
Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Ginger Yellow - 04-08-2008 10:01
_____________________________________

Maybe the neocons aren't so wrong about the State Department."One thing we never understood is that India has
always been the major threat for Pakistan," said former U.S. Ambassador to Pakistan Wendy Chamberlain, now the
president of the Middle East Institute.



Seriously, how the fuck do you not realise that?

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by ursus arctos - 04-08-2008 14:02
_____________________________________

That is jawdroppingly clueless.



Is Wendy Chamberlin really Reese Chamberlain in "Diplomatically Blonde"?

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Matej - 04-08-2008 14:46
_____________________________________

Wow. Clearly they never had to take geography or history classes during their entire lives.



Did no-one bother watching Gandhi?

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 04-08-2008 14:51
_____________________________________

Hmm. Maybe though, she was using "we" rhetorically, like you do when you want to point how you yourself were right
about something but "we" didn't act on it.



No? Okay.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Reed of the Valley People - 04-08-2008 17:59
_____________________________________

Even if she did mean it that way, she'd be wrong. I think everyone in America who knows where Pakistan is, roughly,
knows that they don't see eye-to-eye with India on a few things. Ghandi did win the academy award, after all.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Amor de Cosmos - 04-08-2008 18:12
_____________________________________

I think everyone in America who knows where Pakistan is,



How many people do you think that is though? (I'm not being entirely facetious either.)

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Reed of the Valley People - 04-08-2008 18:17
_____________________________________

Message Board - When Saturday Comes - The Half Decent Football Magazine FireBoard Forum Component version: 1.0.2 Generated: 3 December, 2008, 06:52



Not many, but her statement seems to imply that the misunderstanding was among people who knew something about
Pakistan otherwise it doesn't really count as a misunderstanding or non-understanding.



I mean, you wouldn't say of somebody who has never heard of cricket "they just don't understand how to handle leg-spin
bowling." It's true, perhaps, but sort of meaningless.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Inca - 04-08-2008 19:15
_____________________________________

Considering that someone that could be the next president talked about the "Iraq/Pakistan border," I'm not surprised.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by And I am the Life - 05-08-2008 15:41
_____________________________________

I for one didn't know how fucking big pakistan was. particularly the bit at the top that no-one controls.



There's an unusual set of statistics in the book "the wisdom of crowds" that goes something like a University of Maryland
poll found that americans in general think that they should spend 1 dollar on foreign aid for every three dollars on
defence. The simultaneously think that they spend too much on foreign aid even though in reality they actually spend 19
times as much on defence as foreign aid. Which is because they think that they spend 24% of their entire budget on
foreign aid, (it's actually less than 1%)



There are a lot of incredibly poorly informed, and deliberately misinformed people in the US. (though the gist of the book
is that on average they make the right decisions, though I feel that the book doesn't take into account the skewing effects
of the mass media, and the limited range of options put in front of the population.)

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 05-08-2008 15:45
_____________________________________

Maybe they unconsciously conflate foreign aid and foreign intervention/presence.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Gangster Octopus - 05-08-2008 16:35
_____________________________________

Maybe they feel that fired bombs and bullets are donations...

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 05-08-2008 17:00
_____________________________________

Actually the problem with most clueless Americans  (I would hazard) is that their hearts are basically in the right place.
They truly see Iraq as a noble enterprise, which it certainly could be made to seem in the naive, hazy-rosy world they
choose to inhabit.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by And I am the Life - 05-08-2008 17:16
_____________________________________
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Maybe they unconsciously conflate foreign aid and foreign intervention/presence.



I think that a lot of it is actually down to the belief in american exceptionalism, and that america's involvement in the
outside world is almost entirely  altruistic, and that foreign policy is actually america being a non-interventionist country
being dragged into foreign adventures almost against its will in order to make the world a better place. Hence the
enormous over estimation of the amounts spent on foreign aid (particularly given the amount of attacks in the media on
aid to africa etc)



I wonder how many americans see america as a huge commercial empire, with its military tentacles reaching into nearly
every country on earth is support of their enormous business concerns.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by ursus arctos - 05-08-2008 17:32
_____________________________________

Not enough.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by And I am the Life - 05-08-2008 17:49
_____________________________________

what would happen if more did?



It seems to me that a large part of american politics seems to hang on this notion of ignoring what happens in the outside
world, and the role of america in it. What would happen if more americans were to suddenly realise that the way that
things are (cheap gas, globalisation, american allies) wasn't actualy the natural order of things, and that that modern
globalisation could only take place under the umbrella of enormous american military power and intervention in other
countries. 



Would we see a massive lurch back to the non-interventionism of the pre-ww11 era, or would interventionism get more
pronounced?

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by ursus arctos - 05-08-2008 18:00
_____________________________________

I really don't know.



On the one hand, there is a very strong isolationist streak in the US body politic that goes back as far as George
Washington's strictures about "avoiding entangling alliances".  On the other hand, such an isolationist stance was never
really compatible with the country's geographic and economic weight (even in the 18th c.) and is even less reasonable
now.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 05-08-2008 18:12
_____________________________________

And I am the Life wrote:

I think that a lot of it is actually down to the belief in american exceptionalism, and that america's involvement in the
outside world is almost entirely  altruistic, and that foreign policy is actually america being a non-interventionist country
being dragged into foreign adventures almost against its will in order to make the world a better place.



To be fair, Americans of a certain age didn't exactly come by that habitual worldview entirely dishonestly, and no doubt
many have succeeded at instilling it in their children.
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Hence the enormous over estimation of the amounts spent on foreign aid (particularly given the amount of attacks in the
media on aid to africa etc)



I wonder how many americans see america as a huge commercial empire, with its military tentacles reaching into nearly
every country on earth is support of their enormous business concerns.



Is the lower case 'american' some kind of (cheesy) deliberate rhetorical device? You're capitalizing other words, so I
have to ask.



I think many more Americans have come to realize that but don't understand why it could be a bad thing yet. One should
also at least pay lip service to how problematic the ramifications of moving to demilitarize the United States would be in
their own right.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by And I am the Life - 05-08-2008 18:31
_____________________________________

To be fair, Americans of a certain age didn't exactly come by that habitual worldview entirely dishonestly, and no doubt
many have succeeded at instilling it in their children.



I don't doubt for one moment the sincerity of the beliefs of the individual americans who hold this belief. It's just not a
very accurate one though. 



I'm also not talking about demilitarizing the United states, because as far as I can make out the alternative to an
american Hegemony is not the free interaction of democratic independent states, but a chinese and to a lesser extent
Russian hegemony, and to be honest, fuck that.



As China starts to flex its muscles, and Russia gets more aggressive (why exactly do they need six new aircraft carrier
battle groups?) perhaps the time is going to have to come for america to be a bit more honest about it's role in the
outside world and stop waiting for opportunities to be provoked against its will into wars designed to increase it's political
power ("remember the maine/lusitania/Pearl Harbour/tonkin/9-11")



(I don't really care very much about the use of capitals)

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 05-08-2008 18:46
_____________________________________

("remember the maine/lusitania/Pearl Harbour/tonkin/9-11")



Oh what a giveaway.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Reed of the Valley People - 05-08-2008 22:21
_____________________________________

Are Americans especially unique in having, in general, such a ridiculously rose-colored view of their Government's
influence in the world? 



Maybe it's just a case of power corrupting.

Just spitballing here, but maybe France or Germany or the UK or Canada would appear just as ugly and blood-thirsty if,
by some random happenstance, they were the most powerful country on earth.



I'm not asking this rhetorically. I know that Americans are a lot more cut off from the rest of the world, in more ways than
one, are are therefore pretty ign'rnt about it, but there is an awful lot of really nasty right-wing fuckers all over Europe,
Japan, China, Australia, Africa, South America - maybe even Canada. What if they suddenly had some power?



I mean, we sing the National Anthem at ballgames but on the other hand our equivalent of the National Front doesn't do
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nearly as well in the polls as it does in many European countries.



Maybe that's the wrong comparison.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 05-08-2008 23:31
_____________________________________

Reed of the Valley People wrote:

Are Americans especially unique in having, in general, such a ridiculously rose-colored view of their Government's
influence in the world?



I think they tend to have a rose-colored view of their government's intentions, but they're (by now) thoroughly versed in
how those intentions might "go awry." And they're more aware than ever of being hated internationally I would say. I'd
say the guilt factor is at or near a historical peak right now (which may however not be all that high in absolute terms).



The other problem is that "our government's influence in the world" is a pretty opaque thing to try and come to terms with,
since it's so tied up in dealings and goings on the average citizen can not expect to know much at all about, or be able to
know if he tried looking into it. Much of American influence is dictated by corporations, or some hazy connection between
them and the government, and I think most people just don't have the time or wherewithal to truly understand what goes
on.



Maybe it's just a case of power corrupting. Just spitballing here, but maybe France or Germany or the UK or Canada
would appear just as ugly and blood-thirsty if, by some random happenstance, they were the most powerful country on
earth.



You mean sort of like those times when the UK or Germany actually were the most powerful countries on earth? The
U.S. surely compares at least somewhat favorably to those eras.



I'm not asking this rhetorically. I know that Americans are a lot more cut off from the rest of the world, in more ways than
one, are are therefore pretty ign'rnt about it, but there is an awful lot of really nasty right-wing fuckers all over Europe,
Japan, China, Australia, Africa, South America - maybe even Canada. What if they suddenly had some power?



I mean, we sing the National Anthem at ballgames but on the other hand our equivalent of the National Front doesn't do
nearly as well in the polls as it does in many European countries.



Maybe that's the wrong comparison.



What's our equivalent of the National Front supposed to be? And what's wrong with singing the national anthem at
ballgames?

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by ad hoc - 06-08-2008 06:28
_____________________________________

When was Germany the most powerful country on earth?  About half an hour in 1940?  



The US doesn't really have an equivalent of the National Front because the Republican Party is enough of a broad
church to include the really vile extremist wackos in it's ranks (I'm thinking your Jerry Falwells and your Pat Robertsons). 
When the mainstream right wing party is right wing enough the far-right party tends to shrink/disappear - the BNP in
England virtually vanished under Thatcher.  



Singing the national anthem at sporting events is just fucking weird.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Gangster Octopus - 06-08-2008 09:49
_____________________________________
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ad hoc wrote:

When the mainstream right wing party is right wing enough the far-right party tends to shrink/disappear - the BNP in
England virtually vanished under Thatcher.

Actually it was the National Front who were (accidentally) destroyed by Thatcher; the BNP came along later.  



ad hoc wrote:

Singing the national anthem at sporting events is just fucking weird.

Quite.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 06-08-2008 10:04
_____________________________________

AIATL's approach to capitalisation is, I honestly think, completely random. I wouldn't take offence. He's being honest
about not caring, as well.



Anyway, I think what strikes us Euros as even odder than singing the National Anthem at non-international sporting
fixtures is the fact that it never strikes Americans as odd. 



I mean: ostentatious, emotionally overwrought, collective public displays of patriotism, marked by strong social pressure
to conform (as you'll know if you've ever sat through the Anthem). 



Whose interests are these rituals serving? To ask the question is to answer it. Or so it looks to a left-leaning European.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Andy C - 06-08-2008 10:09
_____________________________________

And compounding the oddness is the phenomenon (rooted in America but becoming increasingly common over here on
this side of the Atlantic) of the anthem as a solo performance and so becoming something other than a "collective display
of patrirotism" - or, at any rate, a passive one.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Ginger Yellow - 06-08-2008 10:15
_____________________________________

"I think they tend to have a rose-colored view of their government's intentions, but they're (by now) thoroughly versed in
how those intentions might "go awry." "



Really? I mean, sure there are a lot of well informed liberalish people who are fully aware of the bad the US has done
while still believing that it's a force for good overall, but I'd argue there are many more people who are simply ignorant (of
eg Iran-Contra or Guatemala or whatever) or who insist that these intentions only go awry because those damn liberals
keep stabbing America in the back.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 06-08-2008 10:16
_____________________________________

Their anthem's unsingable by mortals, that's the root of that. 



And it's happening over here because people with money who want more money, who make these decisions, subscribe
to a kind of cargo cult: "If we copy the way Americans stage sporting events, we'll become properly US-style rich, not just
Limey rich."

============================================================================
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Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by ursus arctos - 06-08-2008 10:41
_____________________________________

I've mentioned before the Star Spangled Banner was the first song that I knew all the words of, because of its ubiquity in
baseball and my obsession with the sport from age 2.  It didn't seem weird then, but it definitely did as time passed and
all such public displays of "patriotism" got caught up in the debate over Vietnam (say by age 7, I stopped singing entirely
by age 8 and started not the stand shortly thereafter).  That said, it was never as weird as the Pledge of Allegiance,
which struck me as bizarre even at age 5 (why would anyone pledge allegiance to a flag?).



And yet there is also an argument that the ubiquity of these displays in the US makes them less meaningful than they
may seem to be to outsiders.  Consider institutions like the Queens' Speech and the general way in which Britain
presents the Royal Family to the world, and how congruent that image is with what the Great British Public actually thinks
of the Windsors.



Bruno has the advantage of being in the US (where I have not been for more than 10 days at a time since 9/11), so I give
his view of the current reality a lot of credence.  At the same time, I share GY's view of there being a very significant
portion of the electorate that is genuinely ignorant and/or deluded.  We've remarked before on how few US citizens have
passports and how few of those who have been anywhere other than Mexico or Canada.  That is a massive difference
with the current reality of the average Western European, and it makes a difference.  



At the same time, having lived in Britain, Belgium, France, Germany and Italy and visited virtually every other European
country, I'm not convinced that "Europeans" are materially more informed about their country's "place in the world" or that
they hold instrisically more incisive opinions on such issues.  This is particularly true when the latest initiative can be
seen as the continuation of existing policy; in both cases there tends to be a more robust debate when it represents a
break with the past (as with Germany's committment of combat troops in Afghanistan).  



There is a tremendous amount that is either taken for granted and/or simply ignored on both sides of the Atlantic.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 06-08-2008 10:48
_____________________________________

At the same time, having lived in Britain, Belgium, France, Germany and Italy and visited virtually every other European
country, I'm not convinced that "Europeans" are materially more informed about their country's "place in the world" or that
they hold instrisically more incisive opinions on such issues. 



I think you're dead right there.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Ginger Yellow - 06-08-2008 11:01
_____________________________________

Oh, definitely. I do think America's political amnesia is more or less unique, though (among Western democracies). I
know I keep banging on about it, but the fact that there are/were so many convicted Iran-Contra conspirators in the Bush
administration, and basically nobody gave a shit, is simply mindblowing.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 11:05
_____________________________________

Gangster Octopus wrote:

ad hoc wrote:

Singing the national anthem at sporting events is just fucking weird.

Quite.



translation: countries with traditions different from my own often frighten me.

============================================================================
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Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by ursus arctos - 06-08-2008 11:07
_____________________________________

GY, is is really that different than the general indifference with regard to Blair's torpedoing of the Serious Fraud Office
inquiry into BAE?

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 11:07
_____________________________________

Ginger Yellow wrote:

"I think they tend to have a rose-colored view of their government's intentions, but they're (by now) thoroughly versed in
how those intentions might "go awry." "



Really? I mean, sure there are a lot of well informed liberalish people who are fully aware of the bad the US has done
while still believing that it's a force for good overall, but I'd argue there are many more people who are simply ignorant (of
eg Iran-Contra or Guatemala or whatever) or who insist that these intentions only go awry because those damn liberals
keep stabbing America in the back.



There's always going to be the 20-30% who feel that way, but as of 2008 most Americans feel the Iraq invasion was a
mistake.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by ursus arctos - 06-08-2008 11:08
_____________________________________

BTW, it is also "f*cking weird" to sing hymns before Cup Finals.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 06-08-2008 11:14
_____________________________________

BrunoMaggiore wrote:

translation: countries with traditions different from my own often frighten me.



You seriously think that's what's meant? Come on.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 11:14
_____________________________________

Ginger Yellow wrote:

Oh, definitely. I do think America's political amnesia is more or less unique, though (among Western democracies). I
know I keep banging on about it, but the fact that there are/were so many convicted Iran-Contra conspirators in the Bush
administration, and basically nobody gave a shit, is simply mindblowing.



I can't but agree with you, having never gotten over the fact that George H.W. Bush should have gone to prison before
he went to the Oval Office. However, a government scandal has to be of a certain stamp before it truly affects the
American conscience. Iran-Contra just looked to most like some shifty gamesmanship in the name of fighting
Communism, i.e. the greater good. And nobody understood what was really going on in Nicaragua. As scandals go
though it was more harmful to our constitutionality than most of the subsequent ones.

============================================================================
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Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Gangster Octopus - 06-08-2008 11:15
_____________________________________

ursus arctos wrote:

BTW, it is also "f*cking weird" to sing hymns before Cup Finals.

Rubbish.  It's totally fucking weird...

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 11:17
_____________________________________

Wyatt Earp wrote:

BrunoMaggiore wrote:

translation: countries with traditions different from my own often frighten me.



You seriously think that's what's meant? Come on.



No I don't know what's really meant, but I do know if you told a stadium full of American baseball fans that their singing
the national anthem was "fucking weird" they would sing all the louder while giving you the finger.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 06-08-2008 11:17
_____________________________________

ursus arctos wrote:

BTW, it is also "f*cking weird" to sing hymns before Cup Finals.



Yes, it is, though (a) I suspect it's been more thoroughly emptied of significance (few people get teary, for example); (b)
once a year is different from 2430 times a year; (c) the political agenda of Anglican hymn-singing is less tendentious than
that of US nationalism.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 06-08-2008 11:18
_____________________________________

BrunoMaggiore wrote:

I don't know what's really meant, but I do know if you told a stadium full of American baseball fans that their singing the
national anthem was "fucking weird" they would sing all the louder while giving you the finger.



What's your point?

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by ursus arctos - 06-08-2008 11:22
_____________________________________

"(a) I suspect it's been more thoroughly emptied of significance (few people get teary, for example)"



I've never seen anyone get teary at the Star Spangled Banner, but then I've only been to a few hundred games when it's
been played. 



"(b) once a year is different from 2430 times a year;"



Undoubtedly true, and it is really much more than 2430 times, given other sports, minor leagues, school games, etc. 
That said, isn't it possible that such repetition helps in "empyting it of meaning"?
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"(c) the political agenda of Anglican hymn-singing is less tendentious than that of US nationalism"



I presume this is a statement of your opinion, as opposed to a claim of fact.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 11:25
_____________________________________

Wyatt Earp wrote:

BrunoMaggiore wrote:

I don't know what's really meant, but I do know if you told a stadium full of American baseball fans that their singing the
national anthem was "fucking weird" they would sing all the louder while giving you the finger.



What's your point?



That's my question actually, what is your point? Is calling something "fucking weird" just a crude way of saying "kinda
different" or does it hint at something nefarious? i.e.,



"ostentatious, emotionally overwrought, collective public displays of patriotism, marked by strong social pressure to
conform (as you'll know if you've ever sat through the Anthem)."



I mean that's a pretty tendentious reading of what goes on at the typical ballgame isn't it? I see it as a completely
innocuous tradition, if one that certainly outrages good taste more often than not.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 11:28
_____________________________________

Also, ursus is exactly right that the tradition of singing everywhere it has been all but emptied it of significance for most
people. However, times of national unity/crisis can certainly rejuvenate its meaning.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Ginger Yellow - 06-08-2008 11:28
_____________________________________

Iran-Contra just looked to most like some shifty gamesmanship in the name of fighting Communism, i.e. the greater
good. And nobody understood what was really going on in Nicaragua. As scandals go though it was more harmful to our
constitutionality than most of the subsequent ones.



It's not even that, though, as far as I'm concerned. Even if it had been totally legal, it should have been a Suez scale
scandal resulting in the ending of the careers of everyone involved. I know you don't need reminding, but it helps to set it
out in plain terms. The US government secretly sold weapons to America's sworn enemy - one that brought down Carter
a decade earlier when he tried to stand up to them and fucked up - and used the money to fund some of the most vicious
terrorists the world has ever seen.  It's truly staggering. And then, to top it all off, barely a decade later, many of the same
people are back at the heart of an administration that claims to make fighting terrorism its central priority, and to have
"moral clarity". Watergate pales in comparison, and in fact I really can't think of a worse scandal in the last 50 years.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 06-08-2008 11:35
_____________________________________

Ursus, could you distinguish between a statement of opinion and a claim of fact? Aren't they the same thing? No-one
says "This is my opinion but I think it's false", surely?



Because, yeah, I think Anglicanism, which is what's being affirmed by the hymn-singing, is pretty politically fuzzy. That
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probably wasn't true at the time the custom was coined, but it is now. It's also subscribed to, actively, by a smaller
proportion of the crowd than is nationalism in the US.



I don't go along with the idea that ceaseless repetition robs the act of meaning, except in the limited sense that it makes
that meaning invisible, implicit and automatically assumed. Something that supports my position more than yours, I think. 



Certainly, were the intended effect to make Americans less inclined towards nationalism, we would have to assume
things weren't going all that well: surveys consistently suggest that nationalism runs at quite a high rate in that country,
compared to most countries with comparable economies and cultures.



Clearly, it's not your contention that none of your country's traditions are politically problematic, and I'm not quite sure
why you're letting this one off the hook. Bruno's perceived this as coming from a "We're better than you are" kind of a
motivation, but that kind of mistake wouldn't be your style normally. It may be that we're apt, with our history, to get a
whiff of fascism where there isn't one, but still: this repeated affirmation of love of country is not, by any reasonable
criterion, a politically neutral ritual. Surely we can agree on that.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 06-08-2008 11:38
_____________________________________

BrunoMaggiore wrote:

I see it as a completely innocuous tradition...



And ad hoc, GO and I see it as less innocuous.



Be that as it may, though, if "weird" means "at odds with the practice almost everywhere else", then it's weird.
Objectively. You might prefer "exceptional" or "distinctive", but outsiders are going to see the practice as weird.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Ginger Yellow - 06-08-2008 11:40
_____________________________________

No political agenda behind this at all.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by La Lanterne Rouge - 06-08-2008 11:52
_____________________________________

No. It's definitely weird. Because these are sporting events that have no link to the nation state, to national identity, to
anything particularly American. They're just people kicking/hitting/throwing a ball around. There's no sensible context for
having a national anthem here. Which makes it weird. It's like singing hymns before going to a restaurant or wearing a
football shirt for a normal night in the pub. It's weird because it's out of context.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 06-08-2008 11:55
_____________________________________

Yeah, or "Good morning, and welcome to today's meeting on bicycle contraflow in the Town Centre one-way system.
God I love this country. Now, we have apologies for absence from..."

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 06-08-2008 11:56
_____________________________________
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What's especially weird about our FA Cup final custom, of course, is that Abide With Me is a funeral hymn.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by ursus arctos - 06-08-2008 11:58
_____________________________________

Wyatt, I really wasn't trying to be contentious.  It just seemed that there was a real difference between the nature of your
3 statements.



To me, the first is obviously grounded in your personal experience and/or observation (and I as noted, that experience
differs from mine).  The second is what I would call a claim of fact and the third is your opinion (which I happen to share
personally, but don't think is capable of universal acceptance in the same way as the second statement is.  One need
only look at all the hoo hah at Lambeth to see that some people consider aspects of the Anglican tradition to be highly
political.



BTW, I don't know of any other country in the world where hymns are sung before sporting events (unless you consider
God Save America a hymn).



I'm also not following your point about repetition.  Why has "Abide with Me" been emptied of its meaning?  Is it because
you think that Anglican hymn singing has no material political element?  I genuinely don't understand your point.



I don't think I'm "letting this one off the hook", btw.  I've already noted that I stopped standing when I was 8 or 9.  The
degree to which the tradition (because that's how I see it, equivalent to the Seventh Inning Stretch) is periodically
hijacked by gingoist wackos (of whom we have more than our share) bothers the heck out of me.  I was appalled when
Steinbrenner and Giulani instituted God Save America in the 7th inning. What I can't tell is if you are asserting that it is a
political ritual for every single participant; I don't think it is.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 12:00
_____________________________________

Wyatt Earp wrote:

I don't go along with the idea that ceaseless repetition robs the act of meaning, except in the limited sense that it makes
that meaning invisible, implicit and automatically assumed. Something that supports my position more than yours, I think.



But we're disagreeing about what that "meaning" actually is aren't we.



Certainly, were the intended effect to make Americans less inclined towards nationalism, we would have to assume
things weren't going all that well: surveys consistently suggest that nationalism runs at quite a high rate in that country,
compared to most countries with comparable economies and cultures.



"Nationalism" can mean different things to different people. The national anthem is a cypher for unreflectively expressing
basic love of country; I doubt you could make the case that it's the slippery slope to fascism.



Clearly, it's not your contention that none of your country's traditions are politically problematic, and I'm not quite sure
why you're letting this one off the hook.



Because it's not politically problematic.



Bruno's perceived this as coming from a "We're better than you are" kind of a motivation, but that kind of mistake
wouldn't be your style normally.



No, not that, just part of the perennial need to bring Americans down several notches.



It may be that we're apt, with our history, to get a whiff of fascism where there isn't one, but still: this repeated affirmation
of love of country is not, by any reasonable criterion, a politically neutral ritual. Surely we can agree on that.



I agree that it can't be politically neutral insofar as every ritual is political in some way, but I also don't see expressing
basic love of country as an inherently a bad thing.
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Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Hieronymus of Hesselink - 06-08-2008 12:01
_____________________________________

The Irish national anthem, which is a terrible piece of music, is played before all matches in the All-Ireland gaelic football
and hurling championships. In my experience, about a quarter of the crowd sing it and the rest don't bother. The fans
also start bellowing en masse ("Come on the Dubs!" "Go on Kerry!" etc) well before the end of the song.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 06-08-2008 12:02
_____________________________________

What I can't tell is if you are asserting that it is a political ritual for every single participant; I don't think it is.



No, but that's setting the bar rather high. There were probably plenty of people who went to Nuremberg rallies mainly for
the piss-up afterwards. (Not that I'm claiming any parallel, etc etc.)

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 06-08-2008 12:04
_____________________________________

No, not that, just part of the perennial need to bring Americans down several notches.



Oh, talk sense.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by ursus arctos - 06-08-2008 12:04
_____________________________________

Laterne, the perceived link at the time the tradition started was that baseball was the "national pastime", essentially the
country's official sport (see also "as American as baseball, hot dogs and apple pie).   It was copied by other sports.



But there is also a long tradition in the US of the anthem being played at all kinds of public gatherings, going back at
least to the tradition of towns having their own bands that gave regular public concerts.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 06-08-2008 12:05
_____________________________________

The national anthem is a cypher for unreflectively expressing basic love of country;



Yep.



 I doubt you could make the case that it's the slippery slope to fascism.



Not fascism exactly, no.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 06-08-2008 12:06
_____________________________________

...I also don't see expressing basic love of country as an inherently a bad thing.
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Yeah, well, I do.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by ursus arctos - 06-08-2008 12:07
_____________________________________

Were there piss-ups after the Nuremberg rallies?  Riefenstahl never filmed those?



Of course it's setting the bar high, but I really don't know where you've set it.  Is the claim just that there is a political
aspect to the tradition?  That some participants consider it an important part of nationalist propaganda?  Those seem self
evident to me.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 12:11
_____________________________________

Wyatt Earp wrote:

No, not that, just part of the perennial need to bring Americans down several notches.



Oh, talk sense.



Okay, but on the other hand, I'm not effortlessly pivoting from a national anthem at baseball games to the Nuremberg
rallies.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 06-08-2008 12:14
_____________________________________

ursus arctos wrote:

Were there piss-ups after the Nuremberg rallies?  Riefenstahl never filmed those?





Well, the beer in Franconia's spectacular, so if there weren't, the Nazis were missing an opportunity.





Of course it's setting the bar high, but I really don't know where you've set it.  Is the claim just that there is a political
aspect to the tradition?  That some participants consider it an important part of nationalist propaganda?  Those seem self
evident to me.



That's pretty much it, yeah. 



As I say, I think that part of the European response is visceral, and reflects the fact that over here, people who go around
gazing at flags and singing anthems at the drop of a hat tend to be fascists. And I don't think the idea that it's fascist is
sustainable.



But I do think the US expends a lot of collective effort shoring up patriotism, and that this patriotism is bound up with
exceptionalism, and that both the patriotism itself, and its exceptionalist streak, have consequences for the rest of the
world that aren't uniformly benign.  



Baseball was invented over here, of course. Maybe y'all should sing GS the Q.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 12:15
_____________________________________
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Wyatt Earp wrote:

...I also don't see expressing basic love of country as an inherently a bad thing.



Yeah, well, I do.



Then presumably you think the nation state should be abolished, and/or that no nation state can be worthy of being loved.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 06-08-2008 12:20
_____________________________________

BrunoMaggiore wrote:

Okay, but on the other hand, I'm not effortlessly pivoting from a national anthem at baseball games to the Nuremberg
rallies.



Neither am I, if what you mean by "pivoting" is "drawing parallels". I was arguing against the idea that because
something's not significant for all the participants, it's not significant. I've said, three fucking times now I think, that I don't
think the anthem-singing is fascist. Let me say it a fourth time: I DON'T THINK THE FUCKING ANTHEM-SINGING IS
FUCKING FASCIST.



I must admit I thought what I was doing there was totally clear, and that you're trying to muddy the waters, presumably in
support of your "knocking down a few pegs" interpretation. If I'm right, it's a waste of fucking time talking to you because
you've already decided how to spin everything anyone says.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by La Lanterne Rouge - 06-08-2008 12:21
_____________________________________

Thinking that it's completely assinine to love an arbitrary governmental institution like the nation state is not the same as
thinking it should be abolished.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Ginger Yellow - 06-08-2008 12:22
_____________________________________

The national anthem is a cypher for unreflectively expressing basic love of country



Well that's precisely the point, isn't it. In much of Europe, unreflectively expressing basic love of country is considered a
bit weird, for pretty obvious historical reasons. Unreflectively expressing basic love of country at every possible
opportunity (and even more so, the reification of it through lapel pins, fucking enormous flags, and pledging allegiance to
a flag rather than the country) is considered quite creepy. What we're not saying is that (most) Americans view these
rituals themselves in a way that is creepy.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by ursus arctos - 06-08-2008 12:23
_____________________________________

The Nazis missed lots of opportunities, which is why we aren't writing in German.



I also feel compelled to note that European Communists were also quite fond of "gazing at flags and singing anthems at
the drop of a hat".



But, as usual, I think we are essentially in agreement (except on the origins point, baseball certainly evolved from
rounders, but it isn't the same thing, to say that it was invented in the UK is as wrong as saying that it was invented by
Abner Doubleday in Cooperstown in 1839).

Message Board - When Saturday Comes - The Half Decent Football Magazine FireBoard Forum Component version: 1.0.2 Generated: 3 December, 2008, 06:52



============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 06-08-2008 12:26
_____________________________________

BrunoMaggiore wrote:

Then presumably you think the nation state should be abolished, and/or that no nation state can be worthy of being loved.



Well, I don't find nation states especially lovable, no, and I don't think they're necessarily the optimum form of political
unit, no (though as a reformist, I reckon that a "tear down the nation" agenda would, by creating instability, do more harm
than good). But we're not on about whether nation states in general are worthy of being loved. Are we?



I mean, if everyone got the opportunity, before every ballgame, to express "love" for a "nation state" of their choice, I'd
still think that was weird, but it would be harmless. But it's a collective, peer-reinforced, expression of love for the "nation
state" that just happens to be the one that, ooh look, nearly all the crowd are citizens of.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 12:27
_____________________________________

Wyatt Earp wrote:

But I do think the US expends a lot of collective effort shoring up patriotism, and that this patriotism is bound up with
exceptionalism, and that both the patriotism itself, and its exceptionalist streak, have consequences for the rest of the
world that aren't uniformly benign.



I think that patriotism in the U.S. is still a fairly spontaneous sentiment that doesn't require constant "shoring up." Our
modern sense of exceptionalism, of course, largely stems from having shored up Europe on two occasions when they
were doing their utmost to bring human civilization to an end. So if there's one thing guaranteed to leave a country with a
stubborn residue of exceptionalism, it's probably that. And of course there are negative ramifications, though they haven't
proved to be anywhere near as negative as the forces which may be said to have enabled this exceptionalism in the first
place. America was literally founded as an exception to the European status quo, after all, and it was Europe, by and
large, who eventually came around. But all good things must run their course, to be sure.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 06-08-2008 12:27
_____________________________________

ursus arctos wrote:

I also feel compelled to note that European Communists were also quite fond of "gazing at flags and singing anthems at
the drop of a hat".



Exactly. Cunts.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 06-08-2008 12:28
_____________________________________

Our modern sense of exceptionalism, of course, largely stems from having shored up Europe on two occasions when
they were doing their utmost to bring human civilization to an end. 



Oh, Jesus fucking Christ on a bike, not that one.



Are you being Comedy Online American?

============================================================================
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Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 12:29
_____________________________________

La Lanterne Rouge wrote:

Thinking that it's completely assinine to love an arbitrary governmental institution like the nation state is not the same as
thinking it should be abolished.



But a nation state is more than just an arbitrary governmental institution, surely. Many of them are based on ideas and
ideals.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 06-08-2008 12:32
_____________________________________

It was not very wonderful that Catherine, who had by nature nothing heroic about her, should prefer cricket, baseball,
riding on horseback, and running about the country at the age of fourteen, to books...



Jane Austen, Northanger Abbey, 1803.



Gawd bless King George.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 12:32
_____________________________________

Wyatt Earp wrote:

Our modern sense of exceptionalism, of course, largely stems from having shored up Europe on two occasions when
they were doing their utmost to bring human civilization to an end. 



Oh, Jesus fucking Christ on a bike, not that one.



Are you being Comedy Online American?



Well, ha ha, but people talk of American exceptionalism like it just bubbled up to the surface all by itself, because
Americans are a bunch of egotists. It was an inevitable byproduct of certain historical forces. And it's probably run its
course.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by La Lanterne Rouge - 06-08-2008 12:33
_____________________________________

BrunoMaggiore wrote:

La Lanterne Rouge wrote:

Thinking that it's completely assinine to love an arbitrary governmental institution like the nation state is not the same as
thinking it should be abolished.



But a nation state is more than just an arbitrary governmental institution, surely. Many of them are based on ideas and
ideals.



I can't agree with that at all. The nation state is defined by its (relatively arbitrary) geography (and, to an extent, the
cultural make-up of people who happen to be within those borders).



I can't really think of a nation that's defined by its ideas or ideals.



And even if there was, I still can't see the faintest reason for loving it. Qualified admiration and support if, at a particular
time, it was living up to the ideals. But love? Seriously?

============================================================================
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Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by ursus arctos - 06-08-2008 12:38
_____________________________________

C'mon Wyatt, you know that Austen was talking about a completely different game.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 12:38
_____________________________________

Ginger Yellow wrote:

Well that's precisely the point, isn't it. In much of Europe, unreflectively expressing basic love of country is considered a
bit weird, for pretty obvious historical reasons.



Look, Americans are more than capable of reflecting on why they 'basically' love their country, they just probably aren't
doing so during the national anthem (though maybe many are).



Unreflectively expressing basic love of country at every possible opportunity (and even more so, the reification of it
through lapel pins, fucking enormous flags, and pledging allegiance to a flag rather than the country) is considered quite
creepy. What we're not saying is that (most) Americans view these rituals themselves in a way that is creepy.



"Every possible opportunity" is just caricature. Fucking enormous flags are mainly the provenance of car dealerships, for
whatever reason. Lapel pins are worn by politicians because of the Rovian trap of being caught not wearing one, and say
nothing substantial about the general public's attitudes on patriotism. Most people could give a fuck about that. There's
nothing ritualistic about big flags, or about lapel pins except among national politicians and the self-obsessed media.



Pledging allegiance to the flag is another thing, and has a definite creep element, and is also a distinctly un-American
ritual.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 12:41
_____________________________________

La Lanterne Rouge wrote:

I can't agree with that at all. The nation state is defined by its (relatively arbitrary) geography (and, to an extent, the
cultural make-up of people who happen to be within those borders).



I can't really think of a nation that's defined by its ideas or ideals.



And even if there was, I still can't see the faintest reason for loving it. Qualified admiration and support if, at a particular
time, it was living up to the ideals. But love? Seriously?



Well, my wife isn't perfect either, but I still manage to love her. Maybe you're using the word "love" as though it means
"worship." One thing's for sure, if you don't love at least the idea of something, it's not going to last. I happen to love what
America stands for, or is supposed to stand for.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Ginger Yellow - 06-08-2008 12:41
_____________________________________

"I can't really think of a nation that's defined by its ideas or ideals."



Indeed - otherwise anyone who subscribed to those ideals would be a citizen (quite a cool idea, actually) and anyone
who didn't would be stripped of citizenship. Certainly Americans, and many non-Americans, think of the US as a nation
founded on ideals, but that doesn't mean its status as a nation state has anything to do with that.
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Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 06-08-2008 12:42
_____________________________________

BrunoMaggiore wrote:

Well, ha ha, but people talk of American exceptionalism like it just bubbled up to the surface all by itself, because
Americans are a bunch of egotists.



Who? What people? That's a million miles from any opinion I hold.



 It was an inevitable byproduct of certain historical forces. And it's probably run its course.



Well, "inevitable" is a can of worms, as is your dynamical, mechanist metaphor for history. But yeah, it's historically
contingent, certainly. 



I think it's more complicated than you claim. It predates WWII, but the ideology that was used to sell WWII to the
American people certainly influenced it in certain directions, and these have often been malign in the post-war context. 



The narrative that says "Europe fucked itself up, then we had to come in and sort out the mess" bears very little relation
to historical reality, traducing as it does both the resistance to Nazism within Europe and the vast contribution of the
USSR, but that was indeed the narrative that became important to Americans. And still, by the looks of things, misleads
at least one of them. 



The idea of "us" on a white charger coming in and rescuing the rest of the world from the forces of darkness: it's the post-
war narrative for both the US and the UK, inflected differently by those two cultures. Occasionally it may have done some
good, but it's got "us "both, not to mention that "rest of the world", into some horrible messes; few more horrible than the
one "we're" in now.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 06-08-2008 12:44
_____________________________________

Come on: "for whatever reason" won't do. Why don't car dealers everywhere have massive fuck-off flags?

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 12:45
_____________________________________

Ginger Yellow wrote:

"I can't really think of a nation that's defined by its ideas or ideals."



Indeed - otherwise anyone who subscribed to those ideals would be a citizen (quite a cool idea, actually) and anyone
who didn't would be stripped of citizenship.



I don't see how this follows actually.



Certainly Americans, and many non-Americans, think of the US as a nation founded on ideals, but that doesn't mean its
status as a nation state has anything to do with that.



What exactly do you mean by "its status as a nation state"?

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Ginger Yellow - 06-08-2008 12:46
_____________________________________

Pledging allegiance to the flag is another thing, and has a definite creep element, and is also a distinctly un-American
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ritual.



OFFS. Look, I see what you're getting at, but you can't simply say that a distinctly American ritual is a distinctly un-
American ritual and leave it at that. The whole point is that while Americans (in general) see these sorts of ritual as an
affirmation of American ideals and idealism, non-Americans often see them as a betrayal of them in favour of unthinking
nationalism - substituting the object for the idea.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 06-08-2008 12:47
_____________________________________

ursus arctos wrote:

C'mon Wyatt, you know that Austen was talking about a completely different game.



No, she was talking about a very similar game.



But yeah, I'm being a bit facetious: the modern form of the game in the US was codified there, no doubt about that.



(And a bloody good job the codifiers did, I should perhaps stress, in case anyone other than Bruno thinks I'm slagging off
American stuff in general.)

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by ursus arctos - 06-08-2008 12:48
_____________________________________

FWIW, they never did before the Reagan administration.  A lot of this crap is relatively new (at least to someone as old
as I am).

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 12:52
_____________________________________

Wyatt Earp wrote:

Come on: "for whatever reason" won't do. Why don't car dealers everywhere have massive fuck-off flags?



I don't know how that particular trend started. Some of them are hilariously big, though. They're quite awesome, and
definitely make the wind think twice before having a go at flapping them. Look, it's well established that Americans tend
to be much more at ease with silly expressions of patriotism/nationalism than Europeans. That's because our brand of
nationalism, or national ideals, strikes many if not most as having panned out quite well (cf the War for Independence,
the right side prevailing in the Civil War, World Wars I and II, the right side prevailing in the Cold War, rising peace and
prosperity, etc etc). Obviously the residuals of those past victories can only last so long, but the general feeling during
the 20th century was, hey, America's actually pretty legitimately great, and not just great in a Hitler or Red China phony
kind of way. So a big-ass flag just said, "How fucking great is that?"

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by ursus arctos - 06-08-2008 12:52
_____________________________________

"Americans (in general) see these sorts of ritual as an affirmation of American ideals and idealism"



GY, I don't think that's true at all.  I think that most people see them as content-less traditions (and less "sacred" than the
tradition of eating turkey on Thanksgiving).  There are excellent arguments that they are not in fact content-less, but that
doesn't mean that those arguments are shared by (or even apparent to) the majority of people who participate in the
tradition.

============================================================================
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Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 06-08-2008 12:54
_____________________________________

I happen to love what America stands for, or is supposed to stand for.



Well, this is certainly the root of the difference: American-ness is bound up with an ideology, as much as with a territory.



And one level I approve. In particular, I like the fact that "American" doesn't describe an ethnicity. But, you know,
nationalism is nationalism. It's never a good thing. And I think the ideology of American-ness is in itself problematic, not
to mention contested.



I mean, can you tell us what America is "supposed to stand for"? We could perhaps start from there.



I get your wife analogy, by the way. I've lost count of the number of times I've taken off my hat and gazed at one of her
skirts hanging on the line, while singing a song about how great she is. And she doesn't see that as creepy at all.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 12:54
_____________________________________

Ginger Yellow wrote:

OFFS. Look, I see what you're getting at, but you can't simply say that a distinctly American ritual is a distinctly un-
American ritual and leave it at that. The whole point is that while Americans (in general) see these sorts of ritual as an
affirmation of American ideals and idealism, non-Americans often see them as a betrayal of them in favour of unthinking
nationalism - substituting the object for the idea.



It's no longer a distinctly American ritual, FWIW. And saying something is 'un-American' ALWAYS, in usage terms, refers
to the American ideal, not the actual practice. Nowhere near as ubiquitous as it once was, unless I'm very much
mistaken. But we agree so I don't see what you're on about.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 06-08-2008 12:57
_____________________________________

And saying something is 'un-American' ALWAYS, in usage terms, refers to the American ideal, not the actual practice.



Yes. And you don't see this "American ideal" business as problematic, at all, in view of the history of that particular
usage?

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 12:57
_____________________________________

Wyatt Earp wrote:

Well, this is certainly the root of the difference: American-ness is bound up with an ideology, as much as with a territory.



And one level I approve. In particular, I like the fact that "American" doesn't describe an ethnicity. But, you know,
nationalism is nationalism. It's never a good thing. And I think the ideology of American-ness is in itself problematic, not
to mention contested.



The American ideal is that anyone can become an American. If you can overlook the territorial limitation that sort of
transcends nationalism doesn't it? (And yes, I know...)



I mean, can you tell us what America is "supposed to stand for"? We could perhaps start from there.



I would start with the Bill of Rights.
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I get your wife analogy, by the way. I've lost count of the number of times I've taken off my hat and gazed at one of her
skirts hanging on the line, while singing a song about how great she is. And she doesn't see that as creepy at all.



Maybe you should try buying her flowers or a nice dinner instead. Women tend to have differing needs from nation states.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 13:04
_____________________________________

Wyatt Earp wrote:

And saying something is 'un-American' ALWAYS, in usage terms, refers to the American ideal, not the actual practice.



Yes. And you don't see this "American ideal" business as problematic, at all, in view of the history of that particular
usage?



I do. Everything's potentially problematic, everything can be corrupted. Ideals are hard to live by and require frequently
renewed commitment.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 06-08-2008 13:09
_____________________________________

BrunoMaggiore wrote:

The American ideal is that anyone can become an American. If you can overlook the territorial limitation that sort of
transcends nationalism doesn't it? (And yes, I know...)



But (a) not everyone can become an American, and indeed much American "patriotic" opinion is in favour of making this
ever harder; (b) most other countries have procedures for immigration and naturalisation, so this would hardly be a
distinctive "ideal" even if the country came within a million miles of living up to it; (c) while you could argue that
naturalisation as a French citizen doesn't make you French (because "French" is also an ethnicity), this non-ethnic
character of American-ness also applies to most other New World countries. Look at G-Man. He's a South African, ain't
he? Properly so?



I would start with the Bill of Rights.



Apart from a wobble round about number 2, that's a good thing, yeah. But to whom does America "stand for" the Bill of
Rights? To some, certainly: to Lech Walesa back in the day, and so on. But not to anyone in My Lai, I'll bet. So it all
depends on your point of view.



Inevitably, making your country an object of "love" and, in allowing yourself to do so, insisting on identifying it with its best
aspects while describing its worst as "un-", becomes a self-sustaining, criticism-resistant, reality-averse process. 



The distinctive characteristic of which is that one reacts in a shrilly defensive way to any criticism that is voiced.



Maybe you should try buying her flowers or a nice dinner instead. Women tend to have differing needs from nation states.



America "needs" your "love", does it? Who in America needs your love, and what do they need it for? Again, I think to
ask the question is to answer it.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 06-08-2008 13:15
_____________________________________

Bruno, have you now shifted your ground? Do you still think the frequent affirmations of love of country that punctuate
American life for so many are "emptied of meaning"? Or is your position now that they're full of meaning, but that it's cool
because America's got an Ideal, unlike other countries in which it would, genuinely, be a bit creepy?

============================================================================
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Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by nefertiti - 06-08-2008 13:15
_____________________________________

Aren't there two things which make American display of patriotism different



Firstly that a country which is both federal and with a high percentage of immigrants needed to reinforce the thngs (often
the only things) which its people could be said to have in common.



And secondly the Amercian flag is a symbol whcih is capable of many readings, from symbol of liberation from
oppression and the triumph of democracy for a Jeffersonian Democrat to symbol of power and wealth for a neocon
republican.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Auntie Beryl - 06-08-2008 13:18
_____________________________________

the Amercian flag is a symbol whcih is capable of many readings



Is that not true of all flags?

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 06-08-2008 13:21
_____________________________________

nefertiti wrote:

Aren't there two things which make American display of patriotism different



Firstly that a country which is both federal and with a high percentage of immigrants needed to reinforce the thngs (often
the only things) which its people could be said to have in common.



And secondly the Amercian flag is a symbol whcih is capable of many readings, from symbol of liberation from
oppression and the triumph of democracy for a Jeffersonian Democrat to symbol of power and wealth for a neocon
republican.



Yeah, I'd go along with that. And I think that something Europeans misunderstand is that the left-right debate in the US is
often about contesting the meaning of the nation and its symbols, whereas in Europe the left has leant more towards
critiquing the whole construct.



So, just to reiterate: I don't think the anthem-singing has the same significance in the US that it would in, say, Germany.
But I do think that "What America stands for" stuff can be used to deflect attention from reality just as readily as it can be
used to reinforce the country's revolutionary ideals.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Jimmy Bignutz - 06-08-2008 13:23
_____________________________________

Wyatt Earp wrote:

So, just to reiterate: I don't think the anthem-singing has the same significance in the US that it would in, say, Germany.



Don't forget, we now have TEH NEW GERMANY, where Jurgen Klinsmann and his amazing rubbish football
management has made patriotism the progressive choice.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
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Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 13:25
_____________________________________

Wyatt Earp wrote:

But (a) not everyone can become an American, and indeed much American "patriotic" opinion is in favour of making this
ever harder; (b) most other countries have procedures for immigration and naturalisation, so this would hardly be a
distinctive "ideal" even if the country came within a million miles of living up to it; (c) while you could argue that
naturalisation as a French citizen doesn't make you French (because "French" is also an ethnicity), this non-ethnic
character of American-ness also applies to most other New World countries. Look at G-Man. He's a South African, ain't
he? Properly so?



I'm fairly sure countries having procedures for immigration and naturalization are copying the American model. (South
Africa's a New World country then?) At any rate America's historical success at incorporating all manner of immigrants
has to be unrivaled. Ideally speaking anyone can become an American by meeting fairly unrestrictive criteria. We all
know that that ideal is being well and truly tested these days, and that "patriotism" is always vexed by the competing
needs of defending the status quo and broadening that status quo. To be fair to those Americans in favor of a tougher
immigration policy, they for the most part aren't doing it for merely xenophobic reasons and have some very viable
principles on their side.



Apart from a wobble round about number 2, that's a good thing, yeah. But to whom does America "stand for" the Bill of
Rights? To some, certainly: to Lech Walesa back in the day, and so on. But not to anyone in My Lai, I'll bet. So it all
depends on your point of view.



Of course it does:



Inevitably, making your country an object of "love" and, in allowing yourself to do so, insisting on identifying it with its best
aspects while describing its worst as "un-", becomes a self-sustaining, criticism-resistant, reality-averse process.



I totally disagree. Describing something as un-American is not at all a way to disassociate oneself or one's country from
the offense in question; it's just a way of pointing out that the country hasn't lived up to its own ideals.



The distinctive characteristic of which is that one reacts in a shrilly defensive way to any criticism that is voiced.



I hope at any rate that I've acknowledged the legitimate aspect of the criticisms raised in this thread.



America "needs" your "love", does it? Who in America needs your love, and what do they need it for? Again, I think to
ask the question is to answer it.



I was only joking.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 13:26
_____________________________________

Wyatt Earp wrote:

Bruno, have you now shifted your ground? Do you still think the frequent affirmations of love of country that punctuate
American life for so many are "emptied of meaning"? Or is your position now that they're full of meaning, but that it's cool
because America's got an Ideal, unlike other countries in which it would, genuinely, be a bit creepy?



Nope. They're mostly empty of meaning, in the sense that people don't spend any time thinking about them. My talk of
meaning was in answer to your objections to love of country at all.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by ursus arctos - 06-08-2008 13:30
_____________________________________

"Don't forget, we now have TEH NEW GERMANY, where Jurgen Klinsmann and his amazing rubbish football
management has made patriotism the progressive choice."



A good point, though it is worth noting that the anthem in question MUST be a Right Said Fred cover.
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============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 06-08-2008 13:30
_____________________________________

I hope at any rate that I've acknowledged the legitimate aspect of the criticisms raised in this thread.



Was that before or after you said that it was because we all wanted to bring Americans down a peg or two?



Anyway, I want to go back a bit:



That's because our brand of nationalism, or national ideals, strikes many if not most as having panned out quite well...
the general feeling during the 20th century was, hey, America's actually pretty legitimately great...



Yes. And this is, wouldn't you say, a political position? And one with which there's a certain pressure to publicly appear to
agree. 



You don't notice that pressure because you agree with that position anyway. But I don't--I think America is Good In Parts-
-so I feel it.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 06-08-2008 13:32
_____________________________________

BrunoMaggiore wrote:

Nope. They're mostly empty of meaning, in the sense that people don't spend any time thinking about them. My talk of
meaning was in answer to your objections to love of country at all.



How are they synonyms? The symbols I spend least time thinking about are precisely the ones whose meaning I've most
completely assimilated.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Hieronymus of Hesselink - 06-08-2008 13:33
_____________________________________

John Banville had a great line about this a few years ago when being interviewed by Liam Fay. He was talking about Irish
nationalism at the time. 



How could you love a country? You can love certain parts of it, but you can't even see all of a country. There are parts of
Ireland I've never been to. How can you love places that you ve never seen and know nothing about?



(edited to include full quote)

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 06-08-2008 13:34
_____________________________________

Hieronymus of Hesselink wrote:

John Banville had a great line about this a few years ago when being interviewed by Liam Fay. He was talking about Irish
nationalism at the time. 



How could you love a country? You can love certain parts of it, but you can't even see all of a country. So how can you
love it?



Mind you, I wouldn't say the missus is fat...

============================================================================
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Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 14:04
_____________________________________

Wyatt Earp wrote:

Was that before or after you said that it was because we all wanted to bring Americans down a peg or two?



Cmon, even I want to bring Americans down a peg or two. Surely.



That's because our brand of nationalism, or national ideals, strikes many if not most as having panned out quite well...
the general feeling during the 20th century was, hey, America's actually pretty legitimately great...



Yes. And this is, wouldn't you say, a political position? And one with which there's a certain pressure to publicly appear to
agree.



You mean like peer pressure? No I don't really think so. I'm quite sure that no one pays attention to who sings at a
baseball game and who doesn't anyway. Everyone's too busy mumbling to himself, or gazing adoringly at the Stars and
Stripes. Politicians, of course, have to be seen to agree with it, but to what country would that not apply I wonder. But no,
I definitely don't think there's any undue pressure in the United States to be seen acting patriotic, or subscribing to some
triumphalist narrative - which isn't necessarily how I meant to characterize the broad assumptions behind American
exceptionalism anyway. I.e. things could have just panned out well more or less accidentally. Americans simply feel
justified in loving their country for some pardonable reasons, and yes there are always the crazy right-wingers who wish
you'd 'love it or leave it', but mainly it's about as 'live and let live' a culture as you'll find up to the point of the actual
political arena where these things get hashed out, frustrations aired, and usually blown out of all proportion.



You don't notice that pressure because you agree with that position anyway. But I don't--I think America is Good In Parts-
-so I feel it.



But we do agree. We both feel America is Good In Parts. I don't notice that pressure because I live here and it really isn't
noticeable. I don't normally sing at national anthems, and nobody looks askance at me. I'm severely critical of my
government and haven't spent a single minute of my life feeling any pressure about it. The overwhelming vast majority of
people here who are critical of the government are allowed to carry on completely at ease. I've been known to tell
blinkered warmongering jingoistic Republican assholes to go fuck themselves. But I still love the basic idea behind
America, silly sap that I am - that of government by the people and the guaranteed freedoms and blah blah blah, which
while not without historical precedents still broke some honest new ground back in the day. And I feel that actually loving
the ongoing experiment in self-governance is an important part of the bargain, since as I've alluded nothing worthwhile
survives or improves without love.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 06-08-2008 14:11
_____________________________________

Cmon, even I want to bring Americans down a peg or two. Surely.



See, I've found Americans I've met to be unusually kind, open-minded and (very importantly in a work context) good at
what they do. Arguing from American foreign policy to American national character is just an error in reasoning, and
that's all there is to it.



But mechanisms for "manufacturing consent", or even things that look like they might be, need a beady eye trained on
them, I'd argue. All nations, even post-revolutionary ones, have top-level agendas that reflect the interests of certain of
their citizens more than others, and anything that deflects the attention of the "others" away from that fact needs
criticising.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 14:18
_____________________________________

Wyatt Earp wrote:

How are they synonyms? The symbols I spend least time thinking about are precisely the ones whose meaning I've most
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completely assimilated.



One thing we haven't touched on is how for many, perhaps the most immediate associations surrounding the flag and
the singing of the national anthem is that of paying respects not to the country itself but to 'those who fought and died to
preserve our freedom.' I think a lot of Americans are still fairly deeply impressed by the sense that things could have
turned out otherwise absent some huge sacrifices.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by E10 Rifle - 06-08-2008 14:23
_____________________________________

That's hardly a historical experience unique to the US is it?

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 14:24
_____________________________________

Wyatt Earp wrote:

See, I've found Americans I've met to be unusually kind, open-minded and (very importantly in a work context) good at
what they do. Arguing from American foreign policy to American national character is just an error in reasoning, and
that's all there is to it.



You're perhaps exposed mainly to those Americans who get out and about. They're a pretty good lot I agree.



But mechanisms for "manufacturing consent", or even things that look like they might be, need a beady eye trained on
them, I'd argue. All nations, even post-revolutionary ones, have top-level agendas that reflect the interests of certain of
their citizens more than others, and anything that deflects the attention of the "others" away from that fact needs
criticising.



While I agree with you 100% in principle, I don't see the singing of national anthem as a method of manufacturing
consent. At all. Neither as something that looks like it might be. It is an opportunity to pay respects, and one that is,
crucially, desired or at least accepted by most of the participants. I don't see those participants expecting everyone to do
as they do, beyond keeping quiet for the duration out of basic respect. Anyone's free to sing along or not, but objecting to
the existence of the ritual seems to ignore how such rituals are not normally the product of top-down, manufactured
consent, but rather are much more spontaneous, grass-roots type phenomena. Or am I missing your point.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 06-08-2008 14:25
_____________________________________

BrunoMaggiore wrote:

Wyatt Earp wrote:

How are they synonyms? The symbols I spend least time thinking about are precisely the ones whose meaning I've most
completely assimilated.



One thing we haven't touched on is how for many, perhaps the most immediate associations surrounding the flag and
the singing of the national anthem is that of paying respects not to the country itself but to 'those who fought and died to
preserve our freedom.' I think a lot of Americans are still fairly deeply impressed by the sense that things could have
turned out otherwise absent some huge sacrifices.



I'm not sure that makes much difference really. For one thing, it's as open to abuse as any other nationalist trope; for
another, it doesn't alter the fact that reflecting,  before every sporting event, on the bloody, agonising death of hundreds
of thousands of soldiers is, by international standards... unusual.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 14:25
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_____________________________________

E10 Rifle wrote:

That's hardly a historical experience unique to the US is it?



Nope.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 14:29
_____________________________________

Wyatt Earp wrote:

I'm not sure that makes much difference really. For one thing, it's as open to abuse as any other nationalist trope; for
another, it doesn't alter the fact that reflecting,  before every sporting event, on the bloody, agonising death of hundreds
of thousands of soldiers is, by international standards...unusual.



It's more present when we're currently engaged in a war, of course. I just thought I'd mention it. I'd never try to argue that
sporting events are appropriate venues for such reflections, but people obviously have come to accept that they are. Any
time you get a bunch of Americans in one place, I guess. But it's also a way of demonstrating how opposing fans are
Americans first and have some larger, worthier allegiance.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Etienne - 06-08-2008 14:39
_____________________________________

Heh, I don't think that last line is designed to convince GO that it's not weird!

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 14:42
_____________________________________

Of course not, but the dispute centered around whether it's different-weird or disturbing-weird.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 14:56
_____________________________________

Anyway, this comes down, as everyone here realizes, to the different national narratives instilled in Americans versus
Europeans. American exceptionalism has probably long outlived its usefulness if it ever had any. But the greater sense
of patriotism experienced by even relatively cynical, open-eyed Americans like me, compared to what I take to be the
average, suspicious European attitude, is in fact more or less legitimately based on some fundamental differences in the
way each side of the Atlantic experienced the last hundred years, and the conclusions they could be expected to draw
from it. The United States came through it all (the narrative goes) as a single entity that had endured fundamental,
existential challenges and prevailed, and Europe came through it all as a collection of warring entities that only survived
because intervening outside powers (I include Russia/USSR) stopped it from destroying itself. The European Union
thrives today largely because of a subjugation of the individual national identities, whereas America feels it has thrived
because of an assertion of its national identity. Now whether that accurately characterizes things or not, it's at least an
understandable conclusion or explanation on superficial grounds.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by E10 Rifle - 06-08-2008 14:57
_____________________________________

Speaking parochially, I consider my allegiance to Leyton Orient to be larger and worthier than my allegiance to the British
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state

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 06-08-2008 14:59
_____________________________________

I'm no longer sure about mine to NUFC...

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by ursus arctos - 06-08-2008 15:00
_____________________________________

Orient had arguably a better year.



How about the English cricket team?

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 15:01
_____________________________________

E10 Rifle wrote:

Speaking parochially, I consider my allegiance to Leyton Orient to be larger and worthier than my allegiance to the British
state



Why so ungrateful? Britain is practically the fount of modern civilization.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by E10 Rifle - 06-08-2008 15:09
_____________________________________

Well what do I "owe" the British state? I pay it my taxes, as I should, and I obey the law (mostly, I think). Other than that
the British state's done some good things and some utterly dreadful things through history and continues to do both. Why
on earth that's worth me singing a song about it at a sporting event is a complete mystery.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Amor de Cosmos - 06-08-2008 15:13
_____________________________________

 Canadians sing the national anthem before games too. But I'm not sure why. Is it because visiting American teams
expect to be able to sing there's, so, well, we better do it too? Because, well,  we are a different country...aren't we? Or is
just plain pathetic emulation? Whatever the reason I'm sure it rarely has nothing to do with a joyous outburst of patriotism.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by And I am the Life - 06-08-2008 15:18
_____________________________________

The Irish national anthem, which is a terrible piece of music, is played before all matches in the All-Ireland gaelic football
and hurling championships. In my experience, about a quarter of the crowd sing it and the rest don't bother. The fans
also start bellowing en masse ("Come on the Dubs!" "Go on Kerry!" etc) well before the end of the song.



It's actually only the chorus to the national anthem. There are verses as well. I'd bet that less than 5% of the population
even knows the air to the verses. 
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Playing abide with me before the FA cup final is just a tradition stemming from the dawn of time. It would be comparable
to the american national anthem if everyone sang it before every football game up and down the country. Of course
english people had patriotic expressions like anthems and flags back in the day when they were a globe spanning empire
too.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Gangster Octopus - 06-08-2008 15:20
_____________________________________

And I am the Life wrote:

The Irish national anthem, which is a terrible piece of music, is played before all matches in the All-Ireland gaelic football
and hurling championships. In my experience, about a quarter of the crowd sing it and the rest don't bother. The fans
also start bellowing en masse ("Come on the Dubs!" "Go on Kerry!" etc) well before the end of the song.



It's actually only the chorus to the national anthem. There are verses as well. I'd bet that less than 5% of the population
even knows the air to the verses.

You got any verses about killing Scots?

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by And I am the Life - 06-08-2008 15:30
_____________________________________

    Our modern sense of exceptionalism, of course, largely stems from having shored up Europe on two occasions when
they were doing their utmost to bring human civilization to an end. 



You see that's the sort of mass deluding lie that I was talking about at the beginning of the thread. It paints america as
the country being dragged into foreign entanglements to save the day against their will. I was surprised at how many
americans think this way.



Perhaps a more accurate reading would be that an expansionist ruling class/government eager to expand the scope of
america's power had to eventually overcome the ingrained isolationism of the american population by engineering a
cassus belli (remember the maine/lusitania/pearl harbour......) 



America didn't enter the war in Europe to save Europe from itself. America entered the first world war in europe because
they wanted to dismantle the hapsburg, german, ottoman, and russian empires, gradually opening up the middle east.
just as they had dismantled the Spanish empire in 1902, giving them effective dominion over the whole continent bar
canada.



The second world war enabled them to destroy the japanese empire, giving them control of SE asia,  and through
financial means destroyed the british empire and the French empire, leaving America as the sole global empire (with
Russia being a lot more landlocked) 



So America may have appeared on the outside to get dragged into these conflicts against their will, but always at the
end, America became increasingly more powerful on the global stage, and became the imperial power in these countries.
(without planting the flag)

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Reed of the Valley People - 06-08-2008 15:31
_____________________________________

I'm very proud to have kicked off this thread like this.



I don't have much to add. I agree with WE and UA pretty much and Bruno has raised some good points.



I definitely don't think there's any undue pressure in the United States to be seen acting patriotic, or subscribing to some
triumphalist narrative - which isn't necessarily how I meant to characterize the broad assumptions behind American
exceptionalism anyway. 
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I don't think that's true everywhere. There are a lot of places in America where not showing patriotism will cause
problems. Note the occasional news stories about a kid refusing to say the plege of allegiance.



Likewise, the attitude toward singing the National Anthem at a game depends on the sport and the location. At a DC
United game, most people stand respectifully - respecting the singer as much as anything else - but a lot of people sit or
continue to move about getting beer or finding their seat. 



At a recent minor league baseball game I went to in my home town, everyone stood, everyone stopped walking around.
Most people put their hand on their heart and many, many people tried to sing along with the kid who was singing it on
the PA.



In the former case, most of the fans are urban, younger and probably about half were not born in the United States. In
the latter situation, the crowd was much older on average, more rural, almost 100% white and mostly "native."





To go way back a few pages, there are parties in the US that are a bit more like the NF - the American Conservative
Union, I think is one. Lately there's been an upsurge in xenophobia and anti-immigration, but even the most idiotic of
Republicans usually try to explain their xenophobia in terms of anti-terrorism or job protection and try to go out of their
way to claim they aren't racist. My impression is that the BNP and NF, etc, don't mind being a bit racist.



As Bruno pointed out, we do have, in general, a pretty open immigration door compared to a lot of other places. If you're
born here or one of your parents was a citizen, you're a citizen. That's not true in a lot of countries or, at least, hasn't
been true as long as it has here.





Also, last I read, historians see baseball as a cousin to rounders, not a decendant. And Abner Doubleday had fuck all to
do with it.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 15:32
_____________________________________

Professor Chomsky? Is that you?



Edit: in response to AIATL

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 06-08-2008 15:38
_____________________________________

And I am the Life wrote:

Playing abide with me before the FA cup final is just a tradition stemming from the dawn of time. It would be comparable
to the american national anthem if everyone sang it before every football game up and down the country. Of course
english people had patriotic expressions like anthems and flags back in the day when they were a globe spanning empire
too.



Exactly so, which is one reason I don't quite buy all the innocent joyousness of it all. Historically, this kind of patriotic
display, on the part of stronger, bigger nations, is strongly associated with triumphalism.



Bruno: I suppose I'm pleased that Newton and Darwin and Shakespeare and Austen and Hume come from the same
island as me and that I'm in some sense heir to what they bequeathed. But first, let's not pretend the story is all
sweetness and light, or even mostly sweetness and light. "We" once sought to enslave half the world. Secondly, it's
absurdly overstating things to claim Britain is the "fount of modern civilisation". Leaving aside the identification of
"civilisation" with "Western civilisation" (which, well, how can we leave that aside?), are we saying Beethoven and Diderot
and Rembrandt and Dante and Cervantes and Dostoyevsky can all fuck the fuck right off? That's some crazy Thatcher
talk.



Thirdly, why should our "love" be directed towards the State? I mean, I'm glad there is a State as opposed to a war of all
against all or something, and I think ours could be a lot worse, but the fact is that our State, like most States, has
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frequently operated as a conspiracy of the powerful against the powerless. Not invariably, but often enough that we
should at the very least cultivate an unsentimental attitude towards it.



Finally, feelings of "love" towards a state are flat anthropomorphic and daft, and there's no getting round that.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 15:40
_____________________________________

I don't want to get dragged into a debate about the nefarious self-serving reasons America chose to engage in two world
wars, but to at least reply to this:



So America may have appeared on the outside to get dragged into these conflicts against their will, but always at the
end, America became increasingly more powerful on the global stage, and became the imperial power in these countries.
(without planting the flag)



I mean, let's see. So America was just waiting around for the golden opportunity presented by two blatantly imperialist
powers, Germany and Japan, taking over the world, so's they could finally start their own empire? Is that it? The country
that defeats Germany (with the help of another would-be empire, the USSR) and Japan (pretty much all by itself) - two
countries that literally threatened to take over the world - is a comparable culprit because it enjoyed the spoils of victory?
Or something like that? Aren't there cleverer, less destructive ways of extending one's influence?

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Reed of the Valley People - 06-08-2008 15:43
_____________________________________

America didn't enter the war in Europe to save Europe from itself. America entered the first world war in europe because
they wanted to dismantle the hapsburg, german, ottoman, and russian empires, gradually opening up the middle east. 



In school we were taught that the US got into the first world war because so many wealthy Americans were creditors to
the British and French. We wanted to protect our investment. And fly cool bi-planes.



just as they had dismantled the Spanish empire in 1902, giving them effective dominion over the whole continent bar
canada.



That's not right. The Spanish empire was falling apart on it's own with help from Britain and France long before the US
had any power to do anything. As I recall, France sold us the Louisiana purchase partially to keep the Spanish out. 



Also, we didn't have control over Mexico in 1902. 







The second world war enabled them to destroy the japanese empire, giving them control of SE asia, and through
financial means destroyed the british empire and the French empire, leaving America as the sole global empire (with
Russia being a lot more landlocked) 



I won't defend everything the U.S. did in Asia, but the Japanese Empire was due for a good kicking. The world would not
be better off with the latter-day samurai class running over all of East Asia. I mean, look at what they did to China.



Also, as part of the Marshall plan, the US supported Britain and France's interests in Southeast Asia. That's one of the
things that got is into Vietnam in the beginning, in fact. Also, as I recall, we helped Britain overthrow the democratically
elected government in Iran that was going to nationalize their oil supply. They're still pretty sore at us for that, btw.



So it's not correct to say that the US destroyed the French and British Empire. Y'all did that on your own pretty well.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 15:45
_____________________________________
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Wyatt, it was a nod to the Book thread about how Country X Changed The World. Sorry, a bit too opaque I guess.



Thirdly, why should our "love" be directed towards the State? I mean, I'm glad there is a State as opposed to a war of all
against all or something, and I think ours could be a lot worse, but the fact is that our State, like most States, has
frequently operated as a conspiracy of the powerful against the powerless. Not invariably, but often enough that we
should at the very least cultivate an unsentimental attitude towards it.



Well, when you put it like that ("the State") indeed it doesn't sound very lovable. I love Britain though, and feel quite
sentimental about much of it. The bit about conspiracy against the powerless, that's everywhere, brother. "Love" is not
the same as unquestioning devotion, btw. Love guides us toward our better selves.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 15:48
_____________________________________

Reed, AIATL seems to be accusing the United States of the crime of opportunism, which on the whole I'm fine with, vis a
vis the larger crimes they were generally responding to. Starting World  War I was surely the most catastrophic decision
ever undertaken on behalf of civilization. At least the Americans ended it and tried to patch things up.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 06-08-2008 16:01
_____________________________________

Come on Bruno, patriotism is skewing your worldview, as patriotism always does. The American entry into WWI was a
huge psychological blow to the Germans, and may very well have tipped the balance in favour of their suing for peace;
certainly they knew then that they couldn't actually win outright. 



But the material contribution of US troops was (with all respect to those that did contribute) minuscule in relative terms.
On the actual battlefield, Germany was (eventually) defeated, pretty much, by Britain and France, together (crucially) with
those countries' colonies. America's entry helped Germany realise that.



Which was very important, and as I say possibly decisive in shortening the war, but this habit some Americans have of
forgetting that their forefathers fought as allies, alongside other allies--well, it's interesting in the light of what we've been
discussing.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Reed of the Valley People - 06-08-2008 16:08
_____________________________________

Most Americans know next to nothing about WWI except that it was the war in which Snoopy fought the Red Baron. 



I agree with WE's explanation. As I understand it, the US intervention was like a striker coming on late and scoring to
make it 5-3 in the 80th minute of an extremely chippy game in which Germany were down to 9 men and the allies had 10.



It doesn't loom very large in our national imagination as it does in Europe.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Ginger Yellow - 06-08-2008 16:11
_____________________________________

It's things like this (just the most convenient example from today, by no means the only or strongest example) that make
it hard for me to accept that American nationalism is as harmless and as "meaningless" as some here make out. I realise
it's different for politicians, but it wouldn't be so if it didn't have wider resonance. McCain is running on a slogan of
"Country First" while simultaneously attacking Obama for not being "one of us" (nudge, wink) and uppity. Even if Obama
were white it would be pretty offensive, yet hardly anyone in the media thinks it's remarkable and it seems to be working
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pretty well for him. As it is McCain is able to claim that what is pretty obvious coded racism is really virtuous patriotism..

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 16:17
_____________________________________

Tipped the scales. 's what I said.



Wyatt Earp wrote:

Which was very important, and as I say possibly decisive in shortening the war, but this habit some Americans have of
forgetting that their forefathers fought as allies, alongside other allies--well, it's interesting in the light of what we've been
discussing.



We had allies? Seriously?



Just because I neglected mentioning them just now doesn't mean I ignore their existence and contributions. But the
position that the United States was the deciding factor in both victories, by virtue of both its military and financial
influence (and that does not mention technological influence), is pretty uncontroversial.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 16:22
_____________________________________

Reed of the Valley People wrote:

I agree with WE's explanation. As I understand it, the US intervention was like a striker coming on late and scoring to
make it 5-3 in the 80th minute of an extremely chippy game in which Germany were down to 9 men and the allies had 10.



Ahem, the U.S. was involved financially long before 1917 to the tune of billions of dollars loaned to Britain and France by
American companies.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Andy C - 06-08-2008 16:27
_____________________________________

Like Wyatt, I'd have to take issue with the assertion that "the United States was the deciding factor" in the First World
War. There were many factors conspiring at the time: Germany had suffered greater material losses than its opponents
(except Russia - and although Russia was out of the combat by 1918 the sapping effect of the war on the Eastern Front
can't be undersetimated) and the lack of resources was giving rise to an immense loss of morale both at the front and at
home, this was compounded by the Spring Offensive of 1918 which critically overstretched Germany's resources.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by La Lanterne Rouge - 06-08-2008 16:30
_____________________________________

Come on, Bruno - the "We were lending money to the belligerents" line that America was just as engaged in the war as
everyone else is nonsense, and the kind of nonsense Americans tell themselves to make themselves feel better about
engaging so late. The same is true of the oft-mentioned lend-lease stuff. 



It was very nice, but it's not exactly the same as sending several hundred thousand of the flower of your nation's youth to
run at German machine gun emplacements through bombed out muddy trenches.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Reed of the Valley People - 06-08-2008 16:31
_____________________________________
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I noted that.



I meant US military intervention.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Antonio Gramsci - 06-08-2008 16:32
_____________________________________

Amor de Cosmos wrote:

 Canadians sing the national anthem before games too. But I'm not sure why. Is it because visiting American teams
expect to be able to sing there's, so, well, we better do it too? Because, well,  we are a different country...aren't we? Or is
just plain pathetic emulation? Whatever the reason I'm sure it rarely has nothing to do with a joyous outburst of patriotism.



Canada is part of the North American Common Sporting Area and therefore must abide by its traditions.  



At BMO, as of about 6 games ago, they did away with having someone sing the anthem and now we sing it ourselves,
which is kind of fun (I sing it in French to give it some je ne sais quoi).

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Andy C - 06-08-2008 16:33
_____________________________________

It is arguable that an element of America's financial investment in Britain and France was faute de mieux because the
effectiveness of the Allied blockade of Germany had made trade relations pretty much impossible.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by And I am the Life - 06-08-2008 16:33
_____________________________________

I mean, let's see. So America was just waiting around for the golden opportunity presented by two blatantly imperialist
powers, Germany and Japan, taking over the world, so's they could finally start their own empire? Is that it?



no. The american govt had to sit around until they provoked the japanese into attacking them in order to get into the war
because the american people had absolutely no interest in going to war anywhere at any time and had insisted that the
government run down the army and navy. 



Also America only declared war on japan. It would have been interesting to see if they would have become involved in
the war in Europe if the Germans hadn't declared war on them



The country that defeats Germany (with the help of another would-be empire, the USSR) and Japan (pretty much all by
itself) - two countries that literally threatened to take over the world - is a comparable culprit because it enjoyed the spoils
of victory? Or something like that? Aren't there cleverer, less destructive ways of extending one's influence?



you're completely missing the point. I'm not arguing that america behaving in this way is either good or bad, just that
most americans don't see things this way. They see themselves as people who were dragged against their will into two
world wars, and have just tried to make the world a better place, even though their governments have used each of these
incidents to build up their countries power. This is interestingly enough, how the romans built up their empire.



In school we were taught that the US got into the first world war because so many wealthy Americans were creditors to
the British and French. We wanted to protect our investment. And fly cool bi-planes.



There was something about a telegram to the government in mexico offering assistance to invade america, and the
sinking of a lot of ships by submarines as well. I would be interested to see how much money america had lent british
and french clients. Either way, it was they that tore apart all of those empires at the versailles conference.



That's not right. The Spanish empire was falling apart on it's own with help from Britain and France long before the US
had any power to do anything. As I recall, France sold us the Louisiana purchase partially to keep the Spanish out.
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perhaps, but after the spanish empire so evilly blew up the worst and oldest ship in the american navy, America captured
Cuba and the phillipines, and completely ended whatever influence spain had in south and central america. 



I won't defend everything the U.S. did in Asia, but the Japanese Empire was due for a good kicking. The world would not
be better off with the latter-day samurai class running over all of East Asia. I mean, look at what they did to China.



Again I'm not arguing that the japanese empire wasn't a deeply evil thing. To be honest, The longer the american boot
stays on the japanese neck the better. Just that the US built itself quite a little collection of client states for a country that
was dragged into the war against their will.



Also, as part of the Marshall plan, the US supported Britain and France's interests in Southeast Asia. That's one of the
things that got is into Vietnam in the beginning, in fact. Also, as I recall, we helped Britain overthrow the democratically
elected government in Iran that was going to nationalize their oil supply. They're still pretty sore at us for that, btw.



The US cancelled all lines of credit to the Uk and started treating them as a vassal on VJ day. They forced the UK into
bankruptcy more or less insisting that they dismantle their empire and abandon their socialism. the marshall plan only
became possible after it became clear what an absolute cunt stalin was. Even then American financial assistance to
britain was tied to (a) allowing american companies full access to the empire countries (b) allowing those companies to
trade with the colonies in Dollars, not sterling thereby supplanting Sterling with the dollar as the global currency, and
destroying the british economy. The US gutted the UK like a fish between 1945-7. America fucked britain after the war,
and brushed their empire out of the way.



America didn't really support france in Vietnam, they replaced them. i think there's a subtle difference there.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 16:41
_____________________________________

Ginger Yellow wrote:

It's things like this (just the most convenient example from today, by no means the only or strongest example) that make
it hard for me to accept that American nationalism is as harmless and as "meaningless" as some here make out. I realise
it's different for politicians, but it wouldn't be so if it didn't have wider resonance. McCain is running on a slogan of
"Country First" while simultaneously attacking Obama for not being "one of us" (nudge, wink) and uppity. Even if Obama
were white it would be pretty offensive, yet hardly anyone in the media thinks it's remarkable and it seems to be working
pretty well for him. As it is McCain is able to claim that what is pretty obvious coded racism is really virtuous patriotism..



That's a fair expression of everyone's worst fears but I think the reality of the situation is somewhat (well, a lot) different.
First, I doubt these coded messages penetrate into the general consciousness above the sub-subliminal level. They see
an ad for McCain and the message they get is either "McCain, Good" or "Obama, baaad" and they figure, well, they have
to say that. (Most are in fact fed up with negative campaigning but feel powerless to stop it.) So allowing for the true
crazies, who will vote against Obama for all the wrong reasons no matter what, the vast majority of people (remembering
that half the country, which must include a disproportionate number of the true crazies, don't vote) pick their president on
personality slash impression of leadership ability, and on political leanings. Not patriotism, or ethnicity, or lack of
treasonous inclinations. So people will hear these messages, but most will substantially conclude they're designed to
cast the candidate in a negative light and nothing more. I further imagine the people running the McCain campaign are
cynical folk who aren't under the impression they'll be able to bring out people's inner racist simply with a few coded
messages, but who knows. One thing they're not cynical enough about, I'll warrant, is the estimation  of their own
influence over public opinion. This shit flies out the door, gets magnified by the media and blogs for a day. At the end of
that day, though, what changes. The same number of people still like Obama, the same number still dislike him, and the
same number aren't going to make up their minds until November, when they'll vote on, you know, the economy.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 16:49
_____________________________________

you're completely missing the point. I'm not arguing that america behaving in this way is either good or bad, just that
most americans don't see things this way. They see themselves as people who were dragged against their will into two
world wars, and have just tried to make the world a better place, even though their governments have used each of these
incidents to build up their countries power. This is interestingly enough, how the romans built up their empire.
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I for one never called the United States "reluctant saviors of the human race" or any such. And I haven't suggested that
the U.S./Allied involvement in either war was a matter of lily-white virtue either. But an important point to make is that
America started neither war, and that both became multinational conflicts well before our involvement. It would have
been impossible for the United States to avoid either war forever, so how they got involved is less important than who
they fought for and that they prevailed.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by And I am the Life - 06-08-2008 16:59
_____________________________________

America may not have started either war, but they bloody well ended them on their terms. 



Again my issue isn't with how america behaved in each of these instances, rather with how the citizens of those countries
see self-interested, largely cynical actions by the government as being selfless acts of generosity by the american people.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Ginger Yellow - 06-08-2008 17:10
_____________________________________

So allowing for the true crazies, who will vote against Obama for all the wrong reasons no matter what, the vast majority
of people (remembering that half the country, which must include a disproportionate number of the true crazies, don't
vote) pick their president on personality slash impression of leadership ability, and on political leanings. Not patriotism, or
ethnicity, or lack of treasonous inclinations. So people will hear these messages, but most will substantially conclude
they're designed to cast the candidate in a negative light and nothing more. 



But that's the thing, it isn't necessarily about what people actively conclude about the ads. That is indeed the beauty of
them. Put out a coded racist message and the avowed racists (who of course wouldn't vote for Obama anyway, but might
not have voted for McCain either) get the message, while for other people it just plays on their unconscious prejudices
and reinforces the idea that something isn't right about the candidate. Then when people complain about the racism,
these voters resent being told they are racist for feeling there's something not right about him. And I don't see how you
can argue that McCain's campaign isn't running on white resentment. As usual, see Digby for a far better explanation of
the idea.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 17:12
_____________________________________

And I am the Life wrote:

America may not have started either war, but they bloody well ended them on their terms.



As does every victor.



Again my issue isn't with how america behaved in each of these instances, rather with how the citizens of those countries
see self-interested, largely cynical actions by the government as being selfless acts of generosity by the american people.



American patriotism, it may interest you to hear, does not tend to be directed toward "the government." Americans are
quite cynical about their government; they're patriotic about "Americans" or "the American people" as well as about
"American ideals and values." Whatever cynical actions "the government" committed before during and after the two
wars, the fact remains that American ideals, and the American people themselves, were considered by all involved to be
facing down a grave existential threat by the time of WWII (little as that threat can be compared to the horrors already
being experienced in Europe itself). And so many selfless acts of generosity by ordinary Americans, in the name of
American ideals (it of course literally was for the soldiers involved a war to defend freedom from extinction) were both
required and freely given. Yes there was a draft, but the public support for the "just war" was overwhelming and a draft
dodger would've been a pariah. A Hitler victory was greatly feared by all, and given the magnitude of the threat and very
real likelihood that Hitler was about to use a totally conquered Europe as a base to attack the homeland, I think
Americans had every right to consider they were fighting for their way of life.

============================================================================
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Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 17:16
_____________________________________

Ginger Yellow wrote:

But that's the thing, it isn't necessarily about what people actively conclude about the ads. That is indeed the beauty of
them. Put out a coded racist message and the avowed racists (who of course wouldn't vote for Obama anyway, but might
not have voted for McCain either) get the message,



Not sure I buy it - I don't see these ads changing people's minds or setting off light bulbs. Just a hunch.



while for other people it just plays on their unconscious prejudices and reinforces the idea that something isn't right about
the candidate. Then when people complain about the racism, these voters resent being told they are racist for feeling
there's something not right about him.



I think this overstates the supposed sheeplike quality of the American voter. Voters may be ill-informed but they by and
large are able to express what they don't like about a candidate beyond "something just not right about him."



And I don't see how you can argue that McCain's campaign isn't running on white resentment. As usual, see Digby for a
far better explanation of the idea.



I think they're flirting with it, which is different from running on it, but I'm not saying it's entirely absent. I just don't think it's
likely to change many people's minds. Political campaigns like to fancy themselves barometers of public opinion; they
aren't.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Reed of the Valley People - 06-08-2008 17:20
_____________________________________

Also America only declared war on japan. It would have been interesting to see if they would have become involved in
the war in Europe if the Germans hadn't declared war on them



I think the general consensus is that Roosevelt wanted to get into it in Europe and didn't have the support until Pearl
Harbor and the subsequent declaration from Germany, but that he knew that as soon as Japan attacked (which we
provoked) that he would have that support.





There was something about a telegram to the government in mexico offering assistance to invade america, and the
sinking of a lot of ships by submarines as well.



My understand is that the telegram business was a bit overblown. And they were sinking our ships because those ships
were supporting Britain, so that's part of the investment theory. The Lusitania helped whip up support for intervention but
wasn't really the cause.





The US wanted everyone to dismantle empires after WWI because look how that turned out! Also Wilson wanted the
League of Nations and all of that, so it wasn't like nobody had a better vision, but he failed to win enough support. And
there was the business of France wanting to stick it to Germany, which didn't help.



I don't know much about the 1945-47 era, but I don't know what you mean about us cancelling credit to the UK. Lend-
Lease was replaced witht he Anglo-American Loan, which seems like a pretty good deal except for the part about it being
in dollars. Sorry about that. I swear, it wasn't up to me.



Once the Cold War got going. The US was hell bent on helping the UK and France (and as much of Europe as possible).
We did support France in South East asia and there was something about supporting British rubber interests in Malyasia
but I forget. I know I read it in my course on Vietnam. I wish I could recall the name of the book. But when the shit came
down at Dien Bien Phu, neither the US or Britain had the will to send troops to that clusterfuck. As I recall, the British said
to the US "if you're not going, we're not going" and we said to them "well, if you're not going, we're not going." I wish I
could find that book.



And I'm sure about that Iran thing.
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I'm not saying that the US doesn't act in it's own selfish interests. But I do believe, based on what I've read, that even
while the US was pushing for the end of the age of Empire in the immediate post-WWII period, we also supported a fair
amount of Empirical behavior from our allies in order to further the Marshall Plan which was, of course, an important part
of the Cold War effort.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by And I am the Life - 06-08-2008 17:20
_____________________________________

As does every victor.



Absolutely not. The english didn't have a whole heap of say in what happened in 1945. 



I think that your second paragraph neatly encapsulates the problem. 



American patriotism, it may interest you to hear, does not tend to be directed toward "the government." Americans are
quite cynical about their government; they're patriotic about "Americans" or "the American people" as well as about
"American ideals and values."



it would have been easier to say this with a straight face before september 11th 2001. 



Whatever cynical actions "the government" committed before during and after the two wars, the fact remains that
American ideals, and the American people themselves, were considered by all involved to be facing down a grave
existential threat by the time of WWII



eh? really? 



A Hitler victory was greatly feared by all, and given the magnitude of the threat and very real likelihood that Hitler was
about to use a totally conquered Europe as a base to attack the homeland, I think Americans had every right to consider
they were fighting for their way of life.



I wonder how widely held this opinion was on 6th december 1941

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 06-08-2008 17:21
_____________________________________

Is the idea that patriotism as an ideology is in general justified, or that this is only so in the case of America and possibly
a few others? Both claims seem absurd.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 17:28
_____________________________________

And I am the Life wrote:

American patriotism, it may interest you to hear, does not tend to be directed toward "the government." Americans are
quite cynical about their government; they're patriotic about "Americans" or "the American people" as well as about
"American ideals and values."



it would have been easier to say this with a straight face before september 11th 2001.



I'm going to give you the opportunity to complete this point before I venture to make any comment about it.



Whatever cynical actions "the government" committed before during and after the two wars, the fact remains that
American ideals, and the American people themselves, were considered by all involved to be facing down a grave
existential threat by the time of WWII
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eh? really?



Yes, really. The U.S. felt threatened to its core. I'm not making it up!



A Hitler victory was greatly feared by all, and given the magnitude of the threat and very real likelihood that Hitler was
about to use a totally conquered Europe as a base to attack the homeland, I think Americans had every right to consider
they were fighting for their way of life.



I wonder how widely held this opinion was on 6th december 1941



That wasn't the point, though it was indeed a growing fear long before Pearl Harbor. Few were exactly oblivious to the
fact that Britain, the last bastion in Europe, was only holding out because the Americans were arming them. It wasn't
exactly very difficult to pin down Hitler's designs on the American continent either. There was a large Nazi spying
operation found in the U.S. before the war.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Reed of the Valley People - 06-08-2008 17:28
_____________________________________

"America has its grandeur and its follies, but most of all, it's where all our stuff is." - Lisa Simpson. 



That pretty much summarizes it for me.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 06-08-2008 17:32
_____________________________________

Reed of the Valley People wrote:

"America has its grandeur and its follies, but most of all, it's where all our stuff is." - Lisa Simpson. 



That pretty much summarizes it for me.



Perfect.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 17:32
_____________________________________

Wyatt Earp wrote:

Is the idea that patriotism as an ideology is in general justified, or that this is only so in the case of America and possibly
a few others? Both claims seem absurd.



If your a priori assumption is that patriotism is just bad, then it's never justified anywhere. Since patriotism means
national loyalty, I would say it's justified when it is and not when it's not. People will come up with their own justifications
for feeling loyal to or fond of their country.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 17:34
_____________________________________

Wyatt Earp wrote:

Reed of the Valley People wrote:

"America has its grandeur and its follies, but most of all, it's where all our stuff is." - Lisa Simpson. 



That pretty much summarizes it for me.
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Perfect.



Apathy as an ironic pose, surely?

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 06-08-2008 17:36
_____________________________________

It's less witty (OK to be less witty than the Simpsons, I think), but I'd say that I'm really fond of America, but can't fucking
stand AMERICA! Other way round from Bruno, really: I think it's likeable (though flawed, as everywhere is) as a real,
actually existing place, but as a parcel of Ideals it makes me a bit queasy, not to mention tense as I anticipate the next bit
of foreign policy cuntiness.



When AMERICA! keeps rearing its head when I'm in America, it upsets and annoys me.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 06-08-2008 17:39
_____________________________________

BrunoMaggiore wrote:



If your a priori assumption is that patriotism is just bad, then it's never justified anywhere.



Well, liking stuff about your country can be justified, but patriotism as a principle can't be, as far as I can see. 



 Since patriotism means national loyalty, I would say it's justified when it is and not when it's not.



Ah, right. No, I would never do anything out of national "loyalty". I'd have signed up to fight in 1939 (I hope), but not out of
"loyalty". That's what all my great uncles did in 1914, and it got two of the poor cunts blown to bits for fuck all.



People will come up with their own justifications for feeling loyal to or fond of their country.



Exactly.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by La Lanterne Rouge - 06-08-2008 17:39
_____________________________________

BrunoMaggiore wrote:

 A Hitler victory was greatly feared by all, and given the magnitude of the threat and very real likelihood that Hitler was
about to use a totally conquered Europe as a base to attack the homeland, I think Americans had every right to consider
they were fighting for their way of life.



Which is something, you know, as a Brit and all, I find a bit mendacious as a claim. Because for 3 years you lot sat on
your arses doing feck all about this threat whilst we stayed as the last (western) bastion losing lives and resisting and
everything, so, effectively, saving your sorry arses whilst you were too chickenshit or lazy to help out. And then, three
years in, you still don't join to help out or stop this terrible threat, but because the Japanese attacked and the Germans
therefore declared war on you leaving you no choice, really.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 06-08-2008 17:40
_____________________________________

BrunoMaggiore wrote:

Apathy as an ironic pose, surely?
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Apathy? In what sense?



At any rate, it sums up my position on my own country exactly. No pose.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 17:40
_____________________________________

LLR - 



There, there.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by And I am the Life - 06-08-2008 17:43
_____________________________________

the average american was a hell of a lot more ambivalent to goings on in europe before pearl harbour than you would
suggest. 



My understand is that the telegram business was a bit overblown.



You'd better believe it. these people were the inventors of modern public relations 



The US wanted everyone to dismantle empires after WWI because look how that turned out! Also Wilson wanted the
League of Nations and all of that, so it wasn't like nobody had a better vision, but he failed to win enough support. And
there was the business of France wanting to stick it to Germany, which didn't help.



The US got everyone who lost to dismantle their empire, started the league of nations, and then fucked off home
because the american population wanted to have nothing to do with the outside world. It then went home and basically
dismantled it's army. It still replaced a lot of it's large empire rivals, with a lot of smaller, more malleable countries though.



I don't know much about the 1945-47 era, but I don't know what you mean about us cancelling credit to the UK. Lend-
Lease was replaced witht he Anglo-American Loan,



The anglo american loan didn't come into effect until well after vj day, and to be honest was about as much help as a
brick to the face. the claims on the wikipedia page that it was not the intention of convertibility clause to damage the
british economy is wildly inaccurate. That documentary that is mentioned at the bottom of that page is a fascinating
programme, that I flagged up on the old board. Britain had to crawl to america for that loan, and the US fucked britain. 



I'm going to give you the opportunity to complete this point before I venture to make any comment about it.



let me join the dots. It would be a lot easier to have faith in the american publics cynicism about its government's motives
if the government didn't use this patriotism and love of values to play the american public like a violin in the post
september 11th period, just like on every occasion before. It's just the way that empires behave when they like to pretend
to themselves and their publics that they are more ethical than they really are.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 17:45
_____________________________________

Wyatt Earp wrote:

Well, liking stuff about your country can be justified, but patriotism as a principle can't be, as far as I can see.



Not as an unbending principle anyway. I don't think of it as an imposed principle as much as a reaction to a narrative.
And there's nothing saying that no narrative can contain some truth.



Ah, right. No, I would never do anything out of national "loyalty". I'd have signed up to fight in 1939 (I hope), but not out of
"loyalty". That's what all my great uncles did in 1914, and it got two of the poor cunts blown to bits for fuck all.
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You say that, but you'd have felt a damn sight more loyal to a Britain run by British than by Nazis.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 06-08-2008 17:47
_____________________________________

La Lanterne Rouge wrote:

Which is something, you know, as a Brit and all, I find a bit mendacious as a claim. Because for 3 years you lot sat on
your arses doing feck all about this threat whilst we stayed as the last (western) bastion losing lives and resisting and
everything, so, effectively, saving your sorry arses whilst you were too chickenshit or lazy to help out. And then, three
years in, you still don't join to help out or stop this terrible threat, but because the Japanese attacked and the Germans
therefore declared war on you leaving you no choice, really.



That's also a very skewed reading of history.



I would say that the idea that Hitler was "Europe's problem" makes little sense when voiced by a cosignatory of the
Treaty of Versailles (albeit, to be fair, the least vindictive of the three Western Powers). Hitler was everyone's problem.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by La Lanterne Rouge - 06-08-2008 17:49
_____________________________________

Wyatt Earp wrote:

That's also a very skewed reading of history.





Oh yes, I know. But if we're playing the "My country's exceptional and saved your sorry arses from Hitler" card on this
thread, I don't see why Bruno can do it and I can't.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 06-08-2008 17:49
_____________________________________

BrunoMaggiore wrote:

You say that, but you'd have felt a damn sight more loyal to a Britain run by British than by Nazis.



The two weren't mutually exclusive. Britain would almost certainly have been run by British Nazis. 



Which shows, I think, how vacuous the idea of "loyalty" is in this context, compared to political judgement.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 06-08-2008 17:50
_____________________________________

La Lanterne Rouge wrote:

Wyatt Earp wrote:

That's also a very skewed reading of history.





Oh yes, I know. But if we're playing the "My country's exceptional and saved your sorry arses from Hitler" card on this
thread, I don't see why Bruno can do it and I can't.



Two wrongs, right, that sort of thing. Not really cricket.

============================================================================
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Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 17:51
_____________________________________

And I am the Life wrote:

let me join the dots. It would be a lot easier to have faith in the american publics cynicism about its government's motives
if the government didn't use this patriotism and love of values to play the american public like a violin in the post
september 11th period, just like on every occasion before. It's just the way that empires behave when they like to pretend
to themselves and their publics that they are more ethical than they really are.



Well, actually, they didn't really use "patriotism" as the guiding justification for the war. Of course any time a war is on
there's incentive to "show patriotism" by "supporting the troops." But the war was sold on anti-terror and humanitarian
grounds. Almost entirely on the WMD argument. People sort of forgot their cynicism temporarily in the wake of 9.11, but
it's back in spades.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by La Lanterne Rouge - 06-08-2008 17:51
_____________________________________

BrunoMaggiore wrote:

You say that, but you'd have felt a damn sight more loyal to a Britain run by British than by Nazis.



Which is a good an explanation as any of why patriotism is a pile of old cock.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by And I am the Life - 06-08-2008 17:52
_____________________________________

the not actually joining in until the germans declared war does rather make the whole defeniding europe from the nazi
menace and for freedom bit ring a little hollow though doesn't it?



You say that, but you'd have felt a damn sight more loyal to a Britain run by British than by Nazis.



Are you saying that "you may not be patriotic at all but you'd be less patriotic towards the nazis"?

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 17:53
_____________________________________

Wyatt Earp wrote:

The two weren't mutually exclusive. Britain would almost certainly have been run by British Nazis.



To be sure.



Which shows, I think, how vacuous the idea of "loyalty" is in this context, compared to political judgement.



No one said the one should automatically trump the other.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 17:56
_____________________________________

And I am the Life wrote:

the not actually joining in until the germans declared war does rather make the whole defeniding europe from the nazi
menace and for freedom bit ring a little hollow though doesn't it?
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You're right, we weren't exactly Captain America but we got the job done once we set about it.



Are you saying that "you may not be patriotic at all but you'd be less patriotic towards the nazis"?



Hey, I think I am!

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 17:57
_____________________________________

Wyatt Earp wrote:

La Lanterne Rouge wrote:

Wyatt Earp wrote:

That's also a very skewed reading of history.





Oh yes, I know. But if we're playing the "My country's exceptional and saved your sorry arses from Hitler" card on this
thread, I don't see why Bruno can do it and I can't.



Two wrongs, right, that sort of thing. Not really cricket.



While we did in fact save your sorry "arses" from Hitler, I don't think we're all that superior to the United Kingdom of Great
Britain.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by And I am the Life - 06-08-2008 17:59
_____________________________________

Well, actually, they didn't really use "patriotism" as the guiding justification for the war. Of course any time a war is on
there's incentive to "show patriotism" by "supporting the troops." But the war was sold on anti-terror and humanitarian
grounds. Almost entirely on the WMD argument. People sort of forgot their cynicism temporarily in the wake of 9.11, but
it's back in spades.



you see that's the whole thing right there. You weren't actually at war. Someone carried out a terrorist attack on your
country. The government said america was at war, and before you know it, America was marching into Iraq because iraq
supported the terrorists and Iraq had WMD's which it was going to give the Terrorists or something equally utterly
implausible. 



Once again someone Attacks america, and america winds up  expanding it's military and strategic power somewhere. It's
worth reading about reluctantly the Romans were dragged into capturing and subjugating greece.



You're right, we weren't exactly Captain America but we got the job done once we set about it.



It doesn't matter what you did, what we're talking about is the post hoc rationalisations for your behaviour. That has
always been the point. If you go to war to protect global freedom, do you really need to have war declared on you to do
so?

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Reed of the Valley People - 06-08-2008 18:05
_____________________________________

I think Thomas Jefferson, Alexander Hamilton, George Washington and that lot in general were a bunch of geniuses and
men of The Enlightenment who had a ton of really good ideas (and some bad ones too). I'm very glad they came up witht
the Declaration if Independence and U.S. Constitution. And we've had some other good ideas along the way too, but
when people talk about "our ideals" that's usually what we look to.



Just because Americans pioneered a really great new way to run a government doesn't give us the right to rest on our
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laurels and think that it makes us all so fucking special 200+ years later. Jefferson and his lot would be absolutely
appalled at how much we wallow in self-congratulations these days.



From the very beginning, the ambitious ideas about freedom and democracy that the framers put into the Bill of Rights
have been under constant threat from within our country. For example, John Adams, the second president, signed the
Alien and Sedition Acts and a lot of Americans in those days thought it was a good idea. Indeed, we've only relatively
recently begun to properly realize what the First Ammendment (especially the bit about religion) is really supposed to be
about and it's still under threat. 



Besides it was 200 years ago. In the meantime, many other countries have adopted and improved upon those
Enlightenment ideas. There's no shame in borrowing good ideas from abroad. 



So instead of shouting AMERICA, FUCK YEAH! and being so proud of our great Constitution, we have to recognize that
it is not an end, but a beginning. The beginning of a project that we should be humbly working to advance each and
every day.



We're a lot like - no exactly like - England fans (I don't know if there are any people like this left, but if there were, like)
who think that because football was invented in England that somehow that means that England is going to be a
contender in every World Cup and ought to be respected and feared as a great footballing power and that anyone with a
British accent is automatically a good soccer coach (see JV on this topic).





the claims on the wikipedia page that it was not the intention of convertibility clause to damage the british economy is
wildly inaccurate.



Absolutely. I spotted that as well.



But I think that loan was in 1946. VJ day was in 1945. So not too much of a gap, I wouldn't think.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 18:07
_____________________________________

And I am the Life wrote:

you see that's the whole thing right there. You weren't actually at war. Someone carried out a terrorist attack on your
country.



Well, yeah, but it was like, fucking kablooey.



The government said america was at war, and before you know it, America was marching into Iraq because iraq
supported the terrorists and Iraq had WMD's which it was going to give the Terrorists or something equally utterly
implausible.



I think most people were ready and willing to agree we were now "at war." It's a bit of a pedantic distinction, since the
near universally acknowledged appropriate response to 9/11 (attacking Afghanistan) required acts of outright war. So yes
in fact, we were at war after 9/11. And as for Iraq, we had been at war with them recently in the literal sense, and had
had an ongoing series of tense confrontations, some involving shooting at U.S. planes, ever since. So that wasn't a huge
stretch for people either. Iraq having WMDs was accepted as a given (not the nukes, though) and giving them to some
terrorists didn't actually seem terribly implausible. What should have seemed implausible was the notion of remaking Iraq
as a democracy in short order, as opposed to getting bogged down in another quagmire.



Once again someone Attacks america, and america winds up  expanding it's military and strategic power somewhere.



You mean, like Vietnam, and soon to be Iraq? I'm not so sure...I agree those responsible hoped it would, though. They
also believed that would be far better for the world than the status quo.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 18:10
_____________________________________
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And I am the Life wrote:

It doesn't matter what you did, what we're talking about is the post hoc rationalisations for your behaviour. That has
always been the point. If you go to war to protect global freedom, do you really need to have war declared on you to do
so?



Sometimes, yes! It's a very hard step to take, and all the easier to commit to if there's no longer any avoiding it, or once
the prospect of losing what's already begun can't be entertained.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 18:11
_____________________________________

What Reed said.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by And I am the Life - 06-08-2008 18:17
_____________________________________

Iraq having WMDs was accepted as a given (not the nukes, though) and giving them to some terrorists didn't actually
seem terribly implausible.



Well, Apart from saddam's track record of killing islamic fundamentalist terrorists on sight. I mean it was why he was
helped to power in the first place and backed against Iran. Also the US govt had to tell an awful lot of deliberate lies
about WMD's to get the whole ball rolling. 



they played on the patriotism of the american public to get what they wanted, which is what brings us right back to the
beginning.



You mean, like Vietnam, and soon to be Iraq?



You just picked on the wrong country in vietnam. They kicked the shit out of the chinese twice. You could argue that a
large part of the reason for the vietnam war was to descourager les autres. 



When the dust settles in Iraq, America will have four enormous permanent military bases, enabling them to leave Saudi
Arabia. They will also have a new client government in the middle east, and strategic access and control of a huge
reserve of oil.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by And I am the Life - 06-08-2008 18:19
_____________________________________

Sometimes, yes! It's a very hard step to take, and all the easier to commit to if there's no longer any avoiding it, or once
the prospect of losing what's already begun can't be entertained.



oh come on. This is the equivalent of knocking up someone you met in a bar, then having to marry them and saying that
yours is a relationship that has always been built on love.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by E10 Rifle - 06-08-2008 18:35
_____________________________________

Since the near universally acknowledged appropriate response to 9/11 (attacking Afghanistan) 



Er, hang on. This is by no fucking means "universally acknowledged" as "appropriate". And, seven years into this
unwinnable messy conflagration, with good reason.

Message Board - When Saturday Comes - The Half Decent Football Magazine FireBoard Forum Component version: 1.0.2 Generated: 3 December, 2008, 06:52



============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Guy Potger - 06-08-2008 18:38
_____________________________________

E10 Rifle wrote:

Since the near universally acknowledged appropriate response to 9/11 (attacking Afghanistan) 



Er, hang on. This is by no fucking means "universally acknowledged" as "appropriate". And, seven years into this
unwinnable messy conflagration, with good reason.



So. Despite it being "near universally acknowledged" and not "universally acknowledged", you don't think the "mission
creep" with the illegal war against Iraq has anything to do with that?

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Amor de Cosmos - 06-08-2008 18:40
_____________________________________

Just that the US built itself quite a little collection of client states for a country that was dragged into the war against their
will.



Isn't that kind of inevitable though, whether it was intended or not? If you're fighting to liberate a country from tyranny
you're liable to make a hell of a mess. What happens afterwards? Do you just walk away and leave the locals to clear it
up? Helping them out financially and with expertise = client state. Running the place, directly or indirectly = colony. Off
the top of my head I can't think of an instance where, post-conflict, one or the other hasn't happened.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Reed of the Valley People - 06-08-2008 18:53
_____________________________________

I agree with that, which raises the question of how naive the American public was to believe the Administration's claim
(implied if not outright stated) that this would be pretty straightforward.





"mission creep" 



That disease sometimes afflicts all sectors of government and perhaps all large bureaucratic organizations trying to
justify their own existence and get contracts for their buddies in the private sector.



I doubt think it's an especially American problem.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 19:01
_____________________________________

And I am the Life wrote:

Sometimes, yes! It's a very hard step to take, and all the easier to commit to if there's no longer any avoiding it, or once
the prospect of losing what's already begun can't be entertained.



oh come on. This is the equivalent of knocking up someone you met in a bar, then having to marry them and saying that
yours is a relationship that has always been built on love.



Are you saying knocking someone up at a bar means you have to marry her? You only really do that if you fancy you
love the girl.

============================================================================
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Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Guy Potger - 06-08-2008 19:02
_____________________________________

Reed of the Valley People wrote:

I agree with that, which raises the question of how naive the American public was to believe the Administration's claim
(implied if not outright stated) that this would be pretty straightforward.





"mission creep" 



That disease sometimes afflicts all sectors of government and perhaps all large bureaucratic organizations trying to
justify their own existence and get contracts for their buddies in the private sector.



I doubt think it's an especially American problem.





Never said it was.



I never said it was.



It's like everything else.



International politics, witless conversations in the pub, discussions on the interweb; and you're left with an ever-
escalating set of threat, bluster, and counter-threat that doens't do anything other than alienate and offend people, and
make an already tense situation worsse.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 19:04
_____________________________________

E10 Rifle wrote:

Er, hang on. This is by no fucking means "universally acknowledged" as "appropriate". And, seven years into this
unwinnable messy conflagration, with good reason.



Retaliating military against a country that staged an attack against you is a near universally acknowledged appropriate
response, yes. Maybe not the only appropriate response, and maybe not the best response, but certainly isn't going to
land you in jail without passing go.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Reed of the Valley People - 06-08-2008 19:11
_____________________________________

I never said it was.



Sorry. I didn't mean to imply that you did. I was just saying it to, like, elaborate on an observation.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Toro De France - 06-08-2008 19:12
_____________________________________

Bruno - when did self-obsessed, ideologically insular Afghanistan launch an attack on the US?

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by E10 Rifle - 06-08-2008 19:13
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_____________________________________

I'm questioning the extent to which attacking Afghanistan was "universally acknowledged" to be the appropriate
response, when, globally, it simply was and is not.



And in any case "Afghanistan" did not attack America. An amorphous organisation that at various points was harboured
and backed by its then-government did. They're not the same thing.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Toro De France - 06-08-2008 19:16
_____________________________________

If "staging" is the relevant criterion, was there "universal acknowledgement" that bombing Hamburg would have been
appropriate? Bombing Florida? Should London have bombed Leeds after 7/7?

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by dogbeak - 06-08-2008 19:19
_____________________________________

Toro De France wrote:

Should London have bombed Leeds after 7/7?



If not before.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Guy Potger - 06-08-2008 19:20
_____________________________________

Toro De France wrote:

Bruno - when did self-obsessed, ideologically insular Afghanistan launch an attack on the US?



When they allowed the state-sponsored and state-protected insualar, self-obsessed foreign-national American-haters to
operate and co-ordinate an attack on the USA from their own soil?

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 06-08-2008 19:22
_____________________________________

First, I said "near universally acknowledged."



But okay, if you don't consider that the government/country of Afghanistan was the necessary channel through which to
get at and disrupt Al Qaeda's base of operations and leadership and financing, or that doing so had become particularly
pressing once September 11th happened, fine, make that case. But to anyone who does feel that Afghanistan was
largely complicit in and materially supportive of both Al Qaeda's existence and attacks on the U.S. and other targets
around the world, and that 9/11 demanded a major response, you would say it was an appropriate one.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Antonio Gramsci - 06-08-2008 19:36
_____________________________________

Toro De France wrote:

If "staging" is the relevant criterion, was there "universal acknowledgement" that bombing Hamburg would have been
appropriate? Bombing Florida? Should London have bombed Leeds after 7/7?
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Germany, Florida and Leeds were all certainly staging areas for acts of mass murder, but their governments did not
obstruct investigations into the relevant events.  That's a significant difference, Toro.



I think protecting the guilty is the relevant criterion.  Had the Taliban handed over Bin Laden (or agreed to co-operate in
apprehending him) to the Americans as requested in Sept. 2001, the case for war would have disappeared.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Guy Potger - 06-08-2008 19:53
_____________________________________

Toro De France wrote:

If "staging" is the relevant criterion, was there "universal acknowledgement" that bombing Hamburg would have been
appropriate? Bombing Florida? Should London have bombed Leeds after 7/7?



You know, for a bloke that's as clearly as clever as you are, you don't half talk some self-evident crap at times.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Toro De France - 06-08-2008 20:29
_____________________________________

Did the Taliban obstruct inquiries? I wasn't aware that they even had sufficient time to do so. But I'm sure someone will
point me to evidence. As far as my recollection goes, they offered to hand him over to an international court, expressing
a (probably negotiable) preference for sharia law. I don't remember the US so much as negotiating. Indeed, I don't
remember a request for extradition. the instant credible evidence tied it to Bin Laden, something was going to get blown
the shit out of, and there were no two ways about it.



Don't get me wrong, AG, I am aware there's a significant difference between the complicities of the German, US, and UK
governments and that of the Afghan government, such as it was. But it's rather less significant than the difference
between Al Qaeda and the state of Afghanistan.



But to anyone who does feel that Afghanistan was largely complicit in and materially supportive of both Al Qaeda's
existence and attacks on the U.S. and other targets around the world, and that 9/11 demanded a major response, you
would say it was an appropriate one. 



Even if that didn't represent a retreat of Napoleonic proportions from the claim that Afghanistan staged an attack on the
US, it's still perfectly possible to grant the premises and resist the conclusion. Sorry.



Oh, and Guy; blow it out your arse.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by E10 Rifle - 06-08-2008 20:36
_____________________________________

One might also argue that one of the things that define "an appropriate response", militarily, is that one's aims are clearly
defined and achievable. Neither has been the case in Afghanistan.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Antonio Gramsci - 06-08-2008 20:39
_____________________________________

My memory is quite different; I think the Taliban said they did not believe he was responsible and that in any case
Pushtun hospitality codes required that they give him asylum.  They offered to try him themselves, and (after the
bombing began) to hand him over to just about any country *except* the US.



I'd go look this up on the web, but I gotta go get my son from sports camp.
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============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Jimmy Bignutz - 06-08-2008 21:11
_____________________________________

Bombing Hamburg couldn't have hurt.



http://www.die-kirsche.com/upload/Trainer.VIPs.Sonstiges/millerntor.jpg

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Reed of the Valley People - 06-08-2008 21:29
_____________________________________

 I think the Taliban said they did not believe he was responsible and that in any case Pushtun hospitality codes required
that they give him asylum. They offered to try him themselves, and (after the bombing began) to hand him over to just
about any country *except* the US.



I recall it that way too.



This doesn't justify what we did but I think that any right-thinking person should agree that the Taliban's offer was about
as worthwhile as a bucket of hamster vomit. Nobody should put any faith into a trial run by a regime that does shit like
this. As for their traditional hospitality rules, that's nice, but civilization can't let ettiquette be more important than justice. 



As many people-smarter-than-me have suggested, this was a perfect case for an international court of justice and it's
tragic and infuriating that the U.S. continues to shit on that.





Having said all of that, I'm not sure bombing Florida would be such a bad idea.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Toro De France - 06-08-2008 21:58
_____________________________________



this was a perfect case for an international court of justice and it's tragic and infuriating that the U.S. continues to shit on
that.







Indeed, that's what I would have supported.



Indeed, the really clever thing would have been to institute an International Sharia Court, try and sentence him under
that, and put an end forever to the idea that America is an enemy, and Bin Laden a defender, of Islam.



But y'know, it's at least worth sniffing the bucket to see if there's hamster vomit in it, rather than simply assuming there is
and shooting the guy who gave it to you in the face.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by The Horse - 06-08-2008 23:49
_____________________________________

Nobody should put any faith into a trial run by a regime that does shit like this. 



Or alternatively, nobody should put any faith into a government that responds to a terrorist attack on its soil by attacking
the country whose government harboured the terrorists, with the result that really quite soon, more civilians die than died
in the terrorist attack itself.

Message Board - When Saturday Comes - The Half Decent Football Magazine FireBoard Forum Component version: 1.0.2 Generated: 3 December, 2008, 06:52





I hate to be a bore, but you'd be amazed how many people don't realise that killing more innocent people might not be
the best response to the killing of your own people. You'd be amazed how many people don't even notice that this is
what their government has done, and are willing to frame it in vague terms of "appropriate responses" (leaving aside their
misconceptions about how widely supported these responses were). The deaths in Afghanistan just don't register.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by The Horse - 06-08-2008 23:50
_____________________________________

I think that any right-thinking person should agree that the Taliban's offer was about as worthwhile as a bucket of
hamster vomit. 



Irrelevant. You have to exhaust the possibility before you start killing thousands of people. (As toro said.)

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Reed of the Valley People - 07-08-2008 00:07
_____________________________________

It's not irrelevant. As I recall, the ICJ is set up to handle cases that cannot be justly handled by the country in question.
Bin Laden and the Taliban would almost certainly fit that description. 



I didn't say that made it ok for us to bomb all and sundry, and I agree we should have at least gone through the motions
of showing the Taliban the evidence and giving them a chance to turn him over, but I don't think it's very likely that they
would have.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by The Horse - 07-08-2008 00:11
_____________________________________

All I'm saying is that your opinion of whether anything would have come of it is neither here nor there. The US should
have "gone through the motions", and that's that.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by The Horse - 07-08-2008 00:12
_____________________________________

BrunoMaggiore wrote:

And as for Iraq, we had been at war with them recently in the literal sense



Well, no. You'd engineered, or at least happily not prevented, a turkey shoot of a conflict against them, 12 years
previously.



 and had had an ongoing series of tense confrontations, some involving shooting at U.S. planes, ever since.



Ooh. Shooting down US planes. Better bomb the shit out of them, then. I assume said US planes were totally within the
law, were they? No.



 Iraq having WMDs was accepted as a given (not the nukes, though) 



Ha. Er, only by idiots or people with an agenda. It wasn't accepted by the relevant experts at all.



and giving them to some terrorists didn't actually seem terribly implausible. 



It did seem very implausible, given the unlikelihood of the weapons existing, and the Iraqi regime's clear antipathy
towards the terrorists in question.
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What should have seemed implausible was the notion of remaking Iraq as a democracy in short order, as opposed to
getting bogged down in another quagmire.



What should have seemed implausible was the idea that the US government would want to remake Iraq as a democracy
when doing so was directly contrary to their long-held strategic goals.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Toro De France - 07-08-2008 00:29
_____________________________________

Mmm, I think the last bit's a step too far there, Horsey, otherwise I agree with all of that. Sure, there were other agendas
at work, also served by the invasion. But there were an awful lot of people, probably a majority of the right circles in the
White House, who really did believe that they could and should spread democracy in the middle East at the point of a
gun.



The problem wasn't, I think, that they didn't really believe it. It was that it was a totally fucking moronic thing to believe.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 07-08-2008 02:13
_____________________________________

I agree with Toro that the believers truly believed in what they were doing and were foolish to do so.



As for The Horse:



Well, no. You'd engineered, or at least happily not prevented, a turkey shoot of a conflict against them, 12 years
previously.



I said we had been at war with them before, and so we had, however you want to inflect it.



Ooh. Shooting down US planes. Better bomb the shit out of them, then. I assume said US planes were totally within the
law, were they? No.



But I didn't say "therefore we had better bomb them"; my point was that it didn't take a great leap of imagination on the
part of the American public to contemplate resuming a full-fledged war with a guy we'd been hearing about ever since the
last war with him. Saddam Hussein was our enemy and the way out of the status quo of failed sanctions etc was either
war or some kind of detente.



Ha. Er, only by idiots or people with an agenda. It wasn't accepted by the relevant experts at all.



Oh Christ, I've read so many conflicting viewpoints by so-called experts on this I honestly don't know what to believe. My
only point was that at the time the assumption that Iraq retained WMDs was extremely widespread, so there must be an
awful lot of "idiots" out there.



It did seem very implausible, given the unlikelihood of the weapons existing, and the Iraqi regime's clear antipathy
towards the terrorists in question.



And what exactly was so unlikely about the weapons still existing? The UN had located and gotten rid of lots of them
throughout the 1990s. As for Saddam's principled antipathy towards terrorists, meh. Who knows what he might have
done. Please do not interpret that as my advocacy for going to war with Iraq (again). I thought it was a terrible idea
against American interests to say nothing of the destruction caused in Iraq. It would be interesting to know, though, how
things would look there now had we not invaded.



What should have seemed implausible was the idea that the US government would want to remake Iraq as a democracy
when doing so was directly contrary to their long-held strategic goals.



Sure, sure. The big lie. One thing you need to understand about neocons is that they actually believe what they spew.

============================================================================
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Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 07-08-2008 02:25
_____________________________________

I mean, if making Iraq into a democracy was "directly contrary to the United States' long term goals," the easiest thing to
do would have been to simply resume doing business with Saddam like we had in the 1980s. Nobody forced him to
invade Kuwait and earn the enmity of us, Europe, etc. (Well, of course, some European countries were happy to continue
doing business with him.)

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by linus - 07-08-2008 05:56
_____________________________________

Nobody forced him to invade Kuwait and earn the enmity of us



He was greenlighted, if not practically entrapped into getting there.



Bruno, do you even know how Saddam came to power? Do you know what Saddam's relationship with the father of the
drummer from The Police was?





Unfortunately, poor grounding in the historical and political perspective of the Middle East and many other parts of the
world is really pretty common in the US.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by The Horse - 07-08-2008 07:20
_____________________________________

I'm a bit surprised that this they-don't-want-democracy thing is controversial. The policy of securing control of valuable
resources and crushing economic or political independence has been stated and restated, has been repeatedly carried
out all over the world, and has played out just as expected in Iraq. I mean, a big clue that they didn't want to set up a
democracy in Iraq is the fact that when they got there, they didn't set one up. You only have to consider what the likely
results of an Iraqi democracy would have been - Shia government, closer relationship between Iraq and Iran, Iraq's
massive oil reserves not under US control - to see that the very idea of the US actually "spreading democracy" is absurd.



Some people in the White House wanted to invade Iraq to swiftly replace the now-unstable Saddam with a more reliable
strongman who would stop dicking about with oil prices and would stop selling oil to India, Russia and China. Others
wanted to occupy Iraq for longer, giving them time to flog its oil to Western corporations (reducing Saudi Arabia's/OPEC's
control of the oil market in the process) and shock-privatise the country generally. Others wanted to remove a perceived
threat to Israel and/or take a first step towards attacking Iran. Others wanted simply to beat up on the guy "who tried to
kill my Daddy". 



The number of key players in the White House who wanted to spend billions of dollars altruistically handing the Iraqis
their freedom? My money's on zero.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Ginger Yellow - 07-08-2008 09:42
_____________________________________

Bruno:I think this overstates the supposed sheeplike quality of the American voter. Voters may be ill-informed but they by
and large are able to express what they don't like about a candidate beyond "something just not right about him."



Look at the data referenced in Digby's post. It's not about the American people specifically, nor even about being
"sheeplike". It's just basic human psychology. What's (arguably) uniquely American is the way patriotism is such an
effective shield against criticism. When Howard made his coded racist ads about immigration, he was pilloried for it and
of course lost (admittedly they were particularly inept ads).
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I think they're flirting with it, which is different from running on it, but I'm not saying it's entirely absent. I just don't think it's
likely to change many people's minds. Political campaigns like to fancy themselves barometers of public opinion; they
aren't.Oh, come on. White male resentment has been the GOP's central campaign plank since Goldwater. And again, it's
not about being a "barometer", it's about sowing enough unease about Obama among white men to drive down his
positives.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 07-08-2008 10:16
_____________________________________

linus wrote:

He was greenlighted, if not practically entrapped into getting there.



Entrapped? I'm familiar with the mixed signals he was getting from various U.S. government officials and senators. To
the extent that little old me was ever able to assimilate and judge the evidence I never found it entirely convincing that
Saddam had no choice -- not to settle a border dispute with Kuwait by force -- but to completely annex the entire country
of Kuwait for Iraq, and expect the world to stand by and do nothing. The "green lights" that we know about were
ambiguously worded and tended toward "the U.S. wants better relations with Iraq." Yes, it was an unfortunate situation
for Saddam to be in. How could he have foreseen that plunging the region into war in 1980 could lead to awkward
financial entanglements and territorial disputes that might force his hand ten years later? I mean, *I* sympathize with the
guy. Everyone was bullying and threatening *him*, *he* was never the aggressor, so he had no choice but to appropriate
Kuwait, which was rightfully Iraq's anyway, right?



But no, the United States relations with Iraq at that time were far from principled, as everyone agrees. And Saddam can
have misjudged the U.S.'s attitude without that automatically excusing him for doing what he did.



Bruno, do you even know how Saddam came to power?



Aliens?



Do you know what Saddam's relationship with the father of the drummer from The Police was?



No?



Unfortunately, poor grounding in the historical and political perspective of the Middle East and many other parts of the
world is really pretty common in the US.



applause!

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Antonio Gramsci - 07-08-2008 10:18
_____________________________________

The Horse wrote:

All I'm saying is that your opinion of whether anything would have come of it is neither here nor there. The US should
have "gone through the motions", and that's that.



OK, stipulated, but does anyone seriously think Reed's wrong here?  That the Taliban would have handed custody of bin
Laden to a country where an indpendent trial (sharia or no) would take place?



Because if he wasn't going to be handed over to an independent authority, then there's a genuine problem with the
whole ICJ argument.  For it to have been a real option, bin Laden had to be in custody.  Holding a trial in absentia would
hardly have been an appropriate policy response to 9/11, would it?  



In such a situation - diplomacy having been given a longer course but bin Laden still secure in Afghanistan with no
prospect of being handed over - can anyone describe a half-way plausible course of action for the US in September 2001
that didn't involve invasion?

============================================================================
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Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 07-08-2008 10:20
_____________________________________

The Horse wrote:

Some people in the White House wanted to invade Iraq to swiftly replace the now-unstable Saddam with a more reliable
strongman who would stop dicking about with oil prices and would stop selling oil to India, Russia and China.



Come on, though. He was "unreliable" because we forced him to be. Of course he was doing business with India and
Russia and China. If we just wanted a "more reliable strongman" the answer, again, was to resume doing business with
him.



Others wanted to occupy Iraq for longer, giving them time to flog its oil to Western corporations (reducing Saudi
Arabia's/OPEC's control of the oil market in the process) and shock-privatise the country generally. Others wanted to
remove a perceived threat to Israel and/or take a first step towards attacking Iran. Others wanted simply to beat up on
the guy "who tried to kill my Daddy".



Clearly, any explanation will do.



The number of key players in the White House who wanted to spend billions of dollars altruistically handing the Iraqis
their freedom? My money's on zero.



Of course it wasn't entirely altruistic. Not even the neocons ever claimed that. It was supposed to be a win-win for us and
them.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 07-08-2008 10:23
_____________________________________

BrunoMaggiore wrote:



While we did in fact save your sorry "arses" from Hitler, I don't think we're all that superior to the United Kingdom of Great
Britain.



Hmm. America's entry into the war certainly enabled the Allies' absolute victory, and the final defeat of Hitler. But "we"
saved "ourselves" (aided, to be sure, by luck and Lend-Lease); I don't think there's much historical dispute about the fact
that Britain had established absolute air superiority over home airspace by late 1941. The island was not, in practice, any
longer vulnerable to invasion. The most probable outcome had the USA not joined was some sort of uneasy Armistice.



I've fought a bit shy of this, not wanting to commit the mirror-image of your own error, but patriotism aside, it's crazy to
pretend WWII was the Joe and Franklin show. Any number of events were "decisive", in the sense that without them,
things would have gone very differently. And among those events, a sober analyst would have to include things like
Bletchley Park, ASDIC/RDF, SOA's coordination of fifth columns, the rapidity with which the UK economy was placed on
a war footing, the organisation of Fighter Command and the design of the Spitfire and (especially) the Hurricane. Not to
mention Our Brave Boys (who must surely have exhibited the exact same mixture of bravery and shrieking blind terror
that everyone else's brave boys did, poor sods).



It's also worth remembering, in all the talk of whose war it was, that among the three belligerent Allied powers, two had
had war declared on them by Germany, and only one had entered the war through some form of choice. One could
easily skew that narrative, if one were as free and easy with historical complexity as you are.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 07-08-2008 10:26
_____________________________________

dogbeak wrote:

Toro De France wrote:

Should London have bombed Leeds after 7/7?



If not before.
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============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Tactical Genius - 07-08-2008 10:35
_____________________________________

Wyatt, 

Didn't Germany declare war on Russia and the USA, and we declared war on Germany after Hitler's strang descision to
not desroy the british Army in France and allow them to flee via Dunkirk).

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 07-08-2008 10:40
_____________________________________

Isn't that what I said?

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 07-08-2008 10:41
_____________________________________

Actually, except for the last bit: Britain's declaration of war followed Germany's refusal to quit Poland. "I have to tell you
now that we have received no such undertaking" and all that.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Andy C - 07-08-2008 10:44
_____________________________________

No, Britain didn't declare war after Dunkirk.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 07-08-2008 10:48
_____________________________________

Yeah, the Phoney War wasn't quite as phoney as that.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 07-08-2008 10:48
_____________________________________

Ginger Yellow wrote:

Look at the data referenced in Digby's post. It's not about the American people specifically, nor even about being
"sheeplike". It's just basic human psychology. What's (arguably) uniquely American is the way patriotism is such an
effective shield against criticism. When Howard made his coded racist ads about immigration, he was pilloried for it and
of course lost (admittedly they were particularly inept ads).



I acknowledge that the political climate/style in the US is normally quite different from the UK's. But politicians trying to
use patriotism as a shield against criticism is not the same thing as politicians succeeding at it. I'm not convinced they're
swaying elections on mere patriotism. And if Britain has succeeded in leaving behind such superficial considerations,
bully to them, but the last I checked every country in the world has an entrenched contingent of jingoist reactionaries who
get their say on election day; but there are many things that sway an election. To complain about politicians pretending to
love their country more than their opponents is to complain about the nature of politics itself. Basic ignorance though,
now that will decide an election for the wrong candidate time and again. Ignorance and a relatively decent economy.
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Oh, come on. White male resentment has been the GOP's central campaign plank since Goldwater. And again, it's not
about being a "barometer", it's about sowing enough unease about Obama among white men to drive down his positives.



No, it hasn't been their "central campaign plank." It was a component of the "southern strategy" for winning over the
Dixiecrats etc. Look, I'm not going to go along with reducing American elections of the past 40 years to a matter of white
racists controlling outcomes. It's far more complicated than that. We agree that it's a very harmful element of politics, and
incidentally I think England is far from out of the woods in this regard. But it's not the whole shooting match by any
stretch of the imagination. And I think Obama will probably win this November.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Tactical Genius - 07-08-2008 10:49
_____________________________________

Sorry Andy, I know that.

I have a problem on my machine when i type stuff into IE-based imput screens such as OTF and OWA that hte curser
keeps jumping around the screen in a random manner and inserting text all over the place.



there was a bit missing from my post there.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 07-08-2008 10:51
_____________________________________

Do you know any Microsoft experts? Have a go at them about it.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Tactical Genius - 07-08-2008 10:54
_____________________________________

No i don't, do you?

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 07-08-2008 10:56
_____________________________________

Wyatt Earp wrote:

Hmm. America's entry into the war certainly enabled the Allies' absolute victory, and the final defeat of Hitler. But "we"
saved "ourselves" (aided, to be sure, by luck and Lend-Lease); I don't think there's much historical dispute about the fact
that Britain had established absolute air superiority over home airspace by late 1941. The island was not, in practice, any
longer vulnerable to invasion. The most probable outcome had the USA not joined was some sort of uneasy Armistice.



I rather doubt that...



I've fought a bit shy of this, not wanting to commit the mirror-image of your own error, but patriotism aside, it's crazy to
pretend WWII was the Joe and Franklin show. Any number of events were "decisive", in the sense that without them,
things would have gone very differently. And among those events, a sober analyst would have to include things like
Bletchley Park, ASDIC/RDF, SOA's coordination of fifth columns, the rapidity with which the UK economy was placed on
a war footing, the organisation of Fighter Command and the design of the Spitfire and (especially) the Hurricane. Not to
mention Our Brave Boys (who must surely have exhibited the exact same mixture of bravery and shrieking blind terror
that everyone else's brave boys did, poor sods).



One of the enduring reasons for Americans' fondness for the British, and suspicion of the French, is/was a memory of
their brave collective display during that time.



It's also worth remembering, in all the talk of whose war it was, that among the three belligerent Allied powers, two had
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had war declared on them by Germany, and only one had entered the war through some form of choice. One could
easily skew that narrative, if one were as free and easy with historical complexity as you are.



I think you're over-reading my position a little. Surely the Allies essentially owed their victory in Europe to the Red Army
(and Hitler's stupidity in breaking the pact with Stalin).

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 07-08-2008 11:02
_____________________________________



I rather doubt that...





Oh, well, that's demolished my argument then. I, along with the historical consensus, had thought that what with a stable
2-1 superiority in fighter aircraft, and Operation Barbarossa soaking up Wehrmacht resources in the East, the threat of
invasion had receded by Pearl Harbor, but when you phrase the counterargument like that, I can only concede. Sorry for
taking up your time, really.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 07-08-2008 11:04
_____________________________________

One of the enduring reasons for Americans' fondness for the British, and suspicion of the French, is/was a memory of
their brave collective display during that time.



And it's the Cowardly French putting in an appearance. You really are going for Comedy Online American status.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by ursus arctos - 07-08-2008 11:06
_____________________________________

Wyatt, how do the V2s figure into that air superiority argument? Is the assumption that they would never have been
reliable enough to be a serious threat?

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Wyatt Earp - 07-08-2008 11:08
_____________________________________

V2s? In 1941?

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Alessandro Nesta Marley - 07-08-2008 11:08
_____________________________________

Heh. Amazing isn't it? Those perfidious French, cunningly getting militarily defeated like that. I wonder if this suspicion
also extend to Poles, Czechs, Norwegian, Dutch, Luxembourgers, etc etc?

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 07-08-2008 11:09
_____________________________________
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I'm sorry Wyatt, you said "the most probable outcome" and I rather doubted that the "outcome" of Britain's achieved air
superiority, minus any U.S. involvement, would have been a Nazi continent at armistice with the British Isles. Temporary
outcome I suppose. The threat had certainly receded, but not I think in the sense of "never to resurface."

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 07-08-2008 11:10
_____________________________________

Wyatt Earp wrote:

One of the enduring reasons for Americans' fondness for the British, and suspicion of the French, is/was a memory of
their brave collective display during that time.



And it's the Cowardly French putting in an appearance. You really are going for Comedy Online American status.



Oh COME ON. I didn't say *I* subscribed to that narrative, I was just acknowledging its currency. You really have a taste
for low hanging fruit don't you.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by BrunoMaggiore - 07-08-2008 11:11
_____________________________________

Alessandro Nesta Marley wrote:

Heh. Amazing isn't it? Those perfidious French, cunningly getting militarily defeated like that. I wonder if this suspicion
also extend to Poles, Czechs, Norwegian, Dutch, Luxembourgers, etc etc?



As the entire world knows, suspicion of the French is a byproduct of Casablanca being the best movie ever made.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Alessandro Nesta Marley - 07-08-2008 11:11
_____________________________________

Classic wind up.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by Ginger Yellow - 07-08-2008 11:12
_____________________________________

I'm not sure where you get this idea that I'm saying that patriotism (or more precisely the elevation of patriotism as a
supreme and unquestioned virtue) on its own is enough to sway an election. All I'm saying is that it makes certain nasty
and effective campaign tactics a) more effective, and b) more acceptable to the public and especially the media.

But politicians trying to use patriotism as a shield against criticism is not the same thing as politicians succeeding at it. I'm
not convinced they're swaying elections on mere patriotism.

True enough - see above. But it's pretty clear they do succeed, at least sometimes. Considerably more (white) people
thought that Obama responding to the "celebrity" ad was racist than thought the ad itself was.

============================================================================

Re:Great moments in diplomacy
Posted by ursus arctos - 07-08-2008 11:12
_____________________________________

Well, having air superiority in '41 doesn't do you any good if you lose it by '44.



Or is the thought that the armistice would have pre-empted the development of the V2s?

============================================================================
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