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Thank you all for coming this evening. I know that if England were playing now,
everyone would have called in sick.

I recall coming to the dedication of the Eccles Centre one chill night more than ten years
ago, and behind my professional diplomatic smile, I remember quietly asking myself a
question familiar to all ambassadors: “Where the hell am I?” 

We stood in an enormous, dimly lit cave of concrete. Wires and cables hung down from
the ceiling like stalactites. The place smelled of dust and grit, and everyone was bundled
up in overcoats and gloves against the cold.

David and Mary Eccles were there, of course, and so were many other luminaries. But
although it was hard to visualize at the time, everyone was aware that something
important and unique was going on, for here was to be an incomparable repository,
within the warm embrace of the British Library, dedicated to the scholarship of Anglo-
Americana. But especially important, the Eccles Centre was intended not just to
contemplate the past of the relationship but its future as well. It was meant to be alive.
And through the leadership of Philip Davies and the achievements of Jean Kemble and
the support of the American Trust and many others, it is not only alive but also kicking.
So it is a full-circle pleasure for me to come here again. The temperature has improved
and a great vision has taken elegant shape. 

Some people believe history is the story of linear progress, step at a time. Others believe
history is circular and the sun also rises.  The late Harvard and Eccles Centre librarian,
Douglas Bryant, meticulously assembled the material so that students and scholars could
make that judgment. This already remarkable lecture series is a singular tribute to his
genius, and I am pleased my name will now appear on the distinguished list of Bryant
Lecturers. So thank you for the invitation.

It’s almost impossible these days to talk about international relations without addressing
the subject of terrorism. I came to that conclusion reluctantly because, since September,
everyone has been talking and writing about this dreadful characteristic of our modern
lives, and I doubt there is much I can say that is fresh.

But I have to start here because it would be otherwise difficult to assess transatlantic
relations today without taking into account what occurred this past September and the
impact it has had on America and on America’s foreign policy.
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If there is such a thing as national psychology, I think it is fair to say that the horrors of
September 11 have left an severe imprint on the collective psychology of my
countrymen. For many years to come, analysts will have to look at America with this
feature much in mind.

For my parents’ generation the seminal date was December 7, 1941, and it was a
common conversational gambit to ask, “Where were you when you heard about Pearl
Harbor?” On a single Sunday morning, the country was transformed. For my generation
of Americans, the date was November 22, 1963 when John Kennedy was assassinated in
Dallas, an afternoon which in retrospect seems to be an uncanny dividing line between
two eras of American history.

For my children’s’ generation of Americans, the date will surely be September 11, 2001.
Americans after that morning of atrocity were different from Americans before it.

The empathetic reaction in Europe in September was instantaneous and heartfelt. There
were, admittedly, a few scattered traces of schadenfreude, but these were trivial.
Everyone on this side of the ocean recognized an unprecedented barbarity for what it
was, and the international character of the target in New York, as well as the list of
victims, strengthened the solidarity even more. No where was this more effectively and
genuinely expressed than in Britain.

There is nothing particularly new about terrorism. It’s been around a long time, a familiar
feature in political cultures around the world. As a murderous political instrument, terror
is not a monopoly of any region, race or religion. At one point or another, almost every
European country has had its experience with terrorism. The United Kingdom is more
familiar with it than most. Americans, too, have been the targets of terrorism on many
occasions and in many locations, though hardly ever within our own borders.

The question, then, is whether there was anything different about September 11, a
difference from the past that is a matter of dimension rather than degree. It’s hard to say
for sure, but there are some elements which suggest these acts signal a threat greater than
the international community has seen for a while.

First, those wonderful oceans that stretch out on either side of the American continent can
no longer be counted on to protect us from the coarseness of the outside world. And
almost all Americans understand that September 11 is very unlikely to prove a one-off.
And almost all Americans agreed that the mightiest nation on earth, now suddenly
vulnerable, had to react mightily to an attack on its territory; and that failure to do so
would have been to the dismay of responsible societies and to the encouragement of the
culprits. President Bush and the Congress declared this a war, not a crime, and therein
lies one important difference.

Second, we are accustomed to think of terrorism as a local act by a handful of misguided
fanatics. But September 11 was a sophisticated operation, brilliantly conceived and
brilliantly executed, the product of a well organized International Brigade at the centre of
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a network of secret cells, and the spectacular attack enjoyed a pay-off greater than the
plotters possibly could have imagined.

So the sheer scale of the atrocity was also new. This means the impact of future terrorist
acts will now be measured against this grotesque standard. The ante has been upped by a
considerable sum. So, naturally, there is now conjecture about the use of chemical or
biological weapons or perhaps dirty bombs that would wreak havoc and panic in
societies. And if such weapons are used, there is little doubt in any American mind which
country will be the target. I’m not sure the sharpness of this apprehension is fully
appreciated in European circles. For Americans, the terrorist use of weapons of mass
destruction has now moved from the theoretical to the conceivable.

And finally, the attack seemed to have no identifiable political objective, or at least not in
the conventional sense of the phrase. At its core, this was not about Palestine or any other
recognizable grievance.  It had nothing to do with pressing a specific political outcome or
overthrowing a specific governing regime. There is no agenda here, nothing to negotiate.
This was a paroxysm of hate, a kind of nihilism dressed up as salvation, and directed
against a distorted vision of a culture and a way of life.

The leaders of the United States and its allies have rightly said that our military response
is not directed against Islam. The recent record in Kuwait and Kosovo – both Muslim
territories – indicate that western nations, like all nations, are primarily motivated by the
dynamics of geopolitics and national interest, not by religious or ethnic considerations.

This may not be entirely true from the perspective of the other side, however. While al-
Qaida and the Taliban represent only a tiny minority of the world’s Islamic population,
their interpretation of the western world enjoys considerable sympathy within Islam.
Historians tell us that you can look for the roots of this tension all the way back to the
crusades. I have an Egyptian friend who once said to me, “Don’t forget. A thousand years
ago you were the fanatics.”

And I recall from my time of flying around the Middle East with various Secretaries of
State that there was only one decoration in the office of the then Syrian president, Hafez
Assad. It was a gigantic painting of Saladin’s victory in the third crusade and the
expulsion of the Christian invaders from Jerusalem. For Assad, the creation of Israel was
merely the latest in a long series of western imperial intrusions.

If you stand in the middle of the Muslim world today and take a pretty simple view of the
circumstances, you can describe a huge arc of encirclement by forces you believe to be
corrupting and threatening to you, and along this arc there are many points of conflict –
in the north-south divisions in Sudan and Nigeria, for example, and of course in the holy
territory of Palestine. Or, moving north, in the Balkans or in Chechnya or in the frontier
lands of Tajikistan and Uzbekistan or in the western provinces of China or along the line
of control in Kashmir. And of course this extends eastwards as well, into Indonesia and
the Philippines. It does seem as if these two worlds, the Islamic and the non-Islamic, are
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like tectonic plates that rub hard against each other and produce considerable heat and
friction as a result.

From a Muslim point of view, there is indeed a great deal about our modern western
societies which deserves criticism and which is abhorrent. We do seem arrogant, and for
some countries the loss of empire does not seem to have made us any less imperial. We
do seem these days to be largely agnostic and spiritually bereft. Most of our churches are
empty, though there is some irony in the fact this is less the case in the United States than
anywhere else in the West. Our families are atomized and we approach divorce the same
way we approach an ATM machine. We are enthralled by technological gadgetry and
gizmos. We are infested by pornography and drugs. We are materialists and ravenous
consumers.

But as we go through our introspective litany, we should be careful not to succumb to the
implication that September 11 was somehow our own heedless fault. The overall picture
in the West is, I think, pretty impressive and we don’t need to make excessive apologies.
If you look at the North Atlantic community, for example, war between any two states is
virtually inconceivable. Every state is an established democracy. Our freedoms and
liberties may often be abused, but we willingly pay that price. Human rights are so
fundamentally entrenched and protected that they are taken for granted. More people are
better educated and better off and healthier than has ever been the case. We are for the
most part tolerant societies, and generous societies, and our scientific and artistic
achievements are more exuberant than ever.

The uncomfortable truth is that hardly any of this can be said about the lands of Islam.
Although the Arab world is contiguous to Europe, hardly any of these benefits is evident.
There’s not a democracy in the region except Israel. Poverty is growing not shrinking.
Capital is squandered and the legal and financial frameworks for investment are derelict.
I cannot go to church in Saudi Arabia because there aren’t any. In Syria I cannot say what
I think much less write it. As a westerner I cannot walk down the street in Algeria. There
is no right to privacy in Libya. The regime in Iraq survives only because it is a repressive
police state. Throughout the region corruption is endemic and the status of women third
class. Only in Egypt can you find anything resembling an intellectual centre.

These contrasts are profound, and clearly the principal objective of terrorism is to divide
these two civilizations even further. But the Judeo-Christian world and the Islamic world
aren’t going to get very far by pointing accusatory fingers at each other’s defects. There
are plenty of shortcomings to go around.

So now we have a big, strategic canvas and the challenges for both West and East are
immense and far-reaching. The initial military phase in Afghanistan was a remarkable
undertaking, and despite the carping of much of the European press, a measured, focused
and effective use of power. Whether it can produce the desired political outcome is
another matter, especially in a country which has never been synonymous with stability.
But so far, so good.
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A reinforced international financial regime to monitor illicit funds is also taking shape,
and this will at least complicate terrorist planning if not always foil it. Stronger
cooperation among national intelligence agencies will, one hopes, more successfully
identify terrorist cells, harass them, penetrate them, preempt them and destroy them. We
will have to sup with the devil and use a short spoon, but much of this intelligence effort
will be a silent war, a dark war, and I hope we will hear very little about it.

The policy agenda, however, must stretch well into the future: Iraq and other states which
are developing nefarious arsenals; the Hundred Years War over Palestine; now, again,
Kashmir; Iran; the excessive Western reliance on energy resources in the region; the mass
movement of refugees and migrants, especially into European lands; the unbearable
economic misery of so much of the Middle Eastern population living under regimes that
are often venal, repressive and frightened of their own citizens.

September 11 in one way or another crystallized all these issues. And by instinct if
nothing else, we all know that we can effectively come to grips with these challenges
only if transatlantic relations are on a firm, cooperative footing. But this now is an
additional concern. Just at the moment when we need joint direction we seem to have run
into a lot of discord.

Old hands will say that the tensions now bedeviling transatlantic relations are actually
pretty familiar stuff. One of the most hackneyed headlines of the Cold War was:
“Alliance In Disarray”, and almost every decade of the Cold War produced its moments
of dissension and unease among the allies. And that old bugbear word “consultations” is
back. For Europeans, consultations meant the Americans came around to inform you of
what they had already decided to do. For Americans, consultations meant the Europeans
got a chance to tell you not to do it. So Old Hands might be inclined to shrug off the
latest transatlantic weather report because it has always been sometimes sunny with clear
skies and sometimes cloudy with occasional storms.

But even the most world-weary would have to concede that today’s transatlantic trouble
is different. Part of this is simply the unusually high volume of noise and static on the
lines. America’s withdrawal from the Kyoto Protocols and its abrogation of the Anti-
Ballistic Missile Treaty, its rejection of the Convention on Biological Weapons and its
vote against the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, its refusal to join the International
Criminal Court, the imposition of punitive tariffs on steel, the recent farm bill are all
pretty heady events and they are complemented by a swirl of other irritants from bananas
to corporate taxation to anti-trust to extradition to capital punishment. In truth, every one
of these issues can be explained and argued on the merits, but the sheer volume has given
the impression that America is a nation which believes that everyone’s out of step except
Johnny.

September 11 was poured into this simmering brew. America’s dominance of both the
diplomatic and military operations seemed to suggest that the old concept of alliance had
been transformed into a two-tier system in which ad hoc allies in a loose coalition were
assigned their designated, supporting roles, more or less on a take it or leave it basis. And
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this was compounded by frustrated criticism that the United States was either indifferent
to the mounting Israeli-Palestinian conflict or, once engaged, less than even handed. And
then of course we have the European view that America is picking a fight with Iraq and
this has only added to the anxiety.

All of this disquiet about the United States has been gathered under the heading of
“unilateralist” as opposed to “multilateralist”. In truth, I’m not quite sure how the word
“unilateralist” has come to acquire such a pejorative meaning. It is now the “U-word” in
the diplomatic lexicon, and it seems that where you happen to be positioned on the
spectrum between unilateralist and multilateralist determines whether you are a good
international citizen or a bad international citizen, even if your actions are entirely legal
in international law. I suspect that for many Europeans, an American “unilateralist”
means an “isolationist with a foreign policy”.

Behind this current discord lie a number of transatlantic differences in attitude, outlook,
sense of history and sense of place in the world.
Some of them are familiar by now. For example, that the Bush administration with a
centre-right disposition came into office when the governance of Europe was still largely
centre-left.  Or that transatlantic politics are bound to be scrappy as the dollar and the
euro begin to jostle with each other.

Much more broadly, we have analyses about the sheer accretion of power by the United
States – military, technological, economic, cultural – to a degree that the only sustainable
comparison is with the Rome of two millennia ago. America spends 40% of the world’s
budget for defense but does so at a lesser percentage of its GDP than during the Cold War
– more bang for less buck. So America is not just a superpower but a super-duper power,
and the effect, critics say, is that this Yankee dominance in turn leads to resentment and a
natural tendency elsewhere somehow to redress the balance, as unlikely as that near-term
prospect may be.

But there are other gaps as well. Take the concept of sovereignty, for example.
Sovereignty equals nationhood equals nationalism. Competing nationalisms have landed
Europe in very hot water in the past, so there is a conscious, deliberate, often painstaking
effort in Europe to de-emphasize the concept of sovereignty. For Europeans, there is
something vaguely embarrassing or even dangerous about sovereignty, except perhaps in
the football stadium or the EuroVision Song Contest. And the phrase “national interest”
should never be mentioned in polite society. Americans therefore suspect that Europeans
harbor a predilection to sign up to sovereignty-softening agreements for their own sake. 

Not so in the United States. In fact, the reverse is more true. Sovereignty there is a
vigorous concept of independence and proposals which in effect constrain American
sovereignty are approached warily. Agreements should not be confused with solutions,
we say, which explains our sceptical attitude towards the United Nations or on matters of
military command or, more currently, Kyoto or the International Criminal Court.
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Another dog that barks in the transatlantic night is the division between global and
regional responsibilities. For Americans, Europe is often seen as too self-absorbed in its
own continental construction and sometimes too unprepared to deal with security
problems which arise even within Europe. America, on the other hand, sees itself as
carrying a disproportionate burden internationally. Europe’s lackluster performance in
aiding the recovery of the global economy today is a good example. 

More important, though, in addition to terrorism, the United States sees the most likely
challenges to global security arising in the northwest quadrant of the Pacific, where
European concern is in rare evidence. And since the Pacific benefits very little from the
established multilateral framework that characterizes the Atlantic, a different kind of
diplomacy is called for. In fact, while the diplomacy of the Atlantic may be 21st century,
the diplomacy of the Pacific is more 19th century.

Because of these different global and regional frames of reference, there is now, as there
has been for a long time, a deep-seated European anxiety that the United States, if
challenged, is likely to go off half-cocked; that its response to a provocation may be
disproportionate to the offense; and that its actions in one fashion or another may drag its
European allies willy-nilly into a confrontation not of their own making. Thus, today,
Iraq.

For Europeans, the use of force is always a last resort. For Americans the use of force is
an option.

On top of this, we Americans are inclined to see Europe as too wedded to the status quo
and too inclined to knee-jerk negatives when the status quo is questioned. Abrogate the
ABM Treaty? No. Get rid of Saddam Hussein? No. Question Arafat’s leadership? No.
Build a Missile Defense System? No. When Americans think they are rearranging the
pieces on the chessboard, Europeans think they are rearranging the deck chairs on the
Titanic.

In truth, I welcome this natural European caution and when Europe constructively
tempers American eagerness it is usually to good effect. But it is equally true that
Americans are more comfortable with change and risk than Europeans and more tempted
by the new and radical.

And just as Americans have a difficult time understanding the endless contortions of the
European Union and the unique projects of Europe-building, so Europeans continue to
grapple with the acrobatics of American governance – its unique federalism and
separation of powers. Europeans are often puzzled by the U.S. Congress which
sometimes seems like a political souk, which in truth, it sometimes is, especially on trade
issues, and it is lamentable that in America the particular interest can occasionally
overwhelm the national interest just as in Europe the lowest common denominator is
sometimes the highest possible achievement. But my point here is we imperfectly
understand how the other side really works.
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Still, the early-on snobbery about George Bush, in my view, was pretty inexcusable,
although we had seen it before when America elected as president a retired movie actor
from California or a peanut farmer from Georgia. Whether European electoral systems
actually produce a higher quality of political leadership would be, I think, a highly
debatable point.

On the other hand, you can detect American condescension about Europe in economic
affairs. When it comes to the economy, Americans aren’t sure European governments
should be issued a driver’s license. European economies are too regulated, we say, too
unionized, too subsidized, too cosy, too opaque, too structurally impacted, and their
governments are too coddling and too timid. Of course for Europeans, the American
economy is too freewheeling, too aggressive and too socially callous.

And here’s another: for Europeans, American political rhetoric is often shrill and self-
righteous. Pronouncements about Iraq, for example, or the phrase “axis of evil” can send
chills down the European spine. By contrast, for Americans, European rhetoric is often
too dulcet and too smug.

This is an exhausting list though hardly exhaustive. But let me make one additional
observation. Our problems seem more acute these days because the old way of doing
business is quickly fading. We have a new generation of leadership that is not only post-
war but increasingly post-cold war and we seem less sure how to talk to each other.

One reason is that the great Alliance itself is so different nowadays. For many years
NATO was a platform for genuine consultation, and in the inner circle of the Four, a
forum for concerted action. This is no longer the case. The end of the Cold War removed
not only the threat that glued together the West but also the common strategic agenda.

And without this common framework, which in the past subsumed many of our
differences, our exhanges have lost their discipline and focus. And this, I think, is
because the Alliance as the bedrock of the transatlantic relationship has changed so
profoundly. 

NATO’s initial expansion eastwards in the 1990s, and the next phase of expansion set to
occur by the end of this year, will complete its transformation from an organization of
collective defense to an organization of collective security. On the whole, the expansion
of NATO will continue to contribute to European stability, especially if it is anchored by
Russian cooperation at one end, as seems now to be the case after the Rome meeting two
weeks ago, and by a continued American presence at the other, which has never been
seriously questioned by our presidential or congressional leaders. But as a collective
security organization of many diverse states, it is likely to be more talkative and less
active than in the past, and more political in its orientation than military. This is no bad
thing. But it’s not the same thing.

And as Europe is no longer a strategic preoccupation for the United States, so NATO is
no longer the multilateral vehicle for America’s strategic objectives. We have largely
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shelved the idea that NATO might act as an effective security instrument outside of
Europe except perhaps in a kind of UN-sponsored peacekeeping or monitoring role.
There is a particular irony in the fact that the events of September 11 moved NATO for
the first time in its history to invoke Article V – the clause that says an attack on one is an
attack on all – a mandate for which the United States was grateful but which it had no
intention of using.

Moreover, the European Union continues to pursue its goal of an autonomous military
capability. That’s no bad thing either, at least in theory. But in Washington, this European
project is viewed with considerable scepticism, first because it will further loosen the
fundamental nature of the Alliance, and second, because it isn’t taken seriously, least of
all by the European governments who evince great reluctance to invest in their own
genuine capabilities. More likely now, Americans believe, the EU quest for its own
defense force will end up as a European contraption designed to serve a political purpose
and will likely look like a military version of the Common Agricultural Policy.

Given how profoundly the Alliance is changing, the Americans have been relatively calm
about it, which in itself ought to tell you something. After all, once the next phase of
expansion is finished, the American nuclear guarantee will extend to within a few
kilometers of St. Petersburg. 

With the multiplication of membership, with the development of a European Force that
may have more in common with Potemkin than with Clauswitz, and with America’s
overriding strategic concerns lying outside the Atlantic area, the Alliance is becoming a
trifle phantasmigorical.

There is an argument which says that Atlantic relations are not well served by a NATO
which has a hollow ring to it, and it might be more effective as well as more realistic to
dismantle an increasingly cumbersome and unfocused organization and replace it with a
bilateral Atlantic treaty which doesn’t pretend to be more than it is. For the moment,
however, this is premature speculation.

This all seems a little messy. And it is. But as Mark Twain said about Wagner’s music,
“It’s better than it sounds.” And, incidentally, Britain’s intermediary role in all of this is
pretty obvious and pretty traditional, and this government, it seems to me, has been doing
a good job of it. 

My central purpose, however, is to say that there is a phoniness about the division
between unilateral and multilateral. It is a false dichotomy. Americans do not and should
not view multilateralism as an ideology or as an end in itself. But by the same token,
America in the past has accomplished little of lasting value that wasn’t multilateral in
nature. Any administration in Washington will see that the pursuit of its national interests
will almost always be best served in a multilateral context – that’s true of everything
from military operations to trade issues to the long-term struggle against terrorism. But,
equally, in my view, when it comes to leadership, a dash of unilateralism isn’t such a bad
thing.
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