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FOREWORD

Everyone has an opinion of the United States.  Not just in Sweden but in the whole world.  The president of the U.S. may be so hated that in an election survey two Swedish party leaders – one member of the Left party and one in the Environmental Party –say that they prefer the Cuban dictator Fidel Castro to the democratically elected George W. Bush On one occasion .  the chairman of Sweden’s Republican (anti-monarchy) Society has said that he prefers the Swedish monarch to the American president.  Revulsion to the sitting president is stronger than the maintenance of principle.


This hasn’t always been so.  But something has happened to the way in which we see the great land in the west.  At the Bertil Ohlin Lecture on December 1, 2005, Per T. Ohlsson spoke of our changing relationship to the United States.  His address appears here in printed form.


Per T. Ohlsson is Senior Columnist at Sydsvenska Dagbladet (The South Sweden Daily). Among his publications is the book Over There: Banden Över Atlanten (Over There: The Ties Across the Atlantic, 1992).

Uppsala, January 29, 2006

Håkon Jacobson, Editor of the Bertil Ohlin Institute Print Series

THE BERTIL OHLIN INSTITUTE

THURSDAY, DECEMBER 1, 2005
*

THE SOLE SUPERPOWER

WHAT IS OUR RELATIONSHIP TO IT?

The 2005 Bertil Ohlin Institute Lecture

By Per T. Ohlsson

Let me begin the way I plan to end.  With a quote.

We travel there.  We enter a lively political environment that is more vital than any in Europe.  A debate that is sharper, more open, and more scrutinizing than what we can only hope for in our best European moments.  It is a great, open democracy that has given so terribly many Swedish young people, approaching adult life, their first proper insight into what personal initiative and collective responsibility actually can mean. (…)  But this we have lost.  Somehow we end up in what prevailed in the discussion of 1968.1


This is how the United States – and our image of the United States – was described by Prime Minister Göran Persson in December 2001, a few months after the terror attacks on September 11.  Barely four years later, in the party leaders’ debate on Swedish Television, the same Persson referred to a hurricane-ravaged United States when he warned against the policies of Sweden’s nonsocialists.  They want, he let it be understood, to force upon Sweden “an American model.”  What could be worse?  In a few years a vital open society had been transformed into a terrifying example.


Göran Persson’s statements say something about how the view of the United States has changed, here in Sweden and in the rest of Europe.  But they also say something about the complexity of our image of the United States – and about the complex American reality.

***

Last summer yet another international opinion poll was made public indicating the growth of anti-Americanism in Europe.  That in itself was not big news; such results have turned up frequently in recent years.  Nevertheless this study from the Pew Global Attitudes Survey aroused a great deal of attention.  


One reason was that it showed that China enjoys greater respect than the U.S. in EU countries like Germany, France, Great Britain, Spain, and the Netherlands.  In only one of the EU countries included in the study, Poland, does the U.S. elicit more positive feelings than China.2  This fact, that China’s dictatorship  is more popular in Europe than the America’s democracy– illustrates the political and mental chasm that has opened up between The New and The Old World.  


Sweden was not included in Pew’s measurements but other studies indicate that attitudes critical of the U.S. are just as strong here as elsewhere in Europe.  According to a Eurobarometer from 2003, Sweden was one of only four EU countries in which the U.S. was regarded as the greatest threat to world peace.  The others were Greece, Spain, and Finland.  Six out of ten Swedes reported that their image of the U.S. had deteriorated since the year 2000.


Is this on account of an ideologically determined distancing now that the U.S. is governed by a deeply conservative administration?  Or on the intervention in Iraq?  Or on Guantánamo and some terrible methods in the war against terrorism?  Or is the explanation more complicated?


Is this wave of U.S. criticism a new phenomenon, or is it part of a historical pattern that goes back centuries?  Is it just Europe that has changed preferences and attitudes in such a way that hostilities have increased?


These are some of the questions that I will try to shed light upon in this lecture, in which I present a European perspective, inasmuch as these days, since entering the EU in 1995, Sweden is a formally integrated part of a European approach to the U.S.


I will begin with two details, marginal and almost trivial, but at the same time interesting and characteristic.

THE FIRST DETAIL is a polemic piece in Svenska Dagbladet on January 12, 2004, written by a well-known social commentator and business leader, careful to designate himself as a “friend of the United states.”   The text gives the impression that the author is knowledgeable about issues and full of concerned good intentions.  But it also contains an astonishing fact: that only 20 percent of the members of the American Congress have a passport.  In other words, they cannot travel abroad, which must confirm the writer’s thesis: that in the U.S. there is “a great fear of the foreign, alien, and un-American.”4

Stories of internationally uninterested and passportless members of Congress have been circulated for a long time. With reference to these persistent rumors, The New York Times decided to find out how things really stood and therefore carried out an investigation in the Senate and the House of Representatives.  The results were published in November of 2000: 93 percent of the members of Congress had a passport.  They used the passports for foreign trips at least twice a year.  Almost one-third had studied or worked abroad.5

This constitutes just one example of the fact that it is possible to claim almost anything at all about the United States without anyone reacting.  It deals not just with the political system.  We encounter it in almost all areas when America and Americans are discussed: ignorance, greed, brutality, arrogance, and a lack of culture and finesse.


Ill will?  Prejudice?  Lack of knowledge?  Possibly it’s a question of where we put the stress, what we choose to emphasize as typical for such a nation as the U.S., so rich in contrast and contradiction.


Speaking of ignorance, we can point out that quite a large number of the Americans, 42 percent, believe in the creation story or studies that show that a majority of George w. Bush’s voters in the 2004 election were convinced that the whole world, including the Muslim one, stood behind the president in the war against terrorism.6

But we can also point out that eight of the world’s ten highest-ranked universities are American and that six of ten Nobel Prizes in the natural sciences during the past quarter century have gone to researchers working at American universities.7

In 2005, I would like to state, the situation is that the bad sides of the U.S. are consistently stressed in Sweden and Europe which blinds us to the good ones.  If someone claims that 80 percent of the U.S.’s popularly elected legislators neither can nor will travel abroad – well, then it must be true.  For everybody knows: Americans are uninformed and inkrökta.


But how do things stand with knowledge here in Sweden about the United States?  Anyone who digs around in the clipping archives can come across some fantastic bits..  Like this one, in a background article in the news pages of Sweden’s largest daily newspaper a couple years back: “On January 1, 1804, Haiti became the first country on the American continent to become independent.”8

Shazam, and one of the most important documents of the previous millennium disappeared: the American Declaration of Independence from 1776.

THE OTHER DETAIL leads us back to year of revolution.  The 9th of December 1989, exactly one month after the fall of the Berlin wall, activists gathered from seventeen countries at the Opéra Comique in Paris in order to form The International Slow Food Movement.  They toasted in champagne and ate well and for a long time.  The founder of the movement, the Italian leftist Carlo  Petrini, proclaimed a “delicate revolution.”


The thought behind Slow Food is universal and rather appealing: less on a large scale and less standardization in production and less consumption of groceries.  The purpose is not explicitly anti-American, but the enemy, The Fast Food Nation, is inevitably associated with the U.S. and with American chains – McDonald’s, Burger King, Pizza Hut – which have expanded in Europe.  The timing for the establishment of Slow Food, December 1989, was hardly a coincidence.  Victoria de Grazia, a professor of history at Columbia University, makes a point of this in her fascinating book Irresistible Empire.


The American model, a “consumer society,” had very successfully launched itself as the democratic, comfortable,  equitable alternative to authoritarian, materially undeveloped, unjust systems.  As early as 1916, one year before the U.S.’s entry into the First World War, President Woodrow Wilson urged American businessmen to spread both goods and democracy to foreign countries in order to “convert them to America’s principles.”9

But when the Cold War ended – and the liberal, “U.S.-sponsored” democracy was left standing as the final victor in Europe – the American model suddenly grew less attractive.  Or more accurately put: less necessary.

The external threat that for decades had made Europeans affirm American methods, American solutions, and American habits, had been eliminated.  The totalitarian shortage economy’s dread of  the American affluence model was replaced by an intensified search for a European alternative, defined in contrast to the American one.


The first target became perhaps the strongest symbol for America’s consumer society: fast food.


We can see how it has been spread from one area to the next – from notions about a European “social model,” essentially different from coarse American capitalism, to an increased interest in protecting language and culture from American influence.

***

Sweden is distinguished by the fact that our relationship to the United States is rather complicated.  Double, one could say.


In political respects Sweden is one of the European countries that differs most from the United States: high taxes instead of  low, strong trade unions instead of weak ones, collective and public solutions rather than individual and private ones, But at the same time, in cultural respects, Sweden is one of Europe’s most “Americanized” countries: at the end of the 1990s about 80 percent of the cinema premieres were American, a couple years ago the TV series “The West Wing” was a big Swedish popular success, and American artists like Bruce Springsteen are received like royalty when they arrive here.  From jazz to rap, the Swedes have been quicker than most at wholeheartedly embracing American cultural impulses.


Today we consider criticism of the U.S. as primarily a phenomenon of the Left.  This has not always been so.  In an important era, from the 1930s up to the late 1960s, Swedish Social Democracy was oriented politically and intellectually toward the U.S. and fairly skeptical to what the European Continent had to offer, which was underlined by related American and Swedish projects: Franklin D. Roosevelt’s New Deal there, Per Albin Hansson’s crisis policy here, Lyndon Johnson’s Great Society there, Tage Erlander’s “strong society” here.  Despite great class differences, the U.S. was perceived as being more egalitarian and future-oriented.  During the Second World War, Alva and Gunnar Myrdal wrote that “The social class in Sweden that is most American in its personality type is without the slightest doubt the working class.”11

A good twenty years later Gunnar Myrdal could still write: “My two homelands still resemble each other despite the difference in size and significance in the course of world affairs, to a greater extent than any other countries that I could imagine comparing.”12  Spiritual homelands.  The formulation seems impossible today.


That is, what ‘s going on in Sweden – and round about in Europe – can be described as a successive distancing from a United States that previously was regarded as being necessary, or a necessary evil, since the alternative was so horrible.


Some of the reactions after the hurricane Katrina indicate how far things had gone.  In Swedish media the U.S. was described as a “fortified poorhouse,” an underdeveloped country” saturated with “screaming poverty and lack of consideration.”13 


Well, the treatment of the hurricane disaster was scandalous, unworthy of the world’s richest and most powerful nation.  The criticism was harsh, even in the United States.


President Bush himself admitted, in a speech in New Orleans, that Katrina had exposed a “deep and persistent poverty. . . with roots in a racial discrimination that had shut out generations from the opportunities of America.”  The United States has, he said, “a duty to confront this poverty.”14  But the entire U.S. as a “poorhouse” and “an underdeveloped country”?  Are such generalizing comparisons really relevant?


In the Human Development Index, the UNDP’s ranking of human development, the United states comes in tenth place.  Sweden is number six, Norway number one, and Australia three.  The differences cannot be so great: the UNDP’s index includes 177 countries.  The U.S. comes before the Netherlands, Finland, France, and Germany.15  Yet no one would come up with the idea of describing Germany – in twentieth place in the UNDP index, flood-stricken and with strong contrasts between West and East – as an underdeveloped country.  But in the case of the United States the flood gates of rhetoric are open.


When it comes to the obvious racial differences in the U.S., the lingering consequences of slavery, it may be worth noting that it is among white Americans that poverty has been increasing in recent years.  And that the image of the U.S. as a thoroughly racist society is complicated by the fact that the richest ethnic group is the Asian one, with a median income equivalent to 117 percent of that of white Americans.16


The United States has a long way to go to Martin Luther King’s “color-blind society.:  That’s one side of the issue.  The other is that it’s moving in the right direction, thanks in large part to the fact that the Supreme Court which in Swedish debate is usually described as an almost antidemocratic institution, especially after Bush v. Gore, the decision that decided the presidential election in 2000.  In a country in which “mixed marriage” was prohibited in sixteen states as late as 1967, the year when the Supreme Court declared that such laws were unconstitutional, the number of “mixed marriages” doubled between 1980 and 2002.  Half the black families in the U.S. own their homes.  In the beginning of the 1990s one of three black families were poor.  Ten years later the number was one in five.17

Do we, as Europeans, have that much to brag about in these respects?  Almost one-fifth of the French voters in the crucial stage of the last presidential election voted for Jean Marie Le Pen.  His closest counterpart in the U.S., Pat Buchanan, got .42 percent of the votes in the election of 2000.  International studies indicate that Germans and Frenchmen are far more negative to Turks and North Africans than white Americans are to their black countrymen.18


When it comes to the integration of immigrants on the labor market, a question that has become aggressively relevant in Europe after the riots in France, the Americans probably must be doing something right.


OECD statistics show that immigrants in the U.S. have jobs to a far greater extent than immigrants in EU countries such as Sweden, Belgium, France, and Germany.  One explanation worth considering is the significantly stronger entrepreneur culture in the United States, especially evident today in so-called melting-pot suburbs in California and Texas, and on the East Coast.19

From Swedish statistics and research it is clear that newly arrived immigrants who wind up in regions densely populated with small businesses, like Småland, have a degree of employment over 80 percent.20

This, one could say, is an American method of dealing with the problem of integration.  But it is difficult to make an argument for it as a comprehensive political project here in Sweden – exactly because it is perceived as being American.

CAN IT BE TRUE quite simply that we, so to speak, project our own problems and shortcomings on the United States?


In the U.S., as we have seen, politically organized extremism on the right is a far more marginal phenomenon than in Europe, but referring to racism and racist structures in the U.S. makes us feel as if things were a little better on this side of the Atlantic.


In a material sense – growth, technology, new jobs – the United States has increased its lead over Europe in the past twenty years.  But when we take offence at the great social differences in the American society, the lagging behind feels a little easier to cope with.


In this context let me return to Katrina through a quotation that appears fitting today, the first of December, when the Swedish disaster commission has presented its report.  It is taken from a recently published piece from the semi-official Foreign Policy Institute in Stockholm.


“While the Swedish government with certain credibility, could blame the fact that they didn’t know where Phuket was located or that little Sweden had limited possibilities to act on the other side of the globe, there was no such possibility for the American government.”21

Can our need of the U.S. as a negative example – politically and socially disguised – be expressed any more clearly than this?


On several earlier occasions the American South has been plagued by devastating bad weather, for example hurricane Camille, which in 1969 passed over Mississippi, Louisiana, and Virginia and took over 250 human lives.  No gloating European comments were heard in those days on the American social model.  Despite the fact that the U.S. was harshly criticized at the time for the war in Vietnam.  And despite a Republican president less popular in Europe: Richard Nixon.


Thus, something fundamental has happened to the European attitude to the United States.  This something, in my opinion, is not George W. Bush or the intervention in Iraq.  It is true, both factors -- Bush and Iraq -- have functioned as catalysts to an opinion critical of the U.S.  But they are not sufficient as an explanation.  From Pew’s figures for 2005, it appears that the positive attitude to the U.S. has increased, albeit only faintly, in countries like Germany and France – despite the chaos in Iraq and Bush’s re-election in 2004.  


No, the most important underlying explanation is the end of the Cold War and the triumph of democracy in Europe.  More to the point: We don’t think we need them any longer.


To this someone might object: It will pass.  Just like after Vietnam.  In the Swedish Vietnam debate in the 1960s and 1970s the language usage was at least as critical as today.


In 1965, in Stockholms-Tidningen (Stockholm’s Newspaper) the author Sivar Arnér wrote beneath the headline “Why We Hate the U.S.”:  They are the most powerful people on earth.  So don’t we have to hate them?”


But the hostilities of the Vietnam question played themselves out against the background of the Cold War. In 1968, when the Board on Preparedness for Psychological Defense asked Swedes which of the superpowers contributed most “to order and justice in the world,” 89 percent answered America and 11 percent the Soviet Union.


Few Western leaders went as far as Sweden’s then prime minister Olof Palme in criticizing America’s conduct of the war.  Most discussed is his December 1972 comparison of the U.S.’s bomb offensive against North Vietnam with Nazi Germany’s misdeeds during the Second World War.


Less discussed is the explanatory message that Palme sent to President Nixon right afterward.  There Pale wrote that the United states had stood for “moral authority and leadership in the struggle for peace and to protect fundamental human values” and he explained that he owed “a deep debt of gratitude for the inspiration that American democratic ideals have offered me.”22

After the harsh, almost irreconcilable words about Vietnam, Palme emphasized a fundamental common value.  What happens tothis common value when the external threat that defined the commonality has disappeared?  The question contains the crucial difference between the anti-American mood around the 1970s and today’s: Soviet Communism has fallen, Europe is no longer divided between dictatorship and democracy, our need of the U.S. does not appear as essential as before.

***

The development is reinforced by three parallel processes, or phenomena. 


First, the United States and Europe have drawn different conclusions from the upheavals after 1989.


Secondly: A sense of social, cultural, and moral superiority – which leads the thoughts to the 1800s – increasingly characterizes the attitude toward the U.S.


Third: God.


The American researcher Robert Kagan, in books like Paradise & Power, has led perhaps the most far-reaching discussion on the first theme.  Here the U.S. and Europe have parted ways, in his opinion.


For the Americans the terror attacks on September 11, 2001, demonstrated that the world is still a dangerous place, requiring strength and decisiveness, sometimes even violence.23  In Europe, on the contrary, a peaceful order developed under American protection – the EU – in which old enemies have become friends.  That the Cold War ended without turning hot in Europe, is seen as a confirmation that cooperation and compromises are always preferable.


The United States lives in the world of Thomas Hobbes – “everybiody’s war against everybody.”  Europe lives in the perpetual peace of Immanuel Kant.  Therefore it appears logical that the chasm between the U.S. and Europe has grown while European integration has deepened: from Maastricht to the expansion in the East.


Insofar as the EU has managed to collect itself around a unified foreign policy line, political scientist Maria Strömvik demonstrates in a recent dissertation, it has been defined in opposition to the United States: when transatlantic hostilities have broken out, the EU has taken tottering new steps on the road to coordinating foreign policy.24

EU leaders like Jacque Chirac expressly strive for a “multipolar” world order with the U.S. and Europe, one may assume, as equal parties, together with Russia and China.  From Swedish quarters there is talk of a European “balance” to the world’s only superpower.  


There has even arisen a discussion that the U.S., strained by the burden of empire building, is on its way down, while Europe is on the way up.  One example is the Frenchman Emmanuel Todd, who in 1970 predicted the fall of the Soviet Union.  Now he maintains, in After the Empire: The Breakdown of the American Order. that the U.S. is heading for a similar fate.


The book roused attention when it came out in Swedish in 2004, but not many people got very interested in the way in which Todd thinks the EU can break away from the U.S.: by increasingly close cooperation between the EU and Russia.


A recreated Russian sphere of interest in Europe can become “a strategic counter-weight” to the U.S., maintains Todd, who takes the authoritarian tendencies of Vladimir Putin lightly.  Russia is just in a phase where “the central government is taking back its lost power.”  Of the transgression of the Russian military in Chechnya – far more brutal and more protected from view than the American transgression in Iraq – Todd writes that “anyone who prohibits the Russian state from correcting Chechnya . . . requires the definitive collapse of the same state.25

Some form of alliance with Moscow is something that may occur to a European leader or two.  In any event it’s easy to get that impression: the nonchalent reactions to Putin’s nostalgia for the Soviet Union, the relative silence on Chechnya, the EU’s stepmotherly treatment of the new democratic government in the Ukraine, the growing European dependence upon Russian oil and gas.


But, to put it carefully, it is not at all certain that European opinion and that of East and Central Europe in particular view such an alliance as the way of the future.


As a result of the terror attacks against New York and Washington, the United States abandoned the mainly multilateral orientation of the postwar period. The historian John Lewis Gaddis, in a book that has actually been recommended by President Bush, has explained why the U.S. left the internationalism of Franklin D. Roosevelt and Woodrow Wilson to return instead to John Quincy Adams.


Adams, James Monroe’s Secretary of State and later president himself, laid the foundation for a hegemonic American policy in the 1800s: the U.S. would not tolerate any rivals on the American continent.  The triggering factor was the war against the British, who in 1814 took over Washington and burned down the White House.  It was not possible for any such thing to happen again.


September 11, 2001 was the first time since 1814 that the American capital was exposed to attack from abroad.  From this the reflex: back to the hegemony of Adams, though now on a global scale.26  Thus, even in the future, the stage is set for conflicts between the U.S. and a multilateral Europe oriented according to the UN map.


One problem in this connection is that, for Sweden and the rest of Europe, the extent of the significance of the terror attacks for American foreign and security policy and the way in which they have influenced American opinion remain to be understood.


According to election analyses, it was precisely the security issues that led to the decision in November 2004, when George W. Bush was re-elected, albeit with the smallest margin of votes for a sitting president since 1868.27  Precisely that which made Europeans prefer the Democrat John Kerry made a majority of Americans prefer the Republican George W. Bush.  And it is well to note: the difficulties of the United States in Iraq and the international criticism of the unilateralism of the Bush administration has not made the Americans embrace multilateralism.  On the contrary.  A fresh measurement from Pew, published in November, shows a strong reduction of the American support for the UN: down from 77 percent in 2001 to 48 percent in 2005.  At the same time the isolationist mood is stronger than for a very long time.  A good 4 out of 10 Americans now consider that the U.S. should, as it says in the Pew question, mind its own business.28

EVEN IN EUROPE the 1800s have risen again, though in a different guise.  The American appears as vulgar, coarse, primitive, and ignorant.  American society is mentioned as a cautionary and dangerous example.


It is a criticism of the U.S. that is linked to the condescending attitudes of the European elite in the 1800s and just in the beginning of the 1900s.  People in general didn’t pay any attention: From Sweden alone 1.2 million people emigrated to the U.S.  But the power holders were puzzled why anyone could believe there was anything at all appealing in America.  The elite of that time formulated a criticism of American society that appears remarkably current today, a few months after Katrina.  

Life in America was depicted as being “inconsiderate,” “harsh,” and “cold” by the National Association Against Emigration. Americans were described as children, more interested in surface than content.29  The emigrants were presented as betrayed wretches who were drawn to America by all sorts of delusions about life on the other side of the Atlantic, victims of the “individualistic currents of the age.”


One special study, directed by Gustaf Sundbärg, was commissioned to analyze the causes of emigration.  In the extensive research material, one can read for example that women were attracted to emigrate out of  “the desire to get to wear fine clothes and [for] other benefits which one can come to enjoy out there.”


Also at that time the Swedish model was considered superior. During the struggle over representation, the philosopher Christopher Jacob Boström felt that Sweden did not need to “find its political master teacher in a newly hatched republic in the primeval forest of America.”  The Swedes must, it was said in a section of Sundbärg’s study, learn that here at home they had reached a degree of development “that seen scientifically is far superior to that which the majority of other peoples have experienced.”30
THEN THERE IS THIS MATTER of God.


The United States has always been a deeply religious country.  Six out of ten Americans think that God plays an important role in their life.


The sociologist Seymour Martin Lipset has pointed to religiosity as the most important explanation of the difference between the U.S. and Europe that sometimes leads to mutual misunderstandings: Americans, to a far greater degree than Europeans, are inclined to regard moral values and norms as absolute.  Greatest is the difference in relation to Sweden: in the 1990s 50 percent of Americans believed that “there are clear and absolute guidelines for what is good and evil.”  The Swedish figure was 19 percent.  Despite this the separation between church and state, spelled out in the First Amendment to the Constitution, has been maintained.  This may be about to change.


In the 1960s a majority of  Americans considered that the churches should not be involved in politics.  Since 1990 the situation is the reverse31:  The development has been reinforced by George W. Bush: the resistance to abortion, the questioning of stem cell research, faith-based charity.  Recently the president took a position supporting Intelligent Design, an ill-concealed attempt to introduce creationism into biology instruction in school by the back door.  


The difference to a secularized Western Europe is clearly evident in the Pew figures: 61 percent of the French, 57 percent of the Dutch, and 39 percent of the British think that the U.S. is “too religious.”  Among the Americans themselves it is only 21 percent who have that opinion.  Instead a clear majority, 58 percent, think that the U.S. ”is not sufficiently religious.”32


The figures suggest a large and for the future troubling difference between the U.S. and in particular the secularized countries of Western Europe, among them Sweden: a political culture in the U.S. that more and more is characterized by religious ideas and attitudes and a Europe that is becoming increasingly secularized.  

Along with – and partly as a consequence of – the growing influence of religion on political life in the U.S. there has occurred a successive shift in a conservative direction.  This shift, which actually got its start at the time of Richard Nixon’s election victory in 1968 and that has been driven by a population expansion in the South and West, has been completed in the first decade of the 2000s.


The notion of the U.S. as a fifty-fifty nation, divided between liberals and conservatives, is not really correct.  Rather the presidential election of 2004 indicates that the U.S. has become a 52-48 nation – in favor of the conservatives.33
The American “shift to the right” is not a coincidental phenomenon but a permanent one.

***

To summarize: 


The hostilities between Europe and the United States are not disappearing.  Even if a Democrat should win the presidential election in 2008 and even if Iraq is stabilized and even if the U.S. ratifies the Kyoto Protocol the chasm is going to remain – and will perhaps be expanded.  It is an unavoidable consequence of the end of the Cold War and of political processes in both Europe and the U.S.


We must deal with this and not just bemoan it.  We cannot dismiss, or wish away, a nation that is responsible for about 30 percent of the world’s production, 40 percent of the world’s military expenditures, and 60 percent of all new medicines.34  Therefore there is, here in Sweden and in the rest of Europe, a great need for a more balanced and initiated – but not at all uncritical – image of a country that for a long time in the future is going to remain at the fore in many areas: political, economic, technological, scientific, and cultural.  Otherwise we risk, not least in Sweden, getting struck in destructive antagonism between a strong Left in the mass media that seldom or never finds anything good in the U.S. and – honestly speaking – a right that automatically dismisses every critical view as an expression of “hatred of the U.S.A.”  We may need them again, of course.


So let me end as I began.  With a quotation that clarifies the complexity of the subject.  In November 2003 Noam Chomsky was interviewed in The New York Times Magazine.  Chomsky, as everyone here knows, has made himself famous as a harsh critic of the U.S. political establishment and has acquired practically cult status in Sweden.  Chomsky was asked whether he had any plans to move from the United States.  He answered: “No, this is the best country to live in.”35
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