly seemed to be
occupying different intellectual worlds. “The emotional gap may well
become deeper than it has ever been since the end of World War I,
warned Jiirgen Habermas.' If ‘Americans are from Mars and Europeans
are from Venus’, as Robert Kagan argued in a noteworthy essay early in
2002, nowhere should the two sides’ divergent perspectives be clearer than
in their approaches to regional issues.” And in the spring of 2003, the direst
predictions seemed to have been realized, with the transatlantic relation-
ship placed under severe strain by the war in Iraq.

Still, as the other chapters in this volume attest, the realities on the
ground of Europe’s periphery belied any simple portrait of steadily declin-
ing cooperation sliding into resentment and rivalry. Amid the diplomatic
chafing and the inevitable expressions of pique, the two sides cooperated
messily but ultimately successfully from the Gulf War to Bosnia, Kosovo
and Macedonia. Diplomats on both sides could put an essentially positive
gloss on US-EU cooperation in promoting peace and prosperity in
Europe’s periphery, citing the 1995 New Transatlantic Agenda and the
regularized and expanded US-EU policy coordination that has followed,
as well as a complex set of working arrangements between the European
Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) and NATO.

Elite anxiety over US-EU relations is thus driven more by expectations
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than by current events, Given the contretemps over Irag, the question is
not whether ties will fray but how badly. The worry is that over time the
two sides will be ever less inclined to cooperate and more inclined to
compete. To assess this anxiety it is not enough to cite the record of
US-EU cooperation on regional matters or to bewail the breakdown
caused by George Bush’s and Tony Blair’s insistence on disarming Iraq.
Editorializing about current trends in US-EU policy towards Europe’s
neighbouring regions — no matter how well informed and scholarly — is
also unlikely to add much of lasting value. Rather, it is necessary to
analyse the underlying structural setting of policymaking to see whether
the early harbingers of discord are likely to grow in significance. The pre-
sumption behind such an analysis is that in the absence of major change in
underlying conditions, major change in paiterns of behaviour is unlikely.
Any historian can name ifistances when this presumption was unfounded,
But the point is that it is usually right.

Scholars of international relations conventionally divide the underlying
structure into two broad categories. First are the ‘three I's” of liberal and
constructivist theories; identity, interdependence and institutions. These
factors are clearly very important in explaining the ability of the United
States and its European partners to work together. They have changed
only marginally since the end of the Cold War, however, and so cannot
explain significant change in the transatlantic relationship. Europe and the
United States retain their core liberal identities; they remain deeply inter-
dependent economically; and the democratic and multilateral institutions
they built domestically and internationally during the Cold War have all
remained in place. The chief changes that have occurred are increases in
transatlantic economic interdependence and EU integration, neither of
which should lead to a deterioration in relations, according to liberal and
constructivist theories.” Hence, while the ‘three I's’ may well explain con-
tinuity in the relationship and imply certain limits to the degree of
competition that might come to characterize it, to explain change we must
look elsewhere.

Accordingly, this chapter sets out a perspective on the future of the
transatlantic dimension of the EU’s new regional role based on the second
broad category: power relations, which have undergone a major shift from
bipolarity to unipolarity. Does the shift to a unipolar power structure
explain the changing tenor of US-EU relations, and, if so, with what por-
tents for transatlantic policy coordination in Europe’s neighbourhood?
According to neo-realist theory, unipolarity begets counterbalancing
against the United States by other powers, including Europe. Hence, neo-
realists fit the EU’s new assertiveness in its region into a narrative of coun-
terbalancing and potential geopolitical competition. Each new assertion by
a European politician or EU official that Europe must provide a ‘counter-
weight’ to the United States appears to butiress this narrative.’ Needless
to say, this is precisely how neo-realists interpreted the behaviour of
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France, Germany and Russia in the United Nations Security Council
negotiations regarding Iraq.’

In this chapter I show that the standard neo-realist rendering of the dis-
tribution of power is wrong. Balance of power dynamics are not pushing
the United States and the EUJ inexorably towards a competitive relation-
ship. However, key features of the transatlantic relationship — including
increased EU involvement in its periphery as well as endless disagree-
ments with the United States arising from clashing visions of world order -
are ail rooted in the distribution of capabilities. Change in this underlying
structure is likely to be slow and subtle, but the best bet is that for the next
10-20 years, changes will augur for an increase in the nettlesome aspects
of the relationship rather than a fundamental alteration in its character.

Of course, no social structure is determinate. Any structure in any
soctal realm may be overwhelmed by other causes. Eurepe and the United
States may fall out over the EU’s policies in its own region as a con-
sequence of causes having nothing to do with the distribution of power in
world politics. Scholars disagree strongly over the causal importance of
mainly material structures, such as the distribution of power, as opposed
to mainly non-material social relationships and factors emanating from
within the domestic politics of states. One way to test the veracity and
strength of structural theories is to make predictions derived from such
theories and monitor the results. That is the spirit that informs this
chapter.

The distribution of capabilities: US unipolarity and US-EU
incommensurability

Policymakers, pundits and scholars now increasingly agree that no system
of sovereign states has contained a leading state with the across-the-board
material preponderance the United States enjoys today. Less often noted
than this asymmetry of power is the incommensurability of power between
the United States and the EU. Europe is and will remain militarily inferior
to the United States, but it matches it in aggregate economic potential. It
is this mix of global unipolarity and bilateral power incommensurability
that provides the material setting for the transatlantic relationship.

Unipolarity

The standard view of unipolarity is that it enables US unilateralism, which
f:orrodes the multilateral institutions that govern the Euro-Atlantic secur-
ity community and stokes European resentment. This is true, but incom-
plete. Unipolarity also dampens geopolitical competition among Great
Pgwers, according to two influential theories. The theory of hegemony
stipulates that leading states foster international arrangements that are
stable to the degree that the leader is dominant.® The United States today
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enjoys a pre-eminence in nearly all the component elements of power that
is unprecedented in modern international history. As a result, its leader-
ship of the international system is less subject to challenge than that of any
past system leader, including Britain at its peak and the United States
itself in the early Cold War. At the dawn of the twentieth century, a mili-
tarily powerful Germany challenged Britain’s leadership. The result was
World War . In the middle of that century, US leadership seemed under
challenge by a militarily strong Soviet Union. The result was the Cold
War. What explains these conflicts and many others was the fact that the
leader led in one kind of power but not others, and thus seemed simultan-
eously threatening and vulnerable. The magnitude and comprehensiveness
of the United States’ lead over the other major powers makes it highly
unlikely that the world will be plunged into conflict by a challenge to US
leadership. Y

More surprising is that neorealist theory — best known for its prediction
of the imminent return of multipolarity — also predicts that as long as
unipolarity lasts, the major powers will not be plagued by the security
dilemmas that accompany balance-of-power politics. Because the United
States is simply too powerful to counterbalance, there is no need to cali-
brate, or possibility of calibrating, alliances to produce an equilibrium
among the major powers. Balance-of-power politics make great diplomatic
history precisely because they are pregnant with potential disaster; a few
miscalculations can produce an arms race or a war. Pundits often lament
the absence of a post-Cold War Bismarck to fashion a grand strategy for
Great Power peace. Luckily, as long as unipolarity lasts, we don’t need
one.

The new transatlantic testiness caused by Washington’s unilateral temp-
tation is but one side of unipolarity’s coin. The other side is decreased
geopolitical competition among major powers, which has the effect of
highlighting the apparent salience of lower-level conflicts. What used to be
considered low politics has become high politics because the unipolar dis-
tribution has helped clear the ofd high politics — arms races, brinkmanship
crises and wars among Great Powers — off the international agenda. So
unipolarity not only enables US unilateralism but also allows governments
on both sides of the Atlantic more leeway to squabble over matters that in
the bipolar era would have been considered secondary.

US-EU incommensurability

Europe’s aggregate economic potential matches the United States’, but its
military capabilitics are comparatively small, and declining in relative
terms. The result is an unbalanced power porticlio between the two part-
ners. This US-EU power incommensurability creates the classic precondi-
tions for what sociologists call status dissonance: the inability of actors to
sort out their rank in a prestige hierarchy owing to the fact that on some
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dimensions of status they are peers but not on others.’” Research in
biology, psychology, anthropology, sociology, medicine, economics and
history shows that humans appear to be hard-wired for sensitivity to status
and that status hierarchies are universal in social life.* Do US and Euro-
pean leaders crave status? While, as individuals, policymakers may be
influenced by the various status drives that science and social science have
identified, does this necessarily mean that these drives will be translated
into their behaviour as representative of their respective groups?

The answer is a qualified yes. One of the strongest empirical findings in
social psychology is that individuals who identify with a group transfer the
individual’s status preference to the group’s relations with other groups.’®
Hence, to the extent that Europeans transfer real decision-making power
to Brussels, the officials who act in Europe’s name can be expected to be
just as jealous of the EU’s standing in the world’s status hierarchy as
Washington officials already are. Close observers tend to ratify this expec-
tation. The implication is not that the quest for status will always dictate
each side’s preferences, but rather that periodically they will be willing to
subordinate more prosaic instrumental aims to the drive for status. The
question is the degree to which the underlying material structure provides
incentives or disincentives for this kind of behavior.

Status is a social-psychological phenomenon, yet sociologists from
Weber onwards have postulated a link between material conditions and
the stability of status hierarchies. When social actors acquire resources,
they seek to convert them into something that has more value to them
than the mere possession of material things: social status."Y When this con-
version process is blocked, tension builds and status hierarchies become
unstable."

When actors’ capabilities are incommensurate on seme dimensions,
they experience ambiguity about their relative status and have increased
difficulty reaching agreements. The reason is that all actors tend to be
biased in favour of higher status. Put simply, the status-inferior actor (in
this case, the EU) that achieves parity on one dimension of power (aggreg-
ate economic output}) is likely to expect greater deference from the status-
superior (the United States). But the status-superior actor that retains
dominance on at least some dimension (military capabilities) is unlikely to
treat the status-inferior as a peer.

Incommensurate capability endowments are thus likely to frustrate
US-EU relations as they upset the previously comparatively clear US-
dominated hierarchy. Not only will they feed status dissonance, they will
complicate bargaining on a range of issues. According to social exchange
theory, imbalances between reward and coercive power are likely to
corrode a relationship over the long run. And standard rational choice
models suggest that incommensurate power portfolios are likely to
increase uncertainty and thus the difficulty of striking mutually acceptable
bargains. There is, in short, a great deal of social science research suggest-
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ing that clearly equal or clearly unequal actors are more likely to get along
than actors who don’t know exactly where they stand.

Implications for US—-European partnership

In security matters, US-European partnership remains the default option
under unipolarity. While it is not mechanistically necessitated by the
system’s structure, it does represent the path of least resistance, and, for
many of the states concerned, the optimal strategy. US grand strategy is to
prevent the re-emergence of competitive multipolar regions in Europe and
Asia by maintaining a substantial forward presence in both regions. The
idea is to preserve the stability that US policymakers perceive is in their
own best interest while retaining Washington’s substantial influence in the
affairs of both regions. M&st officials believe that US leadership and
engagement are necessary conditions of order. Many note that the United
States uses the leverage it obtains by its leadership role to advance its
commercial and ideological interests in promoting trade, globalization and
democracy. The merits of the strategy can be debated, but the set of
beliefs that undergird it is hardly surprising for a state with the extra-
ordinary power advantage the United States enjoys. Great power usually
leads to expansive definitions of interest.

The best strategic response for other powers is to engage the United
States unless and until it becomes possible to create a real counterpoise. In
the absence of a restored balance, the other capitals face a strong incentive
to avoid becoming the focused object of US power. To be sure, the other
major powers sometimes will try to coordinate policies against Washing-
ton — witness the global policy coalitions on US national missile defence,
the Comprehensive Test Ban, the Kyoto Protocol on Global Warming, the
International Criminal Court, and, notably, Iraq. Balancing power means
increasing the real capabilities of other major powers to match those of the
hegemon. None of the policy bargaining by other major powers since the
end of the Cold War had even a remote potential to do this. Rather, these
efforts had the effect of altering the relative political costs to the United
States of pursuing various objectives. Such policy rows are politics, to be
sure, but they are nof genuine counterbalancing, geopolitical competition,
or a struggle for global primacy.

Indeed, much of the bickering over US policies is enabled by the fact
that the major issues that threaten Great Power wars are off the table.
Because real balance-of-power potitics and struggles for primacy are not
on the cards, European and other major powers face lower risks when
staking out independent stances on policy matters. But all such endeav-
ours remain vulnerable to the collective action problem. A policy coalition
against the United States is a collective good all members can enjoy
whether or not they pay for it, and so it is likely to be undersupplied.
Delection is always probable - as the EU and its High Commissioner for
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Foreign and Defence Policy, Javier Solana, discovered when Russia opted
out of the global coalition against national missile defence in the wake of
11 September.

Hence, Europe’s decision to continue a close partnership with the
United States is consistent with the other major powers’ responses to US
primacy. Unless and until the EU begins to acquire the material and
decision-making capabilities of a superpower, a critical mass of European
governments will probably prefer to bandwagon with the United States.
Given that Beijing and Moscow also essentially opt to bandwagon with
Washington most of the time, it is little wonder that Europe, which shares
many more basic interests and perspectives with the Americans, has
retained a close transatlantic alliance. And for their part, the Americans
could choose to ‘come home' and still remain secure, but given the temp-
tations of the US power advantage and the manifold external demands for
mvolvement that flow inevitably from its unipolar position, they are
unlikely to do so.

An underlying preference for engaging the United States does not
mean that other major powers will choose to bandwagon with Washington
on every issue. On some issues, European governments will choose their
own course, and on some they may- seek to recruit temporary partners
outside Furope. Depending on the strength of the US preference on these
issues, prospective opponents of US policy risk paying some political costs
for their opposition. It is impossible to predict which governments will
choose to risk such opposition on which issues. When one moves from the
realm of the security imperative of survival — the provenance of traditional
balance-of-power theory — to the more fluid realm of political bargaining,
no theory can generate specific predictions about specific state strategies.
The more tractable question is how far these bargaining dynamics are
likely to go in undermining regional cooperation or degenerating into real
competitive rivalry.

This is the essential context for contemporary status politics and
regional policy coordination among the major powers. The United States’
unprecedented global dominance is thus an existential threat to the status
(but not the existential security) of the other traditional Great Powers. To
the extent that they prize status above material rewards, policymaking
elites in other states may be willing to forgo potentially beneficial regional
cooperation with the United States if it comes at the expense of their
collective self-esteem. The incommensurability of their power portfolios
makes the United States and the EU candidates for status rivalry. Many of
the issues that divide them are complicated by status considerations. And
one of the impulses for further EU integration is the desire for inter-
national prestige.

Hence the elite commentary about diverging worldviews and clashing
policy stances that supposedly derive from different cultures and history
misses the point that were the power relations Lo be reversed, so would
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Europe’s and the United States’ attitudes regarding the use of force and
the efficacy of international law, Indeed, the transatlantic gap in world-
views and preferred strategies is partly an artefact of unipolarity and
incommensurability. Given its power and position, it is not surprising that
the United States resists further development of international regimes and
institutions in ways that might constrain it in the exercise of its military
power — the International Criminal Court being the best example.

The United States’ military prowess also inclines its elite towards
placing high value on military means in addressing security threats. Most
important in this respect is the US superiority in new and extraordinarily
expensive high-technology warfare. These capabilities allow decision-
makers to contemplate the use of force in ways that minimize casualties in
their own forces as well as among civilian populations. The result is a pref-
erence for new kinds of s{rategies - such as pre-emptive or even preven-
tive war — that other decision-makers rule out on prudential as well as
moral grounds.” The old moral rule that one should resort to force only in
clear and dire cases of self-defence is easier to follow when technology
permits only bloody and hard-to-contro! military operations. The old pru-
dential rule -- best represented by the now-deceased Weinberger-Powell
Doctrine - that leaders should go to war only over the gravest threats to
the nation’s security looks different when technology promises victory
with few allied casualties. New capabilities have presented US policy-
makers with new temptations that their European colleagues do not yet
face.

Thus, by the time the sun had set on 11 September 2001, the Bush
administration had already decided to frame its response to 11 September
as a ‘war’ on terror.” The evidence concerning that decision suggests that
had Al Gore been president that day, the response would have been sub-
stantively identical. The Bush administration’s new National Security
Strategy, to cite another example, makes the case for a general policy of
preventive war against rogue-state proliferators of weapons of mass
destruction (WMD). The argument behind the new doctrine is that the
United States and its allies will be much more secure in a world where
potentially trouble-making regimes are deterred from proliferating. One
of the many apparent motivations behind the Bush administration’s Irag
policy is to help establish such general deterrence of would-be WMD pro-
liferators. Many Washington policymakers believe that preventive wart
against Iraq will contribute to decades of deterrence against any who
might be tempted to follow Saddam Hussein's path (in addition to foster-
ing a large range of other potential upside benefits). The strategy’s merits
are debatable, but the point is that only a state with the global, high-
technology coercive power Washington has at its command would ever
conceive of such a policy.

EU policymakers also, not surprisingly, tend to place greater emphasis
on strategies that highlight capabilities in which they are strong. They tend
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to favour multilateral institution-building on a variety of fronts and are
much more inclined towards preventive diplomacy than preventive war,
While their solidarity with the United States on 11 September was sincere,
and their cooperation in Afghanistan and elsewhere significant, their sub-
sequent policies have reflected a rather different view from the Ameri-
cans’ ‘war on terror’: a framing of the problem as a police, intelligence and
policy issue that demands close multilateral cooperation within the EU
and with US agencies. Again, the merits of the approach can be debated,
but the point is that the EU lacks the material wherewithal to conduct a
global, high-technology war against terror and so has framed the issue in
the only way it could.

On both sides, these policy preferences easily translate into normative
judgements, moral assessments, and threats to, and defences of, collective
self-esteem. On the US side, the capability to use force in a wide variety of
circumstances reinforces the ideological baggage of traditional sovereign
statehood, especially decisive presidential leadership and old-fashioned
patriotism. In this context, EU policy approaches seem to many US policy-
makers and commentators to be naive, feckless, self-indulgent and irre-
sponsible, while EU criticisi of US policies is passed off as free-riding on
American leadership. Many Europeans, by contrast, view Washington’s
inclination to stress military force as immoral, and the EU’s work on
human rights, protection of the environment, international law and institu-
tions and its painstaking preventive diplomacy as morally superior to the
old power politics.

In sum, the nec-realist assessment of unipolarity is premature. Unipo-
larity fosters strategies of hedging, free-riding and bandwagoning, not
balancing. Tensions in the transatlantic relationship concern policy bar-
gaining stoked by status politics.

The severity of this competition is limited by three [actors, First, unipo-
larity substantially ameliorates the security problem among Great Powers.
In the past, considerations of status and security were inextricably inter-
twined. Now, status politics may assume a more independent role, includ-
ing on regional policy issues. But take away the main security threat, and
they are unlikely to assume the deadly form they did in the past. Second,
US-EU status politics are unlike those of earlier times, and not only
because the principal actors are democracies. US-EU incommensurability
is the opposite of the standard pattern of the past that featured status infe-
riors with outsized military power. This is the classic Russia—Prussia—
Germany-Japan-Soviet Union problem. The EU, if it continues to
develop as an economic giant while remaining a military pygmy outside its
immediate region, and it unifies enough really to be considered an inter-
national actor, will reverse this pattern.

Third, status competition is attenuated by the diffuse nature of
decision-making authority in the EU. Status competition presumes the
existence of coherent corporate actors on whose behalf decision-makers
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act strategically. If the EU were a state, the world would be bipolar in eco-
nemic terms. But economic comparisons between the EU and the United
States ignore the fact that the Union is not a state. Except in a few areas
(trade, antitrust), its formidable economic potential is not at the command
of a single strategic decision-making authority but rather is diffused
through extremely complex institutional arrangements.'” Owing to this
institutional gap, the transatlantic incommensurability of power is smaller
in reality than it appears in aggregate statistics.

Implications for US—European partnership in the EU’s
neighbourhood

The global setting is thus primed for a continuance of the transatlantic
partnership, but with ongotng and sometimes fractious policy bargaining
that is frequently stoked by status dissonance. What are the implications
for policy cooperation in the EU’s neighbourhood? it is important to
stress that the unipolar structure paradoxically increases the salience of
regional international politics across the globe for two reasons. First is the
declining pole-to-state ratio. The nineteenth-century international system
was composed of six or eight poilar states out of a total of roughly 30
significant powers. In the early Cold War there were two poles, but the
number of states had doubled to just over 70. Today there is one pole in a
system whose population has trebled to nearly 200 states. As a simple
matier of numbers, there is bound to be more going on in regional inter-
national relations in today’s system. Not only are the numbers of lesser
powers growing, so are their aggregate capabilities. By one measure, the
conventionally defined Great Powers comprised over 80 per cent of global
capabilities in the mid-nineteenth century, 65 per cent in the early Cold
War, but only around 53 per cent today."

Second, many regional dynamics are measurably less constrained by
Great Power politics than they were in the Cold War for purely structural
reasons. The current international structure is looser than Cold War bipo-
larity, even though it is more unequal. The gap between the most powerful
state and the rest is much larger now than under bipolarity, but the system
is less constraining on many important regions. This comparative loose-
ness does not mean that the system is not unipolar. On the contrary, it is a
result of the fact that unipolarity limits the very intense Great Power con-
tradictions that tend to force lesser powers to choose sides.

The contemporary international system, in short, is characterized by
unprecedented US hegemony within the Great Power club, and a novel
proliferation of lesser states outside that club. The likelihood that regional
dynamics will fall outside the limits of a polar state’s national interest or
capability is thus greater than in preceding systems. Because there are now
far more, and more capable, states relative to poles than in prior eras, and
because the abeyance of intense security rivalries among Greal Powers
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increases the latitude for regional interstate dynamics, there is a height-
ened demand for inter-state cooperation at the regional level. Notwith-
standing US primacy, teday’s international system puts a premium on the
ability of the United States and the EU to coordinate policy in the regions.

The bottom line is that because of the growing status dissonance
between the two sides, the potential complementarity between their power
portfolios and associated policy preferences is extremely difficult to realize
in practice. Any joint policy endeavour demands political bargaining and
the allocation of status-conferring goods, both real and symbolic. Who
controls the operation? Whose officials get the ‘decisive’ say? Who gets
how much credit? Who pays how much for what? From Bosnia, Kosovo
and Macedonia further afield to the Arab-Israeli dispute, Afghanistan and
prospectively in Iraq, the message from Brussels is, in Javier Solana’s
words, ‘We are no longer just financial donors, but are striving for political
influence.”’® But because the two sides place different values on their
respective contributions, determining how much political influence each
side should get becomes a contentious process.!’

The track record so far suggests that the United States, the EU and
European governments face serious problems in cooperating on regional
conflicts. In the Balkans and the Middle East, in particular, the newly
increased demand for policy coordination was on display, as was the diffi-
culty Europe and the United States had in rising to the challenge. In
Bosnia and Kosovo a clear pattern emerged of transatlantic tension over
the diviston of labour and political influence. In both cases, the Americans
eventually insisted on control over the pre-conflict diplomacy, and de facto
operational control over the military operations, but then sought to deflect
much of the subsequent peacekeeping and reconstruction to Europe. The
result was European rancour at having to pick up the pieces after US
operations over which the Europeans felt that they had no control and for
which they won no glory. The fact that the Americans’ ‘glorious’ armed
victories appear to come without shedding much American blood while
subsequent low-prestige European peacekeeping operations often
appeared to entail greater risk to troops only fed the bitterness. As NATO
Secretary-General Lord Robertson put it, the transatlantic relationship
cannot long endure ‘if the Americans do the cutting edge, while the Euro-
peans are stuck at the bleeding edge, if Americans fight from the sky and
the Europeans fight in the mud’." This very same pattern has re-emerged
in Afghanistan,

As Roland Dannreuther demonstrates in this volume {Chapter 10), a
different manifestation of the same problem occurred in the Middle East,
where the differing capabilities and partners of the United States and EU
might be thought to be usefully complementary. The EU’s effort to
enhance its role in the region at first met with concerted US resistance and
even outright sabotage. In the end, Dannreuther shows, the two sides
could only coordinate their policies effectively once Washington forced
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Brussels to accept its subordinate role in the process. Even then, as soon
as the complex, incremental, multilateral process of implementing the
Oslo accords - a process so amenable to the EU’s strengths as an actor -
gave way to renewed crisis and conflict, Brussels lost even the modest role
it had won in the latter 1990s.

Naturally, these problems arise in those circumstances where the EU
attempts to stake out a measurably independent role on an issue or in a
region where US policymakers have strong preferences and are accus-
tomed to the old hierarchy entailing automatic deference from Euro-
peans. As the previous chapters have demonstrated, this list of such
issues remains short. On Russia and the East-Central European former
Soviet states, Central Asia, the Caucasus, the Palestinian issue and the
Persian Gulf, these conditions have not been met, and Washington deals
mainly either with Europedn governments or with a relatively incoherent
EU.

Will the material setting endure?

The underlying power configuration favours a prolongation of the
US-European partnership, albeit with increased chafing, resentment and
discord. But how stable is the underlying power configuration? It is
impossible to predict the rise and fall of Great Powers with any precision,
but the preponderance of evidence suggests that those who expect the re-
emergence of multipolarity to occur in the next decade are underestimat-
ing the stability of unipolarity. For one thing, the United States is not
making it easy to catch up. For example, each year it spends 80 per cent as
much on defence research and development as all the other major powers
combined. And when it comes to high-end military capabilities, there is no
need to rehash the numbers that show how hard it would be for any state
to begin to close the pap. But there are several larger arguments — all
grounded in long-term trends and well-understood relationships - for the
durability of the current essential power configuration.

First, the overall gap separating the United States for other polar con-
tenders is very large, so closing it will take a long time. Any countervailing
change will have to be strong and sustained to produce a polarity shift.
Second, the United States s both big and rich, while ail other states are, at
most, either one or the other. It will take at least a generation for today’s
poor big countries (e.g. China, India, Russia) to become rich. Given
declining birth rates, the other rich countries (e.g. Germany, France, the
United Kingdom, Italy, Japan) cannot get big. Third, rates of economic
growth tend to converge as states approach US levels of GDP per capita.
Based on what we know of long-term growth patterns, it is unlikely that
the more wealthy countries of Europe and Asia will be able to grow sub-
stantially faster than the United States over prolonged periods as they
approach the US level of wealth per capita. Fourth, the end of the Cold






