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1. The urgency gap 

What impression did you bring home with you from your trip to Europe about the attitude here towards the War on Terror? 

DANIEL HAMILTON DH: Well, if you look at most polling data, Europeans and Americans generally seem to share the view that they face common threats. The notion that we are drifting apart on certain basic perceptions is not borne out. The difference, however, is the urgency with which Europeans or Americans feel one has to deal with these threats.
In the United States, this is the top priority; it is changing the way we are organising not only our foreign policy but much of our domestic policy. In Europe, one has the sense that this is conceived to be a threat, but it is not something that would totally turn upside down politics in Europe. 

So because of that we then look for different instruments of policy, I think, and there we  to some differences: the United States is looking for new ways of doing things with great pressure and urgency, whereas the Europeans agree that things need to be done but with less urgency and with a bit more consideration maybe in examining instruments of policy, rather than sort of jumping to the next you know, "revolution". So we end up with some problems in that area. 

You mention the Americans reorganising themselves in both foreign and domestic policy. The combination of the two levels - the fact of Homeland Security; the terror alerts and the rest of it, how important is that in terms of shaping peoples' attitudes towards the War on Terror and the Bush-administration's foreign policy? 

DH: My simple analogy is 9/11. I contrast simply what I call Europe's 9/11 - which, according to European calenders was the 9th of November 1989, with our 9/11, September 11th. Europe's 9/11 is still shaking the European continent: it is the consequence of the end of the division of Europe. It is what preoccupies European leaders every day - enlargement of Europe; the deepening; all of the things you have to consider when adding 10 new members to the EU, 7 new members to NATO over the next year. It is a historic opportunity, obviously - it is a huge agenda; it's one to which Americans have contributed and want to see succeed. But it is a very pre-occupying effort: when one comes from outside of Europe to Europe, one sees that it is what everybody talks about. It doesn't have the sense that the rest of the world is as important, these days, to that project. 

The American effort is influenced by, you know, a catastrophic attack on our country for the first time since the war of 1812. It has totally changed America's mindset: how it thinks about its role in the world, its vulnerability. It is changing our institutions in ways that I think are not appreciated in Europe: the Bush administration is some of that - some of this is new, some of this, from a European viewpoint is not new, you know. We don't have an interior ministry in this country, we've never had one. And in most European countries, that's a normal ministry. Our interior ministry takes care of our national parks! And so the Homeland Security Department, I guess in 'the European perspective', can be seen partially as our effort to build now, after 200 years, an interior ministry according to the European model.
So some of that is not new: some of it is us doing what European countries do every day. But there are elements that are quite new and of course those are where the elements of discussion need to be. 

2. Europe is a target 

Europeans know more about the United States than we know about most other European countries - the same would be true for many people in the rest of the world. Yet did you did get the impression when you were here, that the Europeans were listening right around 9/11 and then they tired from it - simply. There was a fatique and a need for the media and public opinion to move elsewhere? 

DH: I don't know if they tired - sometimes you tire of a topic, but I think it was a combination of factors. I think the fact that the attacks simply didn't happen in Europe had a huge impact on how people feel about it. 

Secondly, I think that the Bush administration in the campaign against Afghanistan turned down European help also led many to say, well, this is America's war and we're not being asked to be engaged. I think that was a huge mistake on the part of the Bush administration. 

And the third element is I think, after the campaign in Afghanistan, starting with the President's State of the Union speech two years ago, I think one saw in Europe an effort by this administration to sort of use September 11 to advance a particular political agenda. 

I think that the Democrats in this country also believed that September 11 was sort of being instrumentalized to advance an agenda. So the tough issue here is pulling apart the political agenda of the very conservative right-wing; neo-conservatives in the Bush administration, vs. the real issues that we face, symbolised by September 11. I think there are real issues. 

I believe that the invocation of Article 5 of the NATO-treaty in response to the attack on September 11 meant, in essence, that we do have a common homeland. 
And if we have a common security space -- that is what we said to each other for fifty years, after all  - shouldn't we organize ourselves, now, in that way, in response to new threats? Territorial defense, today, I would argue, does not mean preparing to defend against tanks or airplanes coming from the Soviet Union or worrying about sea-lanes being blocked by a country that no longer exists. Territorial defense in the Cold War sense should give way to a new common conception of territorial protection against sporadic attacks - or surprise attacks - by terrorists using weapons of mass destruction. Those attacks could happen today, in Europe. We have clear evidence that such attacks have already been planned - they simply were stopped. The idea that Europe is not a target is simply wrong. 

One of the arguments making the rounds in Europe is that we have been used the terrorism - the IRA etc. 

DH: You really find a lot of American anger when they hear that European comment. Because, yes, one obviously has been used to terrorism - of a different type. What would be argued today is that if you join terrorism to weapons of mass destruction - or if you turn an airplane, a conventional transportation machine, into an unconventional weapon, then you have crossed the line, now, into a realm of catastrophic terrorism, for which European experience does not prepare anyone. In fact, might lead Europe into a false sense of complacency. The idea of millions dead - the entire city of Copenhagen in one blow: destroyed - is a very different prospect than kidnapping an industrialist, holding a person for ransom... 

Could it have something to do with the fact that the kind of terrorism with which Europeans are most familiar peaked in the 70s, and so there's been 20-25 years for academics and journalists to reflect on it? 

DH: Oh, I agree with that as well, in fact, that is my point: we much to learn from each other on this issue. What is interesting I think for some of us who look at this is that some countries in Europe with the terrorist experience of course built up this body of laws, over the past 25-40 years, to deal with terrorism, which actually are quite good. And that, as we scramble now --- and have this huge debate in our country about civil liberties and the Patriot Act and these things --- it would do us well to look across the oceans, see how countries that have dealt with the issues for many years have tried to strike balance between civil liberties and security. So we have something to learn: my point is that we should be working on this together. 
 

3. Isolated/insulated 

One of the things that maybe the Europeans don't quite appreciate is the scale of 9/11: it is a crude measure to speak of the dead in greater or smaller numbers [how does one define a catastrophe?] but there is something about the magnitude of the event that may not have quite dawned on Europe. 

DH: Well, the scale is one thing, but as many people if not more died in India in the chemical disaster in 1984 and we didn't pay all that much attention to it, unfortunately. So mass human death unfortunately in itself doesn't necessarily lead the world's populations to focus. It is not only the scale of it but the nature of the attack. 

And the intention behind it? 

DH: Yes, the intentions behind it. The nature of the attack, of course, was also: using an airplane - it wasn't a natural disaster. It was an intentional attack. It was a symbolic attack - also aimed at the Pentagon, and if it had been successful would have destroyed the US Capitol, the US Congress and The White House. One has to think of the pieces of the plan that did not happen, but were intended. It was intended to wipe out the main centres of the US government in Washington, not just the World Trade Center. 

And the other element: again, one has to understand a bit of American history and Americans' perception of themselves. My simple analogy is the differences and similarities with Pearl Harbour: in 1941, our debate was about neutrality - Americans being neutral in European conflicts. And the idea that we did not mean to take part in a war in Europe - and if you know something about that time, our Congress was focused on Neutrality Acts, neutrality laws - while President Roosevelt was trying to convince people that we did have a stake in this. The attack on Pearl Harbour - although Hawaii was not yet a state of the United States, so it was not an attack on the American homeland, in that sense - shattered the sense of isolation from the rest of the world. But it did not shatter our sense of insulation from the rest of the world. We realized we couldn't be isolated, we had to engage - but we could engage across oceans, and during World War II the battle never happened in America, it took place in other continents. 

And the Cold War, also, frankly, didn't happen on American soil: our troops were forward-based in Europe and in Asia, there was no sense that American society was at war. We talked about it abstractly - our cities could have been destroyed, of course, in a matter of seconds, from Soviet capabilities - but the sense of American insulation from the rest of the world: that our society simply goes on on its own, and all the complaints you hear about the lack of media coverage of foreign affairs and all these things continued, I think, until September 11th. And it is this sense of insulation from the world that was shattered on that day. It is a historic change in the American mindset. 

We're now coping with it - and that's why we're coping with it sometimes in some extreme ways and sometimes in more reflective ways than at other times, but we're still in this process of reaction and lashing out. The scars on the national consciousness are far deeper than the attack itself. 
 

4. Not a transatlantic split 

The Europeans seemed to have adopted Robert Kagan's "Paradise and Power"-analysis; Europe takes somewhat of a pride in being averse to military means, we have a running criticism of American gun-culture. There doesn't seem to be an appreciation of the fact that the American reaction to, say, the attacks on the embassies in Africa or the Unabomber, was so totally different from that which followed 9/11. Could you try to reflect on the differences in the response to these terrorist acts, as they all were? 

DH: 700 Europeans were killed on September 11th. It wasn't an attack on Americans, it was an attack on the world: many Muslims died in the World Trade Center. It was an attack on symbols, on what people stood for. So that is one difference: the Unabomber didn't kill Europeans, people, families in Europe suffered tremendous tragedy on that day. 

I am not so sure about taking pride in the Kagan-thesis: that, like any observation of that kind, is a bit simple: if you look in fact at what the EU has done since then, and you look at the strategy-paper Javier Solana's team has put out, you find basically an EU argument that, yes, preemption – pre-emptive attacks might be necessary. So despite this whole academic debate - castigating the Bush administration about the notion of preemption, you find the EU document basically starts to endorse it - at least consideration of it. And it certainly says that Europe will have to consider military force when necessary.
You also find, as often in Europe, different traditions. It is the EU that intervened in the Congo - not the United States, and has forces there. French forces have intervened in a lot of places: the British and the French have a different strategic perspective than some other European countries. I think you have talk about individual, European differences - and that is the other thing we've seen: that the divisions of the past year run equally through Europe as they do across the Atlantic. In that it is not a European-American debate as much as a debate within the West about what we do in this world. 

Yet there seems to be a tendency, probably more pronounced in Europe than in America, that the population does not feel the threat or feel very aware that there should be any immediate danger from terrorism. If you talk to politicians and journalists, they will have a different kind of sensibility - which could account for what you described is going on in the EU. 

DH: That was my first point: there is not the sense of urgency and immediacy to the threat, although, abstractly, the Europeans will say: we understand that it's there. And I think that's the different premise: there is an immediacy and an urgency in the US. There is also something of a different culture: Americans want to act - and it is also a unitary state: if we decide we act, we do it. We are also often seen as a somewhat powerful state with huge resources. In Europe, first of all, the urgency isn't there. Second of all, in order to have a European response, you have to have huge amounts of consultations and it is very difficult. Third, whether the Europeans have the adequate instruments to deal with these kinds of issues is questionable. So, there we are: we look at different issues. 

One point I would make though is what we see in Iraq: our country is superbly equipped to fight wars, but we are not so well-trained to win peace. There is the notion of 'the spectrum of conflict': that preventive action to stop conflict is just as important as winning the war once it happens. Or the rehabilitation and the reconstruction efforts, nation-building, if you will, after a conflict, is also the key to security: it is just not well-developed here. We spend $400 billion on our military, we spend only $15 million on the civilian crisis management issues. That is a very lop-sided capability: we need to get more balance in our policy. 

In Europe, would say, it is almost the opposite: I think the EU has done well in some areas of you know, equipping police to send abroad; judicial training; the headline goals of the EU in the civilian area are actually quite interesting. Noone pays attention to them, but they're interesting. And there is the EU's ability to provide financial support for regions. But the EU has not kept up in terms of its capability to act quickly and fight fast-breaking crisis and to make decisions and to also consider the role of the military, when you have to take action. That's where it is falling down. So we will have something to work on. And I think that actually our relative weakness is the other's relative strength. 

5. Reagan is Bush’s model 

One of the arguments that seems to be gaining ground in Europe - perhaps especially on the centre-left - is that we need to build up our military capability, not because we're gonna use it, but because Washington is not gonna listen otherwise. So we will pursue a stronger, more technologically advanced army, to make the Americans listen - it's influence will be 'by extension', through that which we will exert on the US. 

DH: Well, yeah, that's one of many arguments for why Europeans should develop their military. I don't think it's the decisive one, but I think there is an element of truth to it. 

Could it be one in order to persuade the voters? Would it be your impression that the notion of having a strong military, preemptive strikes and so forth is still so foreign to many Europeans that it is necessary to coach it in those terms? 

DH: I don't think that carries weight with voters, because voters say: "Why are you spending my money? Because you think you can whisper in the ear of George Bush?" I think that doesn't go very far! I think voters wanna know why you're spending their money and that you should be spending it to advance their own interests or protect them or ensure their freedom or their prosperity. And I think any government will have to answer those tests. In a democracy you make these decisions because they're good for your country, not because it's some favour or some pretension that influences somebody else. 

My impression was, correct me if I am wrong, that the debate domestically in America changed a couple of months ago, when the Democratic challengers for the Presidential nomination started to speak out against George Bush and the war - the criticism became a lot more vocal. Is that true? 

DH: Oh yes, we're in a very, very deep debate. We have been - it's just that I think often European observers - as is normal - are analyzing America according to European standards, and then say 'there was no debate'. Well, we don't have a party system as you do in Europe - we don't look to the leaders of the party of the opposition to 'present the other view'. Our parties are catch-all parties that only exist during election time in any real sense, they're not a parliamentary system. So to say there is no debate has always been wrong - what we've seen is two things that come together now to make it more of a profile. One is, we're starting the Presidential election and the Democratic candidates are all out there now, fighting each other as much as they fight the President, and need to raise their profile. We have 10 candidates.
The other is that the post-Iraq-war-situation has gone very badly for the Administration. And it has been clear that having the Pentagon in charge of this has been a mistake of the greatest significance - and that they have seemed to be incapable of planning the peace. You have American soldiers shot and killed every day or every other day. This is having an impact on our domestic debate. 

How significant is that latest change - demotion is a strong word, but the setting of this new Iraqi Administration Council under Condoleeza Rice? 

DH: I don't think very significant. I think it shows their panic, almost, within the administration - that the President's poll numbers are going down. 

It is not seen as 'the end of the neo-conservative doctrine of foreign policy'? 

DH: Well, we'll see. There is a difference here between the sort of Bush-senior types of conservatives and the neo-conservatives. Both are fighting within the Bush administration. I think one sees that the neo-conservatives' views on some of these issues are somewhat in retreat, but they're ferocious fighters and they're not backing down at all. You see as usual the conflict within the administration between different viewpoints: in the end, it is the president who has to decide this, and he has not shown much inclination to side with the more Bush-senior-types. The current George Bush's presidential model is more Ronald Reagan than his own father. 
 
 

6. Not too much America but too little Europe 

Of the analyses in Europe is basically this: "9/11 has been used as an agenda, not engineered but utilised, to mask an development which would have taken place anyway: basically, the continued rise of the unipolar world. In Huntington's terms: a uni/multipolar-world, where the US believes itself alone and does what it wants - it would have done that anyway, on the back of its economic and military power, and nobody can stop it." Some people would say it is a development they can trace back to the Clinton-administration. So basically one can draw up the entire last fifteen years of world history as the 'even-further-rise' of an American superpower, where 9/11 fits into that puzzle - it colours a period and then it goes away. What do you think of that analysis? 

DH: Different things! The mere fact of power doesn't define a foreign policy. It is a political decision what you do with it. One can make the argument that 50 or, I guess now: close to 60, years ago, the United States was the undisputed unipolar power: At the end of World War II, we had equal if not greater power relative to the rest of the world than we do today. But at that time, our leadership made other decisions - they decided to exercise that power through institutions. To build all the multilateral institutions that everyone is used to now and not paying any attention to. And that basically, the genius of American leadership at that time was to get other powers to identify their interests with those of the United States - and work through institutions to in a sense a common purpose. 

Obviously, the Cold War provided a framework for that, but it is important to understand: many of the institutions the US built at that time pre-dated the Cold War. All of the economic institutions - Bretton Woods, that whole system, were done just after World War II, in fact the planning started during the war. It was a different sense of how you use power. And the spectre haunting those people was not the Soviet Union, it was the conflicts within Western Europe that kept dragging Americans into war. And it was that effort that drove many of the institutions which we still have. So it is not the fact of power, but again: what you do with it. 
 
I would argue that the collapse of the Soviet Union resulted in a simple fact: that the only superpower left was the United States. If you recall our debate at the end of the Cold War, it was a debate about retreat and isolation again - bringing everyone home. Americans do not sit easily with this notion of an 'American Empire.’ That is alien to Americans’ sense of themselves. But the United States has this power, now, it is simply a fact.  

In the 90s, it wasn't as much that the Americans were charging ahead, it was that the Europeans failed to produce economic growth, frankly. The US growth rates in the 1990s have produced an economy the size of Italy, relative to Europe - we're that much further ahead now. 
 
 

7. The transformation is total
We've just had a chance to reflect on the fact that California is richer than France despite being about half the size. 

DH: And population-wise will be the size of France in about 10 years. One needs to think about that. So, you know, as many argue: maybe the problem is not 'too much America' but 'too little Europe' in some of these debates. If you contrast the administrations, I would argue - I have to say, I was in the Clinton administration so it, you know, it is a bit self-serving - but I was part of those debates. I know that the issue for us was: How do you use this power to construct a new type of arrangements after the Cold War? And the theme, if you recall, was: enlargement and integration. Enlargement of democracy - to take in a whole new tier of countries, who had not been part of the Cold War-alliance frameworks, and integrate them into our community. That was the logic behind NATO-enlargement. It was not a new aggressive policy towards Russia, because the enlargement was balanced by a new NATO-Russia framework. We had, after great tragedy, decided that we had to engage in the Balkans - and did that as well. 
 
That was the use of American power to promote democracy and human rights, and to, of course, advance certain American interests. But interests, I would argue, that Europeans mostly shared. The issue, at the moment, it seems to me, is an argument within this administration that now is the time to use American power, not to build institutions and to have powers identify with one another, but to make sure that America is so far ahead in all dimensions of power that there is no, as they call it: peer competitor. That everyone else is discouraged. The problem with that of course is that you then set countries against you, rather than identify their interests with you, and that is what we see. Asymmetric threats: people have no power, they decide, you know: a few grams of anthrax is not so bad. And you provoke the very threats from which you're trying to distance yourself.  

Some have suggested that there was a spectre of isolationism which came into office with George Bush and it is still there. American foreign policy is basically the practice of that: you've got a government that has been forced to confront the world, but really doesn't want to. If George Bush had the opportunity - he would concentrate on the economy and so forth. So basically the current administration has a policy which is the result of a Republican-Conservative government being forced to take on tasks it really doesn't wanna perform? 

DH: Well, it didn't want to perform them but again: the transformation of "post-September-11th" is complete. There is not a going back to a September-10th-world in American society. This notion that we could insulate ourselves from the world's problems, and simply lower our taxes and do things like that, is simply gone. There is no support for that anymore, anywhere in this country. So curiously, the 'isolationists' if you will really aren't that debated. Again it is this issue which has been a theme in American foreign policy from the beginning of our existence: how you use American power? Do you present a model to the rest of the world and focus on perfecting your own model at home - and not engage much in the rest of the world? Or do you try to take the model outside - and intervene to spread it? That's been - always - our tension. And right now the idea that you just perfect your model at home really is not carrying much of the debate, because we've seen that if you just do that, you're liable to be open to attack: the model could be destroyed simply because you're not paying attention to the rest of the world. That's what has changed - that is absolutely what has changed, and this administration has picked up on that, but is of course advancing its own particular agenda on top of it. 
 

8. Blair’s whisper 

Now concerning the question of the split within Europe - exemplified in the debate about "Old Europe vs. New Europe" which Donald Rumsfeld provided us with in the spring. I would suggest that it's very curious to see Great Britain, under a Prime Minister who is the most left-wing they've had for 25 years, cooperating so closely with an American president who is arguably the most right-wing leader that the US has had for the same period of time. That you've seen a re-forging, some would suggest, of the 'Special Relationship'. Is that true? Has Great Britain chosen to side with the other side of the Atlantic and will that be a permanent feature of the international landscape? 

DH: Well, Blair's relationship with Clinton was much better than it is with Bush, so it wasn't that he decided just at the time of 911 to reforge the partnership. The British have long had their own choices, which they try to avoid: do they choose bilateral partnership with America over deeper cooperation within Europe, or do they seek to enhance overall British influence, including with America, by becoming a more serious European partner? In the 90s, many argued that the British would be much more influential in the world – and with the United States -- if they were fully and strongly part of Europe. 

Is that your evaluation as well? 

DH: I think September 11th convinced Tony Blair that that was not on. That simply becoming more a part of Europe when the United States had faced an existential threat, wasn't the way the British were GOING to have much influence in Washington. So the Europe-project I think for Tony Blair simply faded: it didn't provide any prospect of greater global influence. He returned to the more standard British approach, and my analogy is the simple one again: he embraced George Bush so tightly, because he hoped that at critical moments he could whisper in his ear about the things he needed to do. Whereas the Chirac-approach - the French approach - is to publicly, loudly show where the differences are - and in that way they have influence with the United States. And in each approach the end goal is to influence Washington - the means, of course, are very different. 

But is there a cultural factor as well? I am certain that 9/11 made a deeper impression on the British when it took place in New York than it would have if it had taken place in Amsterdam. 

DH: Could be. Many British were killed, of course. Again this point: the British suffered - I think 200-250 British citizens were killed. I believe they did feel that. They have had reason since then to believe that, you know, they are also a target - the ricin for example [traces of the poison ricin was found in a raid in North London in January 2003, and more found in March in Paris. It is 6000 times more powerful than cyanide, ed.].  

They have had a number of real episodes in London that have been uncovered: this is not just fantasy, this is real stuff that they have had to deal with. They've also of course had the experience of terrorism, as you indicated, for decades. 
 

9. The drive-wheel and the brake 

In terms of Denmark, our role and taking part in the 'Coalition of the Willing'. Is this of any significance - that the US was capable of building the coalition such as it were? The British, evidently, can contribute to some extent - but how significant is it for the US to have these allies such as Denmark, Poland etc., in terms of the international scene? Not militarily, but in relation to the US in the UN and the sense that this is the international community acting, rather than the US acting? 

DH: It's very important. Again, if you're talking about this specific example, there are some arguments - but if you talk about the broader argument: Why you have alliances and partners? that expands, of course, the reasons. We're still having that debate in this country. I think some in this administration want to use alliances sort of like toolboxes, in that you pick and choose who need on a given occasion. I think that the counter argument, also in this country, by many people (among whom I would count myself) is that it has to be the coalition that determines the mission and not the other way around. Because you're in this for the long haul with other countries - you can't simply pick and choose depending on a given day who you need. You have to maintain relationships. 

Over the past half century we have seen that alliances can provide a user-friendly extension of American power, interests and ideals - and that our alliance across the Atlantic in particular remains the core of any coalition that you can imagine on any issue, globally. When we agree across the Atlantic, we are the drive-wheel of progress. We are the core of any broader coalition. When we disagree across the Atlantic, on any issue, we stop each other – we become, together, the global brake. Neither Europeans nor Americans can say this about any other relationship either of us have. This is why transatlantic relations remain so distinctive. The relationship with our core partners remains essential, and when one forgets this, one is not likely to be very effective. The Bush administration put this simple premise to the test in Iraq - and we're in a mess. The EU put this premise to the test with Kyoto, and the result is likely to be a failed climate regime. How can you have a climate change-regime without the world's leading economy? You can't. So the EU is trying to build a regime around the US that is going to fail, in the end, because it failed to take account of this simple lesson of policy. 

So, you know, those two examples I think prove my point: that, either you're gonna approach this together - and you built coalitions with your closest neighbours first - and then draw in others. Or, you're gonna have a mess on your hands. That's why allies are important. It's an augmentation of your influence. 

10. This is the beginning 

Finally, I have a two-part question. First, what do you think it will take to persuade the European population that terrorism is a threat so they're going to sacrifice money and attention on the issue? And secondly, trying to build this connection between foreign and domestic policy in terms of fighting terrorism: have we just seen the beginning of that, and is that going to be influential in the next 5-10-15 years? 

Trying to build this connection between foreign and domestic policy in terms of fighting terrorism: have we just seen the beginning of that, and is that going to be influential in the next 5-10-15 years? 

DH: Oh, this will continue. This is the beginning - I would hope - of a very concerted effort, not just to deal with terrorism but to confront terrorists drawing on weapons of mass destruction. Terrorism itself only part of challenge. The challenge posed by terrorism joined to weapons of mass destruction is a much larger one. In response to this challenge, our alliance needs to reorder its priorities: 

And they would be?
DH: 1] First there is the external aspect. The area of the Greater Middle-East, or Greater Southwest Asia, if you will, is the area from which most tensions of this world emanate. We have to seriously work together, and with partners in the countries involved, to transform and modernize that entire region. Not pieces of it, but the entire area stretching from Morocco to India. 
  
2] Second, the reverse side of this agenda is that the threats that emanate from the Greater Middle East threaten the European homeland is new ways. This means that transatlantic cooperation in the realm of "homeland security," or if you prefer, 'civil protection', is the new internal strategic challenge for the transatlantic partnership. This challenge opens new opportunities for US-EU co-operation as well as new tasks for NATO. In fact, US-EU cooperation is perhaps the most relevant transatlantic link in this broad field -- and here you find that transatlantic cooperation is also promoting deeper European integration, for instance in the areas of justice and home affairs, or transportation policies. It is only because of September 11th, and the pressures on more effective US-EU cooperation that followed, that we have a European arrest-warrant now. 

So despite apparent differences and disagreements, co-ordination is increasing?
DH: A variety of new possibilities have emerged because of the need to be more effective together in confronting these post-911 challenges. The Container Security Initiative, which was discussed at the Conference [on Homeland Security, in Copenhagen], resulted from US pressure, but is now going to transform the way European and American companies and governments operate. The new US effort to construct a 'virtual border of information’ around the entire transatlantic community goes to the heart of US-EU differences over data privacy and visa information. But we are likely to come out of these debates with a more coherent system of transparency and protection across the Atlantic -- all the way from Estonia to Honolulu. These are going to be new ways of working - we're just starting to appreciate the changes likely to come. 


But of course in Europe, as you've mentioned, it is a fight between the EU's expansion - including Eastern Europe in the EU - and then that agenda. Where they are not seen as complementary but opposing. 

DH: Well, I think some of that is artificial, obviously. It is clearly in the American interest to have a united Europe. But it is clearly in Europe's interest not to define its identity in opposition to the United States. I think one thing the Iraq debate showed, is that any effort by some Europeans to define Europe as opposed to America will fail. An American administration will use it's influence to disrupt that effort in Europe - and with success. And that is not in Europe's interest - our interest is to be working on this together.
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