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1

Situated happily and comfort-
ably for twenty-five years in 

the relative safety of a decanal 
office, and for another fifteen 
years in the complete safety of 
a professorial office at the Walsh 
School of Foreign Service, the 
temptation was great to com-
ment periodically on the content 
of American foreign policy. The 
temptation was all the greater as 
I was active in the private foreign 
affairs community and close to 
the vestibules of power and as the 
“world elsewhere” was undergoing profound transformations.

Sometimes I succumbed to the temptation and sometimes 
too with considerable passion, a luxury afforded to someone 
operating from the world of opinion vice the world of deci-
sion. The difference between the two worlds is captured in a 
characterization of editorialists by General Brent Scowcroft. 
He observed that editorialists remained in the mountains 
during the battle and then, after the battle was over, descend-
ed to slay the wounded!

General Scowcroft’s insightful perspective notwithstand-
ing, I could not always resist descending to the battlefield. My 
descent took various forms: book chapters, journal  articles and 
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op-ed pieces (published and unpublished). They are faithful-
ly reproduced herein beginning with an historical overview 
of American foreign policy followed by the reflections in the 
order in which they were written.

In reviewing them I notice some inconsistencies and a 
migration from a position that basically viewed U.S. foreign 
policy in a positive light to one that became highly critical 
of it. The former might be excused by taking refuge in Ken 
Galbraith’s observation that preoccupation with consistency is 
the hobgoblin of small minds. The latter developed as I saw 
American foreign policy come off the rails.

This collection of reflections is dedicated to: my profes-
sor of diplomatic history at the Fletcher School of Law and 
Diplomacy, the late Ruhl Bartlett; George Kennan, whose 
writings led me into the field of foreign affairs; and my great 
friend, Chester Crocker, who should have been appointed 
secretary of state long ago.

My warm thanks to Charlie Dolgas, former Director of Pro-
grams at the Institute for the Study of Diplomacy, for expertly 
assembling my reflections for publication, and to my former 
student, Carol Harrison, for the accompanying photographs of 
the university for which I was privileged to work and at which 
these reflections were composed.

Peter F. Krogh 
Dean Emeritus, The Walsh School of Foreign Service 
Georgetown University 
December 2015
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When I studied at the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy 
to become a Foreign Service Officer, my favorite subject was 
American diplomatic history. It was taught by an icon in the 
field, Dr. Ruhl Bartlett who became my intellectual guru and 
great friend. Decades later, in 2006, I had an opportunity to 
reenter that field when asked to contribute a chapter on the 
history of American foreign policy to a book in honor of my 
dear friend Wolfgang Schürer. The result is reproduced below 
with a bow to Ruhl Bartlett and a salute to Wolfgang Schürer. 

An invitation to contribute a chapter on the history of 
American foreign policy to a book in honor of Wolfgang 

Schürer reached me in residence in the Far North of New 
Zealand. In that southern Pacific extremity resides the quaint 
fishing village of Mangonui (meaning “Big Shark” in Maori). 
The village harbor opens onto Doubtless Bay.

Doubtless Bay was so named by the redoubtable (excuse 
the pun!) Captain Cook during the course of his path-break-
ing circumnavigation of the North and South Islands of New 
Zealand in 1769–70. Standing off the rugged eastern coastline 
of the Far North, and viewing a large inland body of water, 
it is reported that Captain Cook asked his first mate to iden-
tify it. The first mate replied: It is doubtless a bay, Captain! 
Hence the name Doubtless Bay.

As the United States circumnavigates the world today—
by ship, plane, satellite and telecommunications, and by the 
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omnipresence of its ideas, inventions, investments and tour-
ists—others must scan the horizon and ask what it is that they 
behold. The answer rendered by a local sage might be: It is 
doubtless the legacy of American foreign policy.

How did that legacy unfold? The answer is to be found 
in the history of American foreign policy. That history can, 
of course, he rendered purely chronologically. But writ large 
it bears the marks of prominent personalities and of wars. It 
also features dramatic episodes in which willful players took 
charge. And, at the end of the day, it reflects the temper of the 
American people.

The product of the chronological record arguably is impres-
sive. Starting 230 years ago as a collection of thirteen colonies 
strung along a mostly unforgiving North Atlantic coastline, 
the United States managed to become the most powerful and 
important nation in the world. Step-by-step it inserted itself 
into the world, first to secure its own liberty, then to secure its 
own security and then to secure the liberty of other peoples. 
Its foreign policy, accompanied by a periodic resort to arms, 
was the vanguard of this successful operation.

The country secured its own liberty by fighting, in al-
liance with France, to free itself from bondage to England. 
It secured its own security in wars against native Americans, 
England, Spain and Mexico, establishing, in the process, a 
bi-coastal, continental behemoth.1 It then became preoccu-
pied with the liberty of other places, inserting itself in the 
affairs of the world at large. This is where we are today.

A legion of diplomatic historians has chronicled the story, 
but none better than Professor Walter McDougall of the Uni-
versity of Pennsylvania. In his Pulitzer Prize-winning history 
of America’s encounter with the world, McDougall views the 
history of U.S. foreign policy as a passage from a “promised 
land to crusader state.”2 He situates that history in a series 
of sequential chapters imbedded, in biblical terms, first in an 
Old Testament and then in a New Testament.

The Old Testament runs from the country’s revolutionary 
birth in 1776 to the Spanish-American War in 1898. It includes 
chapters on, seriatim: Liberty or Exceptionalism; Unilater-
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alism or Isolationism; The American System or the Monroe 
Doctrine; and Expansionism or Manifest Destiny. Along the 
way, McDougall argues that the preservation of domestic lib-
erty (and, by definition, security) was America’s first foreign 
policy priority, pursued through (frequently aggressive) uni-
lateral actions (not through isolationism), showcased in the 
announcement of the Monroe Doctrine and buttressed by 
the establishment (chiefly at the expense of native Americans 
and the Mexicans) of a continental country (which Theodore 
Roosevelt proudly labeled “the giant of the West”).

At the end of the 19th century, a watershed was reached. 
The New Testament was opened as the United States moved 
from promised land to crusader state. The turning point was 
the Spanish-American War which was fought, at least rhetor-
ically, on humanitarian grounds. The United States was no 
longer content to be what it was at home; it wanted to be 
known for what it did in the world. Chapters unfold sequen-
tially entitled: Progressive Imperialism; Wilsonianism or Lib-
eral Internationalism; Containment; and, finally, Global Me-
liorisrm. Along the way, McDougall argues that there were 
just stutter-steps on the road from: progressive imperialism 
in which America adopted the white man’s burden; to Wil-
sonianism in which the country aimed to teach countries and 
the world good governance; to global meliorism in which the 
United States sought to uplift the world (through foreign aid, 
for example) and export American values on a global basis.3

For McDougall, the end of the 19th century marked the 
transition from old traditions of the country securing and cul-
tivating its own promised land to becoming the world’s con-
science. America moved from confining itself to championing 
and vindicating its own freedom and independence to taking 
up the cudgels on behalf of other places and peoples.4 That 
breakpoint saddens—even angers—McDougall. Critics of 
today’s Iraq war also rue the day when that “Rubicon” was 
crossed.

While American foreign policy can he viewed as a chrono-
logical progression, and bundled according to the perspec-
tives of individual diplomatic historians (as McDougall has 
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effectively done), it is also possible to view the nature and 
course of America’s engagement with the world as being de-
termined, historically, by leading statesmen and, episodically, 
by cabals. Simply put, it bears the brands of prominent in-
dividuals and, sometimes, of a handful of aggressive players.

The brands of prominent individuals are well described 
in Walter Russell Mead’s book entitled “Special Providence: 
American Foreign Policy and How It Changed the World.”5 
The title “Special Providence” is apparently lifted from Otto 
Von Bismarck’s observation that: “God has a special provi-
dence for fools, drunks and the United States of America.” 
Much of the rest of the world undoubtedly has occasion to 
agree with Bismarck!

Mead begins his book by saluting the overall success of 
American foreign policy. How else, he asks rhetorically, could 
thirteen largely impoverished colonies, huddled along the 
harsh eastern seaboard of an inhospitable neighborhood, have 
been able, over ten score years, to become the most power-
ful country in the world? He points out, moreover, that this 
has been done even though Americans are linguistically chal-
lenged, geographically ignorant, and uninformed and uninter-
ested in foreign affairs. (In this latter connection, Mead points 
out that only two American presidents in the 20th century had 
hands-on foreign policy experience prior to their election; to 
wit: Dwight Eisenhower and Bush-the-Elder). Mead basically 
argues that, a manifest parochialism notwithstanding, Amer-
ica has done better than its more worldly and sophisticated 
European cousins in managing its relations with the world.

Mead believes that the success of American foreign policy 
is owed to pragmatic recourse to a mix of prominent traditions 
which inform its conduct. These traditions are illuminated 
by their most illustrious progenitors. In chronological order, 
Mead casts the spotlight on Hamiltonians, Jeffersonians, 
Jacksonians and Wilsonians. The Hamiltonians place priority 
on the protection and advancement of U.S. economic inter-
ests; the Jeffersonians emphasize the protection and cultiva-
tion of liberty at home; the Jacksonians rise-up (with a ven-
geance!) only when the country is attacked or dishonored; the 
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Wilsonians busy themselves with projects to save the world 
by exporting American values.

At any given time, American foreign policy will feature a 
combination of these traditions. Current American foreign 
policy, for example, has been described as Wilsonianism with 
teeth—in other words, a combination of the Wilsonian and 
Jacksonian traditions.

Major traditions identified with hallowed American states-
men inform the conduct of U.S. foreign policy at long dis-
tance. They are available—coursing through the body poli-
tic—to be consulted and applied by whomever is in charge. 
But sometimes the influence of individuals goes beyond re-
mote control, as when a single person deftly and elegantly 
offers a policy prescription which represents a timely concep-
tual breakthrough. The most dramatic example of this brand 
of individual influence is the late George Kennan’s “long 
telegram” from Moscow in 1946 which delineated a policy of 
containing the Soviet Union, providing the framework for for-
ty-five year’s worth of American foreign policy. It is safe to say 
that the extent of Kennan’s personal impact on U.S. foreign 
policy stands in a class by itself and has earned him respect 
bordering on reverence.

Less fortuitous has been the impact of small circles of ag-
gressive players who move to hijack American foreign poli-
cy. This phenomenon is recounted in yet another important 
book; to wit: Warren Zimmerman’s “First Great Triumph: 
How Five Men Made Their Country a World Power.”6

Zimmerman’s prize-winning hook is an account of the for-
eign policy coup staged at the turn of the century by Theo-
dore Roosevelt, Henry Cabot Lodge, John Hay, Elihu Root 
and Alfred Thayer Mahan—a coup (or cabal) which abruptly 
changed America’s international posture from that of prom-
ised land to crusader state. These five men—each operating 
from a different but complementary professional platform—
teamed up to champion effectively a “large policy” which, in 
1898, led the United States into the Spanish-American War 
and on to a chapter of colonialism which featured, among 
other things, a protracted guerrilla war in the Philippines. 
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The parallels between the cabal which produced the Span-
ish-American War and its guerrilla aftermath and the neo-con-
servative cabal which produced the Iraq war and its insurgent 
aftermath (recently described by Colonel Lawrence Wilk-
erson, Secretary of State Powell’s former chief-of-staff) are 
striking. Warren Zimmerman sought to dramatize those paral-
lels on the heels of the publication of his hook, before he was 
tragically cut down by pancreatic cancer.

When the smoke clears from the history of American 
foreign policy, the extent to which wars have figured prom-
inently and frequently in it becomes clear. The American 
people—indeed the American nation—consider itself to be 
pacific. But the country’s behavior belies that self-image. 
America came into being through war and, once established 
as a nation, has not hesitated to resort to arms to defend and 
advance its self-defined interests. In the national conscious-
ness, the country’s long record of wars is shrouded in the mists 
of history, further obscured in memory because Americans 
congenitally are not history minded. But wars litter the record 
of America’s engagement with the world; to wit: the divide 
and conquer wars with the Amerindians which secured the 
American colonial foothold in the first place; the war of in-
dependence from Great Britain; the subsequent wars against 
major Indian tribes; the naval expedition against the Barbary 
Pirates (1801–03); the second war against Great Britain (1812–
14) which witnessed America’s invasion—and attempted ac-
quisition—of Canada; the armed conquest of Spanish Florida 
(1818–19); the acquisition, largely through force of arms, of 
half of Mexico in the mid-nineteenth century; the defeat of 
Spain in the Spanish-American War of 1898 (and the subse-
quent hijacking of Cuban independence); the widespread 
armed interventions in the Caribbean and Mexico during 
the first quarter of the 20th century; the engagement in two 
world wars and two “limited wars” (in Korea and Vietnam); 
and, most recently, the attack on Yugoslavia and the two wars 
against Iraq.

This record has led two historians, Fred Anderson and 
Andrew Clayton, to write a revised account of America’s 
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 encounter with the world which  features the centrality of war 
in the unfolding story. In “The Dominion of War: Empire and 
Liberty in North America 1500–2000,” Anderson and Clayton 
chronicle America’s resort to force as it first associated security 
with continental expansion and then with making the world 
safe for American values. It is a sobering story which does 
much to challenge America’s self-image as a peace-loving 
“shining city on a hill.” America’s militarist tradition is real, 
and the world, for better and for worse, gets a frequent taste 
of it.

One reason for taking an interest in the history of Ameri-
can foreign policy is the hope that knowledge of that history 
will illuminate the country’s future course. Unfortunately that 
hope, while admirable, is largely misplaced. While there has 
been an evident progression from “promised land to crusad-
er state,” while respected traditions play a prominent role in 
determining America’s course in the world and while resort 
to force of arms is always on the horizon, there are wild cards. 
One of the wild cards already has been described; namely, the 
possibility of cabals. But another, even more powerful wild 
card, is the temper, at any given time, of the American people.

That temper can change abruptly and alter the course of 
American foreign policy. For the generation currently in charge 
of American foreign policy, the most searing experience with a 
change in American temper occurred in the late 1960s as pro-
tests grew over the Vietnam War.7 That war was effectively lost 
at home as America sought to unburden itself and turn inward. 
Unburden itself it did as the nation retreated from Vietnam in 
the early 1970s; but the turn inward was buffered by the simul-
taneous “opening to China,” engineered by President Richard 
Nixon and Henry Kissinger, which strategically covered Amer-
ica’s retreat and offered it new possibilities in the world are-
na. Nonetheless, American foreign policy came close to being 
paralyzed and the country spent some time licking its wounds 
before it was ready to sally forth again.8

A more instructive example of a change in temper, how-
ever, is that which followed World War I. This is a dramatic 
story, recently and vividly recounted by David Traxel in his 
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latest book entitled: “Crusader Nation: The United States in 
Peace and the Great War: 1898–1920.”9

Toward the end of the 19th century, conditions in Amer-
ica spawned a “progressive” movement. Those conditions 
featured the existence of two rapidly divergent worlds—one 
rich and privileged, the other poor and exploited. Concerned 
and enlightened leaders saw the necessity and opportunity to 
redress inequities and moved to do so. Theodore Roosevelt 
became the poster-boy for the progressive movement which 
was stalled by his hand-picked presidential successor, Wil-
liam Howard Taft. Woodrow Wilson then took up the banner 
himself and, after defeating Roosevelt (and Taft) in the 1912 
presidential contest, went on to trump Roosevelt in deliver-
ing the progressive goods (including anti-trust legislation and 
a graduated income tax). As progressivism took hold at home, 
it was perhaps inevitable that it spill-over abroad. In this re-
spect, the domestic scene was basically set when Woodrow 
Wilson decided in 1917 to fight a war “to make the world safe 
for democracy.”

That war was effectively prosecuted as Wilson proved him-
self to be an extraordinarily competent war-time president. 
En route he captured the moral high ground while making, in 
his Fourteen Points, “the single most influential statement of 
an American ideology in the 20th century.”10 That statement 
called for global self-determination, freedom of the seas, the 
liberalization of trade, a limitation of armaments and a league 
to enforce peace.11 It was a global progressive agenda and, in 
the immediate aftermath of the war, Wilson rode it into cheer-
ing throngs. Then the cheering stopped. As the victors skew-
ered the vanquished in the Treaty of Versailles, the old world 
returned to business as usual. America promptly followed 
suit, rejecting Wilson’s League of Nations and electing as his 
successor the lamentable Warren Harding, who promised “a 
return to normalcy.” The Great War and its denouement was 
a sobering experience for the American people, souring them 
on the world. As one authority has noted, victory in World War 
I “did not make the United States a global power; instead it 
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confirmed for most Americans the dangers of over-commit-
ment.”12 In consequence, the country’s temper changed and 
it turned inward with a vengeance, released from self-preoc-
cupation only by the attack on Pearl Harbor.

In 1917, Woodrow Wilson launched a self-proclaimed cru-
sade to make the world safe for democracy.13 The nation fol-
lowed him, until it became disillusioned. It then ran for cover, 
with disastrous results.

Today America is once again launched on a crusade aimed, 
according to President George W. Bush’s second inaugural ad-
dress, at eliminating tyranny in the world. The crusade began 
in Afghanistan and was extended, with broad popular sup-
port, to Iraq. That support is rapidly eroding as military and 
civilian casualties mount. As “America unbound” (the title of 
a recent book on Bush-the-Younger’s foreign policy) becomes 
“America mired,” a change in America’s temper is in train. A 
backlash could lead to a new course for American foreign pol-
icy featuring a sullen and ungenerous America. The country 
could turn its back on the world, once again placing at risk its 
international interests and the world’s welfare.

If the history of American foreign policy tells us anything 
then, it is that the country is fickle, its people temperamental 
and that great care must be exercised—and extremes (includ-
ing excesses of zeal) avoided—in guiding the ship of state on 
a safe and steady course through international waters.

As Walter Russell Mead argues in his book, the astute 
 conduct of foreign policy has figured prominently in Ameri-
ca’s emergence as a rich and strong country. Sometimes, how-
ever, the nation strays off course and pursues unproductive 
policies.

Unproductive policies have a pattern to them. They nor-
mally occur when one or more of the following factors figure 
prominently in the decision-making process: (a) full freedom 
of discussion is abridged; (b) an informed and disciplined de-
cision-making process is short-circuited; (c) a politically pow-
erful special interest group—often ethnically based—exerts 
disproportionate influence on policy; and (d) the leadership of 
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the country paints foreign policy options into a rhetorical cor-
ner by labeling critics as unpatriotic or anti-Semitic or some 
other censorious term.

Prominent long-standing unproductive policies that fea-
ture one or more of these factors are, for example, U.S. pol-
icies toward Cuba, the Israeli-Palestinian conflict and, most 
recently, Iraq.

It behooves America’s leadership and its citizenry to guard 
against wayward policies by insisting that the nation’s path in 
the world be set through an honest, balanced, rigorous and 
publicly sanctioned deliberative process. Unfortunately this 
requirement is increasingly difficult to enforce as the office 
of the American presidency, which is charged with the con-
duct of foreign policy, has become more imperial and prone 
to secrecy and deception.14 Nonetheless, only by a vigilant 
insistence upon a correct foreign policy process can America’s 
liberty, security and prosperity—and the world’s welfare—be 
safeguarded and advanced.
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The early 1970s featured a dramatic shift in the context in 
which American foreign policy was conducted. The principle 
determinants of the new environment were the rapprochement 
with China, the end of the Vietnam War and the war and 
world weariness of the American people. This environment 
produced a more circumspect American foreign policy, more 
selective engagement and a decided preference for negotiation 
over confrontation. These elements and others were discussed 
in an article on new directions in American foreign policy pub-
lished in the Foreign Service Journal in September of 1973.

At the base of new directions in American foreign policy 
exist fundamental assumptions about changed facts of in-

ternational life. The major new operational premises, repre-
senting alterations in the concept of the world which we held 
well into the 1960s, are the following:

• The putative monolithic world of our adversaries has 
 become fragmented, divided and essentially self-contained 
by their hostility toward one another and by the nationalism 
of third world countries. In such a world, we are told, there is 
less need for activist interventionary policies and the rhetoric 
of global engagement. Indeed the former policy of a seam-
less web of communist containment is described as such an 
 anachronism today that many Americans seem embarrassed 
that we ever pursued such policy. Few are even prepared to 
argue, as I would, that our former policy of global  containment 
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contributed to the development of the conditions which make 
a new, more selective foreign policy possible.

• The world of our allies has become a picture of economic 
prosperity and, allegedly, of greater self-sufficiency in world 
affairs. This enables—if not requires—these allies to assume 
a greater role and responsibility in international security af-
fairs. Accordingly, we assume that some of the burdens we 
have carried in the post-war period can be safely shifted to 
them. Similarly, we assume that the presumption of US pre-
dominance in allied relationships is no longer valid.

The losers on the battlefield, having become the winners 
in the economic field, are now expected to participate as ma-
ture partners of the United States in building the cherished 
generation of peace. Few Americans today are inclined to 
question the real capacity of our allies to shoulder greater se-
curity responsibilities, let alone whether there are countries 
other than our own who wish them to do so.

• The less developed countries—which were once regard-
ed as the major battleground in the Cold War—are now seen 
as being largely peripheral to contests among the major pow-
ers. It is assumed that nationalism and the intrinsic strategic 
insignificance of these countries will save most of them from 
domination by adversaries of the United States.

The hearts and minds of men in the less developed coun-
tries are regarded as an exclusive concern of their leaders and 
not of the United States. We therefore assume a low profile, 
deal with governments as they are, and encourage self-suffi-
ciency and psychological independence.

• Even though peace is no longer seen as indivisible and 
we now believe that wars can be isolated, events are seen as 
being intimately interconnected, particularly when they con-
cern the vital interests of big powers. There is a new theory of 
linkage which holds that for every international action there 
will be a reaction—but not necessarily equal and opposite and 
not necessarily in the same time or place. Thus the contact 
with China set off a chain of other actions and reactions which 
helped make a ceasefire possible in Vietnam. The Moscow 
summit set off a chain of events which led to the removal of 
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Soviet troops from Egypt. Understanding linkage and how to 
play it has become the highest accomplishment and art form 
of contemporary American diplomacy and of its avatar Henry 
Kissinger.

• A corollary of linkage is the assumption of the necessity 
of momentum. It is believed that success in one field will lead 
to success in others and that, provided the pace can be kept, 
the tide will constantly rise, lifting all the ships. The need 
for momentum derives from a belief that unless success in 
our foreign policy begins to become cumulative, the Ameri-
can people will turn their back on the world. In this respect 
we are one of the very few countries which has as a primary 
objective of its foreign policy keeping its people committed 
to an internationalist role. The internal danger of Americans 
swinging from extremes of foreign involvement to extremes 
of isolationism is seen by our current leadership as a greater 
danger to American security than any clear and present ex-
ternal threat. Consequently we are following a foreign policy 
which walks a fine line between retrenchment and engage-
ment, between avoiding new commitments and honoring old 
ones, between speaking softly and carrying a big stick.

The changed assumptions of the late ‘60s and early ‘70s 
have been manifest in some rather dramatic policy initiatives. 
The most obvious is the establishment of relations with Chi-
na which, among other things, creates a trilateral framework 
for the containment of communism. This new direction re-
flects a recognition—some would say a grievously belated rec-
ognition—that the Sino/Soviet conflict is a greater problem 
for the Russians and Chinese than are their conflicts with the 
United States. The United States has acted on this recogni-
tion by cultivating better relations with Moscow and Peking 
than either has with the other.

By capitalizing on the Sino/Soviet conflict through rap-
prochement with China, the United States has achieved 
some needed influence over Chinese behavior in Asia while 
simultaneously increasing the complexity and uncertainty of 
international conditions for the Soviet Union. This latter de-
velopment is reinforced by recent reports that the Chinese 
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are advocating a strong NATO and opposing the planned con-
ferences on European security and mutual and balanced force 
reductions. They seem to have superseded the United States 
as proponents of militant Soviet containment in Europe. Seen 
through American eyes, these are enormously desirable re-
sults of a new direction in diplomacy.

The only bad news has been the shock to the Japanese and 
to the Chinese on Taiwan. But both these governments, and 
others in Southeast Asia, appear to have recovered quickly 
and readjusted their foreign policies to take account of the 
reentry of mainland China into the family of nations.

The United States opening to China has been successful 
precisely because it is based on a shrewd evaluation of the 
realities of Chinese interests and fears and of mounting Sovi-
et concern for what the United States—in its more paranoid 
period—used to call the yellow peril. The policy will cease 
to be effective if the United States attributes more interna-
tional power to China than she really has or more hostility 
and paranoia to Sino/Soviet relations than really exist. To date 
the administration appears to have successfully resisted both 
temptations.

It has not, however, resisted the temptation to define Unit-
ed States relations in terms of a multipolar world. Indeed one 
of the major new directions of American diplomacy, conso-
nant with the assumption of shifting burdens to strengthened 
allies, has been the shift in rhetoric from the bipolar to the 
multipolar idiom. I suspect that the change in vocabulary 
largely represents an accommodation to the American people 
who are weary of coping with a strenuous bipolar world and 
are anxious to hear that other powers are positioned to help 
balance power in the world.

The problem with projecting an image of a multipolar 
world—as comfortable and palatable as it may be to neo-isola-
tionist Americans—is that responsible foreign policy officials 
might come to believe it. This would be most unfortunate be-
cause the world is clearly not multipolar in any credible way. 
At best there are two and a half powers—the United States, 
the Soviet Union and China. Japan is economically strong but 



2 New Directions in American Foreign Policy  19

enormously vulnerable. Militarily and psychologically Japan is 
a mini-power. Europe seems powerless to be born and all the 
talk of European unity and a third force will not alter the fact 
that Europe is disunited and, without the United States, mili-
tarily unimpressive.

The world is multipolar in a transient economic sense 
and in the imagination—and mostly in the wishes—of a war- 
weary American people. Any American foreign policy which 
is grounded in a real, as opposed to rhetorical, belief in multi-
polarity will, I venture, run a high risk of failure.

A much heralded new direction in American foreign policy 
has been the shift from an era of confrontation to an era of 
negotiation. This new direction couples a neat rhyme scheme 
with a promise to replace military predominance with diplo-
matic perseverance. It is grounded in the belief that the path 
of diplomatic agreement will be fruitful in terms of our in-
terests. Negotiations, hopefully leading to understandings, 
will serve our purposes of: acquiring international leverage at 
a time when most people think of us as a declining power; 
gaining influence with our principal adversaries in order to 
reduce the dangers inherent in growing Soviet military pow-
er; and gaining the momentum at a time of immersion in war 
and stultification of new foreign policy ideas. In addition to 
whatever national interests may be served, the era of negotia-
tion is welcomed by an American people anxious to project a 
peaceful countenance toward the world scene.

The fruits of this search to substitute diplomatic trade-
offs for military stand-offs have been remarkable in terms of 
agreements reached. There is the China rapprochement, the 
Vietnam cease fire agreement, the Berlin  accords, the SALT 
I agreement, the myriad of Moscow summit agreements, and 
the agreements which initiated exploratory talks on a Euro-
pean security conference and mutual and balanced force re-
ductions. These are all agreements which purportedly reduce 
tensions or represent a shared undertaking to move toward 
their reduction. To the extent they are meaningful it is be-
cause of mutual interest in controlling tension, an interest 
which could prove transient.
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It is important to bear in mind that agreements by them-
selves cannot reduce tensions because tensions do not have 
an independent life of their own. They owe their existence 
to basic conflicts of interest which in turn rest on the fun-
damental intentions or purposes of the countries at odds in 
the world. Our intentions are, I believe, to negotiate a world 
structure that will support a lasting peace. But—the impres-
sive count of agreements not withstanding—what are the in-
tentions of the other sides? If, as Henry Kissinger confessed 
in a rare Freudian slip, it is difficult to gauge the motivations 
of our own government, then how much more difficult it 
must be for us to gauge the intentions of others. One esti-
mate, however, which must be taken seriously is that the for-
mer adversaries with whom we are negotiating simply view 
the exercise as a way to rewrite the terms of engagement for 
a new era of confrontation. In recognition of this unsettling 
prospect, the principal objective of US diplomacy should be 
to probe and evaluate the intentions of the other side rather 
than to procure agreements for their own sake. The problem, 
of course, is that in the process of feeling out the other side 
through negotiation, hopes will be so aroused among an anx-
ious American populace that even if the results give grounds 
for grave suspicions, it will not be domestically politically fea-
sible to break off the negotiations or reject the outcomes.

The basic problem for us in entering an era of negotiation 
at this point may rest precisely in the war-weariness of the 
American people. Since we are just freshly emerged from a 
decade of disillusioning war while our traditional adversaries 
have enjoyed a generation of peace, we may be much more 
anxious for another generation of peace than they are. Con-
sequently, we may be disproportionately tempted to make 
concessions which cumulatively erode our position vis-à-vis 
our principal adversaries and allies.

There can be no doubt that the revamping of American for-
eign commitments under the Nixon administration amounts 
to retrenchment. It is all covered by, and embodied in, the 
Nixon Doctrine which provides for withdrawal of American 
personnel accompanied by promises of American materiel. 
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Since peace is no longer considered indivisible, the United 
States is more selective in its commitments which will be ex-
tended under the Nixon Doctrine only to nations which show 
a willingness to defend themselves and which possess genu-
ine strategic significance.

There is, in this policy of opting out of conflict in the less 
developed countries, more of a concession to domestic public 
opinion than a reflection of realistic policy considerations and 
options. It seems a needless guarantee, and a possible source 
of encouragement to potential international trouble makers, 
to assure them in advance that they will not have to risk fac-
ing American troops in their adventures in the so-called third 
world. But this is a guarantee which Americans want, so our 
potential adversaries acquire it as a kind of bonus, free of 
charge.

A corollary of the Nixon Doctrine is benign neglect of the 
less developed countries. The imagery used to substitute for 
benign neglect is the low profile. Whether that is a good pro-
file depends upon the picture it etches on your mind. Is it the 
picture of an America which has lowered both its silhouette 
and its rhetoric in order to give the less developed countries 
an independent opportunity to find their own feet? Or is it 
the picture of an ostrich who has stuck his head in the ground, 
ignoring the realities around him while leaving a very vulner-
able part of his anatomy exposed?

It is possible that the low profile is a mixture of these pos-
tures, purposes and results. It grows out of a decade of over-
exposure in the less developed countries and of a decision, 
grounded in self-interest, that the less developed countries 
are strategically insignificant in the competition between the 
superpowers. It reflects the rejection of a belief that less de-
veloped country strife could become more important to us 
than to those directly involved. The policy, however, fails to 
reflect the growing reality that less developed countries are 
important apart from the contest between the super powers. 
They are important as providers of vital resources to the in-
dustrialized countries. They are important potential markets. 
They are important outlets for traditional American qualities 
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of generosity and concern for equity. For all these reasons the 
United States in the future is going to have to do something 
more than wish the less developed countries godspeed.

While the United States has shifted from active interfer-
ence to benign neglect in its policy toward the less developed 
countries, the reverse is true of its relations with the so-called 
community of advanced economic nations. During most of 
the 1950s and ‘60s, the United States pursued a rather easy 
going, liberal foreign economic policy. That is now being re-
placed by aggressive assertion of self-interest which has in-
volved the United States in two devaluations in 18 months 
and in a hard-bargaining, high pressure approach to both 
monetary and trade questions. Having remained relatively 
aloof in its lofty economic position for most of the post-war 
period, the United States has now joined the fray determined 
to find equitable economic terms for itself in the rough and 
tumble competition with the former recipients of its largesse.

Japan and Europe are in for tough bargaining with the 
United States, not least because compared to them we are 
so little dependent on foreign trade. Since foreign economic 
transactions are marginal to our economy but central to theirs, 
we hold considerable leverage which I think it is reasonable 
to expect we will use.

Our international economic problems may, in the end, not 
be so much with Japan and Europe as with the multinational 
corporations which are able to make decisions independent-
ly of the governments involved. These decisions can offset, 
frustrate, or pervert decisions made by formal governments. 
Thus it is possible that multinationals, through their pric-
ing policies and profit and loss decisions, can wash out the 
planned results of a currency devaluation. This in fact may 
be what is already happening. The independent behavior of 
multinational corporations is only the most obvious example 
of a growing phenomenon involving the international activity 
of private units whose decisions bypass or transcend formal 
governmental channels.

The most recent new direction in American foreign pol-
icy is brought about by the end of direct American involve-
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ment in combat in Vietnam. The cease fire agreement is a 
welcome accomplishment. The consequences of it are only 
now beginning to unfold as our time and talent are released 
to work on a broader foreign policy agenda including restor-
ing our relations with Europe, directing more attention to the 
Middle East, and concentrating on functional problems in the 
international economic field. For Americans the end of the 
war lifts a pall from US foreign policy enabling them to see 
with greater clarity the totality of American responsibilities 
and achievements in world affairs. What they see, I believe, 
is an America which remains a foremost power, and which is 
still actively and, in the main, constructively engaged abroad.

To visitors to the United States the most interesting new 
directions in American foreign policy may appear in the 
style of American diplomacy. There is a conscious rejection 
of the openly hyper-active US posture of the 1960s. This is 
replaced by more conciliatory rhetoric and by a more passive 
response to international events. Ken Galbraith has said that 
modesty is a vastly overrated virtue; but Americans are not 
inclined to believe him. They believe, on the contrary, that 
in the past we have overrated our ability to influence world 
affairs and that we should adjust our sights both downward 
and inward.

The lowering of sights may be a consequence of the United 
States coming of age in world affairs. We can testify to some 
considerable experience in foreign affairs. It has been accom-
panied, as experience always is, with  disillusionments and 
disappointments—not only with ourselves but with some of 
our friends. We have even experienced some disillusion with 
the application of our own ideals domestically, let alone with 
their export internationally. Consequently, we have ceased 
to link our foreign policy to any kind of moral crusade. The 
so-called Wilsonian syndrome is now replaced by a policy of 
enlightened self-interest as the United States retires from the 
business of trying actively and globally to make the world safe 
for democracy. The result is a very different kind of America 
in the world: a more mature, self-restrained America, but also 
a less audacious and generous America.
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In the mid 1970’s, reeling from the “post-Vietnam War syn-
drome” and from Watergate, the country was both war and 
world weary. There was a temptation to look out on the world 
as we hoped it would be rather than the way it really was. I 
was, at the time, on the Executive Committee of the Center for 
Strategic and International Studies, a powerful Washington 
think tank. I wrote a paper for the Center addressing the world 
as I saw it and the attendant requirements of American foreign 
policy. The Center published the paper in August of 1977.

Introduction: The Political/Military Prism

At one time foreign policy problems arrived under sepa-
rate covers marked political/military or social/economic. 

These labels identified the nature of the problems and assist-
ed foreign policy makers to plot out solutions.

Today these labels, if strictly interpreted, create a false 
dichotomy. Problems no longer arrive clearly marked. There 
is an accelerated merging of the political, military, social and 
economic dimensions of foreign policy problems.

Still, in order to bring coherence to thinking about foreign 
affairs, some emphasis is needed. The selection of empha-
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sis reveals one’s assumptions about the primary nature of the 
problems the United States confronts in the contemporary 
world.

The basic premise of this paper is that the political/military 
prism throws a more illuminating light on the most serious 
near-term foreign policy problems for the United States. This 
prism is fashioned from stubborn international realities which 
are legacies of an older era.

The Era We Have Not Left

The parlance of foreign policy today is fertile with descrip-
tions of the new era we are in or entering. This era is reported-
ly characterized by “interdependence,” “shifting coalitions,” 
and “the primacy of economic issues.” It can be assumed safe-
ly that American foreign policy will not suffer from a shortage 
of summonses to this new world. It may, however, suffer from 
too ready a rejection of old world realities which are no less 
real on account of their age. With attention concentrated on 
the new era we are entering, let us turn to a sneak preview of 
the features of the old era we have not left.

We remain in an era of the primacy of the nation-state system and 
of the primacy of the United States within that system.

• The international system is still, in the main, a primitive 
society of states in which each state must rely chiefly on self-
help in order to promote its national interests.1

• Within the nation-state system, the United States stands 
as the most powerful country within the most powerful coa-
lition.2

In political terms, the United States is more unified, gov-
ernable and stable than any of its allies. With respect to adver-
saries, the United States is decidedly more likeable than its 
nearest competitor for political influence, the Soviet Union.3

In raw military terms, the Soviets may be at parity and on 
the verge of superiority; but American efficiency and technol-
ogy still give the United States an edge not clearly reflected 
in gross military comparisons.4



3 Stubborn Realities and Requirements  27

In economic terms, while the relative size of the United 
States has diminished in comparison to some other industrial-
ized countries, America’s degree of economic independence 
in comparison to these same countries has increased.5 The 
United States is comparatively more powerful economically 
than it was when it entered the era of putative power diffu-
sion.

• The strength of the American economic enterprise re-
mains central to this country’s international effect. In spite 
of fascination with limits to growth, the United States lives 
in an era in which the expansion and more equal distribution 
of income among nations is led by a dynamic American eco-
nomic enterprise, and in which productivity is most likely to 
determine the fortunes of nations.

We remain in an era in which the place and protection of the indi-
vidual within society is the bottom line.

For all the fragmentation in the communist world, and the 
faltering of several free world states, we are anchored in an 
era in which fundamentally incompatible conceptions of indi-
vidual liberty are represented by two countries whose power 
awes the rest of the world and whose ideological differences 
define the choice between liberty and spontaneity on the one 
hand and authority and conformity on the other. This funda-
mental dividing line provides a moral starting point and un-
derpinning for American foreign policy.

We remain in an era in which the threat and use of force is the 
world’s primary problem.

This characteristic of the era we have not left highlights 
several related perduring realities.

• The Soviet Union still poses the principal military threat 
to American security. It is regarded by the public as “a power 
with the capacity to destroy us” and as a “rising international 
power which can decide to press for advantage along the en-
tire interface of our global relationships whenever opportuni-
ty presents itself.”6

• The direct Soviet threat continues to be dealt with with-
in the framework of a nuclear stalemate. This stalemate con-
strains superpower resort to force.
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• The provision of protective services still is meted out 
on a bipolar basis and in the context of collective security.7 
While we are in an era of shifting coalitions on certain social/
economic questions, we have not left an era in which the So-
viet Union and the United States, as the only countries fully 
capable of generating their own security, stand at the center of 
established and contending political/military coalitions.

• The country remains rooted in an era in which the prin-
cipal international challenge involves efforts to keep the 
nuclear genie in its bottle.8 While new issues are heaped on 
the foreign policy plate, many of them wrapped in warnings 
of Armageddon, the United States exists in an era in which 
Armageddon is most likely to arrive in the form of a nuclear 
explosion.

• In spite of a desire to turn our backs on conflict in coun-
tries whose names are unfamiliar, the United States still op-
erates in an era in which peace retains marked qualities of 
indivisibility.9 While the United States has entered an era in 
which it must differentiate among its regional interests and, 
above all, conduct a solvent foreign policy which matches 
commitments with capabilities, it remains in an era in which 
American indifference to conflict in any corner of the globe 
cheapens the currency of peace.

These are the stubborn realities of the era the United 
States has not left. While headier visions of the new era may 
come to prove their worth, it is wiser in the meantime to base 
policy on the realities of a tense and divided world. In doing 
so, realism also requires that the social and economic dimen-
sions of foreign policy be taken increasingly into account. 
These dimensions, however, should be considered as integral 
components of international security affairs rather than as dis-
tinct and fashionable “world order” issues.

Policy Requirements of the Stubborn Realities

The stubborn realities do not automatically yield their 
significance to new issues or to additional features of a more 
complex international system. Their stubbornness must be 
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addressed by policy rather than by invocations of the imper-
atives of an interdependent world. The nature and thrust of 
an American foreign policy shaped by stubborn realities but 
tempered by key new agenda requirements is set forth below.

The Primacy of the Nation-State
At present the most effective existing improvement upon 

the nation-state is the collective security system. This system 
improves both the security and prosperity of its member na-
tions.

At the core of this system for the United States are the 
Western European countries, Japan, and Canada. The insti-
tutional expression and strength of this core exists in NATO 
and the OECD. The United States should seek to strengthen 
this security system.

An immediate way to do so is to contribute to the economic 
restoration of the member countries and to expand the mem-
bership of NATO to include Spain.

The most urgent imperative in the Western alliance is eco-
nomic recovery. In Europe most of the members of NATO 
are still struggling with the effects of the 1974–75 recession 
in situations that range from seemingly hopeless to increas-
ingly desperate. The economic strength of these countries, as 
during the Marshall Plan era, is a precondition for their affin-
ity with, and utility to, a collective security system anchored 
by the United States. The United States should consider 
as its first priority the strengthening of the economies of its 
allies. To do so will require decisions which incur short-run 
American economic costs but which lead to long-run gains in 
mutual security and prosperity.

An example of short-run sacrifice for long-run gain appears 
in the defense industry sector.10 Here the effective concertation 
of European and American resources to mutual advantage is 
still in its infancy. American leadership in shifting more defense 
production to Western Europe, contingent upon  acceptance of 
a near-term goal of weapons standardization, could serve the 
dual purpose of stimulating the European economies while 
making defense more affordable for the alliance.
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United States policy toward the alliance should involve a 
special plan for Spain. Spain is the world’s tenth industrial 
power. It is a significant and strategically positioned country 
by any standard. Its historic relations with the  Uni ted States 
provide a basis for affinity. Its language is now second to our 
own at home. The evolution of Spain toward a stable democ-
racy could provide fresh strength to a faltering Europe. Time-
ly economic assistance, expanded joint ventures in the private 
sector, and a broad scale educational and cultural exchange 
program could help Spain emerge from its transition close-
ly linked to the United States. This linkage should include 
Spanish membership in NATO.11

The Primacy of the United States
The reality of American world primacy generates require-

ments for continued U.S. leadership in international problem 
solving. Much of the world looks to the United States for 
leadership; most Americans expect it. There is no reason to 
disappoint either side.

The requirements of leadership involve preparedness to 
anticipate and preempt problems, to initiate creative prob-
lem-solving efforts and to assist others to contribute their full 
potential to the resolution of conflicts.12

Leadership is a matter of style. Style in the form of opti-
mism, creativity, and humanity is what the world needs most 
and what Americans have in abundance. The exercise of lead-
ership does not involve the projection or presumption of om-
niscience or omnipresence; rather, it involves the concerted 
application of this country’s finest qualities to serious world 
problems.13

Several serious problems which are attractive candidates 
for the application of American leadership are the inadequacy 
of world food supplies and the absence of a regime for the 
exploitation of the deep seabeds.

With respect to food, two factors summon our leadership. 
One is America’s overwhelming international predominance 
in agricultural production and distribution; the other is the 
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opportunity offered the United States to demonstrate its con-
cern for basic human needs.

American programs should be directed toward the inten-
sification of efforts to expand domestic food production in 
the poorest countries.14 The implements employed should 
include massive American technical assistance in the devel-
opment of several new international bread baskets. The chal-
lenge involved and the resources summoned should be seen 
as being comparable to the exploits required to place a man 
on the moon. Potential sites for the new world bread baskets 
are in the southern Sudan and the northern part of the Indian 
subcontinent.15 In these areas, which have potential to double 
world agricultural production, the United States should seek 
to foster agricultural economies based on individual or fami-
ly farms which would have the dual effect of increasing the 
efficiency of production while expanding and strengthening 
principles of individual enterprise.16

In all that it does in this field, the U.S. effort should be 
aimed at creating indigenous regional capabilities for the pro-
duction and distribution of food. The United States should 
not seek to use food as any kind of a “weapon” nor should it 
perpetuate for any longer than absolutely necessary the de-
pendence of less developed countries on U.S. graineries.

With respect to the oceans, the United States has an oppor-
tunity to help create, through a regime to govern the exploita-
tion of the deep seabeds, a future which will bring increased 
wealth to the poorest countries. American initiatives and com-
promises will be required to break through the current dead-
lock in the creation of a seabeds regime. But American sacri-
fices will be minimal because the issues involve slicing up a 
future economic pie rather than redividing the existing one. 
The oceans provide a unique arena for a North–South bargain 
that actually can result in something more than a zero sum.

The United States is one of the few countries that could 
enhance its national assets in the absence of an oceans ex-
ploitation regime. But this apparent national advantage 
should be viewed in light of the more compelling opportuni-
ty to use the oceans to create a more equitable international 
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economic order. A regime which gave the developing coun-
tries a generous share of the mining revenues produced by 
the technologically advanced countries would help assuage 
poor country despair and hold out prospects for the future im-
provement in the international distribution of income. Seen 
in this way, the oceans are a frontier where the most lofty prin-
ciples of world order and equity should be given a chance to 
prove themselves.

The Centrality of the American Economic Enterprise
The American economy is the engine of worldwide eco-

nomic growth. The reason is not surprising: our economy 
accounts for almost half the GNP of the OECD countries.17 
This economic engine is driven by free market forces. Amer-
ican foreign policy should be conducted in such a way as to 
strengthen these forces.

The importance of foreign economic policy to the United 
States is not due to a sudden escalation of the significance 
of economic factors in world affairs. Rather, it derives from 
the traditional centrality of America’s economic strength to 
its international significance. The history of post-war United 
States foreign policy has been a history of the effective link-
age of United States economic capabilities to its international 
political interests. Hence Bretton Woods, the Marshall Plan, 
the Alliance for Progress and the accompanying unprecedent-
ed several decades of worldwide economic development.

For more than a quarter century, U.S. economic strength 
enabled the provision of worldwide protective services under 
which umbrella many countries gained political stability and 
economic prosperity.18 The task now is to assure that Ameri-
can economic vibrancy is strengthened so that the resources 
generated by American growth can continue to contribute to 
the costly actions that are required to address both stubborn 
political/military realities and new social/economic issues.

Others, like Ferdinand, may wish to sit in the shade of the 
limits-to-growth tree. But for its part the United States should 
aggressively take steps to expand its economy and, through 
joint ventures with developed and developing countries 
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based on comparative advantages, generate wide distribution 
of the benefits of a dynamic new phase of growth.19

In pursuit of this task the following should be objectives 
supported by actions.

• The United States should seek an open, liberal global 
trading and investment system which functions on the basis 
of comparative advantages.20 The guiding purpose should be 
the generation of additional increments of income for all ac-
tive participants in international trade and investment.

• U.S. foreign economic policy should foster the growth 
of private international enterprise both as a generator of na-
tional wealth and of host country economic and social devel-
opment.21 United States domestic policy should provide in-
centives for a surge of private business investment in research 
and development needed to arrest and, if possible, reverse 
America’s declining technological advantages.

• Extensive new partnerships should be effected with al-
lies in the next phase of world economic expansion—includ-
ing especially joint ventures in high technology and  capital 
intensive projects. These partnerships should provide for 
participation by less-developed country businesses or public 
enterprises whose involvement would help assure wide distri-
bution of the benefits.

Along the way, the American perception of the challenge 
of the North–South economic relationship will be important. 
Normally the problems posed to American foreign policy in 
the North–South context are described in terms of the “fair-
ness revolution” with visions of imminent “other OPEC’s” 
 forcing a redistribution of international income.22 These no-
tions have the effect of deflecting attention from the core 
problems presented to this country by the demands of the de-
veloping countries. These problems have to do with respond-
ing to changes in the terms of economic relationships in ways 
that: (1) maintain and strengthen free enterprise principles 
at home and abroad; (2) retain the support of the American 
people for a generous and socially conscious U.S. role in the 
world; and (3) result in real improvements in the standard of 
living of the poorest people in the poorest countries. These 
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ends will not be served by agreements that: (1) substitute 
codified collectivism for free market forces; (2) imply that 
the difference in value between the dollar and the rupee has 
more to do with exploitation than with productivity; and (3) 
are based on dubious economic arguments advanced by the 
loudest, if not the brightest, of the developing country nego-
tiators.23

The Ideological Competition
Morally, the starting point for U.S. foreign policy is the 

international competition between two mutually exclusive 
concepts of the rights and roles of individuals in societies 
represented by the United States and the Soviet Union. A 
conviction that the United States is on the higher moral plain 
of this divide lends legitimacy to American international pur-
poses and action.

This does not mean that American foreign policy will be 
well served by frequent testimonies to its moral basis. Rath-
er it means that a central problem for policymakers is how 
to modulate official voices and actions in ways which, in the 
long-run, expand the boundaries of freedom in the world and 
elevate the individual in the scheme of things.

With respect to modulating voices, the key lies in striking a 
balance between a silence which is taken for indifference and 
a stridence that outdistances American influence. We should 
avoid rhetoric that is emotionally gratifying at home but in-
consequential or counterproductive abroad. The United 
States should take special pains to avoid rhetoric that has the 
effect of increasing repression precisely where it seeks to alle-
viate it. Specifically, this means making it easier for the Poles 
to inch in our direction by muting the ideological significance 
of their growing American connection. It means quietly rather 
than noisily urging paranoid regimes in Chile and elsewhere 
to moderate their ways.

Lately the United States has been wondering what to 
do with the international forums to which it belongs. An at-
tractive possibility is to use them for the advocacy of human 
rights. Efforts should be made within these forums to foster 
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greater international consensus on basic human rights and to 
strengthen multinational institutions dedicated to protecting 
individuals within  societies.24 This multinational approach 
has the advantage of avoiding some of the pitfalls associated 
with unilateral interference in the domestic affairs of other 
nations.

Normally, it will be best to let the quality and attractive-
ness of the American system speak for themselves. In doing 
so, it is mature to realize that international political influence 
is based more on how the country performs in military and 
economic terms than on the frequency of its excoriations of 
regimes abroad. In this later connection, it would be more 
pertinent to America’s security problems for the country to 
direct greater criticism toward institutionalized totalitarian 
states than toward transient authoritarian regimes. With re-
spect to the latter category of regimes, we should make clear 
that our greatest interest in them is in their transience.

A good substitute for rhetoric in defense of freedom is ac-
tion. Strongest American actions in terms of economic and 
military assistance should be reserved for countries which, in 
addition to their strategic significance, show some promise of 
being: (a) committed to the rights of man; (b) inclined to or-
ganize a productive economy; and (c) interested in fashioning 
an effective government.

The issue which most immediately engages the ideological 
basis of American foreign policy is Eurocommunism. Com-
munists in government may be a temporary inevitability in 
several European countries because of its attractiveness as the 
one untried alternative. But nothing the United States tries to 
do should convert this possibility into a certainty. Above all, 
the United States should not fear to oppose communist ele-
ments on the grounds that—if we are hostile to them when 
they are out—they will be hard on us when they are in. The 
U.S. has ample strength to withstand the consequences of its 
opposition to communism.

U.S. efforts to counter Eurocommunism should take the 
form of encouraging and assisting moderate elements in allied 
countries to build centrist coalitions and programs. Basically 
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what is needed is for the center to recover its nerve and to 
mount programs in cooperation with traditionally moderate 
social democrats who serve the needs of real people. These 
socially responsible programs should be undertaken even if, 
and possibly especially if, they involve real sacrifices for the 
ruling elites.

The Threat and Use of Force
While we have entered an era in which conflict has as-

sumed new rhetorical and practical forms, we remain in an era 
in which the most widespread and dangerous form of conflict 
involves the threat and use of force.

Contemporary conflict is generated principally by old 
causes: ideological, racial and confessional differences; revan-
chism; imperialism; tyranny of majorities and minorities; and 
territorial disputes. Thus we have, among others, the Cubans, 
the Arabs and Israelis, the Greeks and the Turks, the Pathans, 
the IRA and the Eritreans to remind us that the use of force—
especially by non-nuclear entities acting either directly or as 
surrogates—is alive and well.

These reminders suggest that the conventional imple-
ments of foreign policy and their military handmaidens 
should be available to policy makers. These “mid-spectrum” 
capabilities include security and economic assistance, covert 
support, unilateral and multilateral peacekeeping action and 
active diplomacy.25 Most of all, security affairs require action 
rather than rhetoric for they involve problems which exhibit 
intransigence when confronted with U.S. statements alone.

A contemporary explanation for nonaction is that national-
ism can thwart aggression or at least prevent it from sticking. But 
nationalism is as ineffective as American rhetoric in counter-
ing communist tanks whether driven by Soviets, their Cuban 
“ghurkas,” or homegrown guerrillas. Where the United States 
has a besieged but viable nationalistic element to work with 
in a region of importance to it, the most helpful action it can 
take is to provide the support needed to give nationalism a 
fighting chance.
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The Soviet Union as the Principal Threat
The containment of Soviet power is a primary American 

purpose. It is now pursued in a period of rising apprehension 
about Soviet intentions and capabilities. These apprehen-
sions suggest that tougher dealings with the Soviets will be 
appreciated more than assertions of an end to the cold war.

This does not mean that detente should be abandoned. 
Detente, defined as a process of seeking a stable and con-
structive relationship with the Soviet Union, should be pur-
sued under any name. If by calling the process “detente” 
we can strengthen French resolve to do something useful in 
world affairs, we should pay that price. The new atmosphere 
of distrust of the Soviets simply means that issues in the con-
duct of detente will have to be addressed more directly.

The issues include the following:
• The extent to which our cooperation with the Soviets is 

to be made contingent on mutual restraint.
• Whether we envisage our relations as leading to a con-

vergence of  systems or rather to a continuation and possible 
intensification of peaceful competition.

• The validity of our judgments concerning the Soviet 
drive for military superiority and empire.

• Whether we believe we can “buy” their good behavior.
These issues are crystallized in the question of whether 

U.S. financial and technical assistance to the Soviets links 
them to us in ways which restrain their behavior or frees 
them to plow their own resources into aggressive arms de-
velopment and interventions in the Third World.26 The past 
administration dealt with this question by trying to counter 
the Soviets in regions where they were up to no good. The 
new administration may want to lay it more squarely on the 
doorstep of the Kremlin.

The Bipolar Nuclear Stalemate
The stability of the Soviet-American relationship is pri-

marily a function of a nuclear stalemate. It is an expensive 
but proven means of achieving security. In order to maintain 
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the stalemate, the United States should not seek military su-
periority, nor should it accept “rough equivalance.” Superior-
ity is likely to be an exorbitantly priced chimera, and “rough 
equivalence” does not impress anyone. Straight parity should 
be the objective achieved through the Strategic Arms Limita-
tions Talks at progressively lower levels of mutual capability.27

The nuclear stalemate is intimately related to overall mil-
itary capabilities, both nuclear and conventional. In deciding 
on budget levels for these capabilities it is wiser to be guided 
by the basic requirements of American foreign policy than by 
some predetermined and preferred percentage of the Gross 
National Product. Nevertheless, the sheer cost of modern 
weapons systems dictates that decisions must increasingly 
be guided by considerations of the most likely contingencies 
rather than by planning for all contingencies. Trade-offs are 
in our future as between, for example, the B-1 bomber or the 
cruise missile, the super aircraft carriers or a fleet of fast small 
ships. Questions of affordability increasingly drive the neces-
sity for choice and dramatize the futility of an arms race with 
the Russians. We must strive through SALT to make the rec-
ognition of this futility symmetrical and operational.

The Bipolar Provision of Security
The fact that most countries of the world are unable to 

generate their own security from within explains the political 
significance of the military capabilities of the Soviet Union 
and the United States. As weapons technology becomes 
more sophisticated and more concentrated in the hands of 
the  superpowers, the self-provision of security becomes even 
more difficult and reliance upon the superpowers as providers 
of security increases.28 This means that the bipolar provision 
of security may become a more, rather than less, significant 
fact of international life.

With respect to the provision of protective services, it is 
unhappily true that as our word has come to mean less, the 
acquisition by third countries of conventional arms and their 
contemplation of national nuclear capabilities have come to 
mean more. Hence, countries such as Turkey and Iran have, 
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since the Turkish arms embargo, exponentially increased 
their direct arms purchases.29 Since Vietnam, the South Ko-
reans have held us hostage with threats that a troop reduction 
would force them to go nuclear.

Burgeoning arms sales and multiplying threats of prolifera-
tion are a direct function of the decline in the credibility and 
effect of the American provision of security assistance. Both 
could be stanched by a firm definition and demonstration of 
U.S. determination to help defend countries who do, or would 
like to, look to us for protection. The definition could take the 
form of a reaffirmation of the Nixon Doctrine and the demon-
stration could be a major modernization of the U.S. global 
base structure and naval force.

Keeping the Nuclear Genie In Its Bottle
We have learned to live with the bomb. Our strategists and 

statesmen have been remarkably successful in conducting 
policies to prevent its use. These policies have dealt primarily 
with prevention of a Soviet-American nuclear exchange. Now 
they must be extended to include a more active approach to 
the problem of nuclear proliferation. As in the control of great 
power nuclear weapon use, problems of proliferation will 
have to be addressed both politically and technologically.

Political efforts should range from concerted attempts to 
eliminate macro and micro sources of potential conflict to 
agreements to create regional, integrated nuclear processing 
centers designed to provide secure sources of uranium to en-
ergy-poor countries.30

It is possible, because of the cheapening of nuclear weap-
ons technology and its spread as a by-product of a world seek-
ing alternative sources of energy, that the physical control of 
the means of producing nuclear weapons will be relatively 
more difficult in the future than mitigating the causes of con-
flict that would lead to their use.31 If this is true, a generic 
change in the U.S. approach to the proliferation problem is 
called for, underscoring the urgency of negotiated settlements 
in regions such as the Middle East, the Korean peninsula, and 
South Africa where nuclear proliferation is most imminent.
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With respect to technology, a case can be made that the 
United States should hasten the research and development of 
a weapons system which, in terms of generating security and 
providing deterrence, could be the functional equivalent of 
nuclear weapons for many nations.32 Such functional equiva-
lency might be found in the new generation of precision guid-
ed missiles.

The Indivisibility of Peace
The indivisibility of peace is the essence of the meaning of 

interdependence. If interdependence does not mean that un-
checked aggression has serious international consequences, 
then it has no compelling meaning. Moreover, it is the con-
cept of the indivisibility of peace, rather than a hazy notion 
of interdependence, which summons this country to global 
involvement

The concept of the indivisibility of peace does not require 
the United States to go everywhere and pay any price in de-
fense of peace. It does, however, demand that the country 
recognize that there are adverse consequences of a failure to 
do so. It requires that we know where we will go and what we 
will pay in defense of peace beyond our borders.

In this connection, it is useful to make clear to both allies 
and adversaries zones of U.S. historic strategic interest where 
hostile actions risk encountering U.S. force. This is because 
military force is most effective (even when used as a threat) 
when commitments are sufficiently historic and unambiguous 
to prevent a miscalculation by adversaries.

In areas where American commitment is not historic, flex-
ible responses are possible but they should not be signaled in 
advance by speaking of a selectivity of commitments. This is 
because such signals can invite aggression and because the 
credibility of the United States provision of protection to 
areas of historic commitment is inevitably affected by what 
it does to help non-allied states that are the object of exter-
nally supported aggression. A decision on the militancy of a 
U.S. response must take into account the prior cumulation 
of incidences of retreat, the impact of another response on 
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America’s strategic interests and reputation, and the match up 
between our interests and our capabilities.

The alternative to the extremes of declaring ourselves the 
world’s policeman or defining ourselves as selectively reliable 
consists in an active and resourceful diplomacy, reinforced by 
economic and security assistance, in regions of consequence 
to us. The object should be actively to assist parties to real or 
potential conflicts to find solutions. This will involve tactical 
maneuvers to reduce the Soviet influence, as in the Middle 
East, or seeking to prevent their further exploitation of a situ-
ation, as in Southern Africa. In this sense active United States 
diplomacy becomes an instrument of a policy of containment. 
But it is a role which projects the United States as a peace-
maker, as a conflict resolver and not as a mindless container 
of communism. It is a positive role which capitalizes on com-
parative American advantages of enterprise, ingenuity and, by 
now, experience in world affairs.

There are several requirements for the filling of such a role. 
First, the United States must have a credible forward military 
capability reflected in a strong base structure and formidable 
navy. It is unlikely that Sadat would have thrown the Russians 
out of Egypt if the Sixth Fleet had not been nearby to help 
assuage his anxieties.

Second, the United States must be prepared—as it has 
been in the Middle East—to come forward with both eco-
nomic and military aid so that parties to a conflict can find a 
source and sense of security.

Third, United States diplomatists must be inclined and 
equipped to be farsighted, resourceful, and persistent. This 
requires a diplomatic corps whose intellectual job involves 
the anticipation, identification, and analysis of sources of con-
flict and whose practical job involves the skillful conduct of 
negotiations abroad.

Regional Requirements for American Diplomacy

In 1972 it was announced that the United States had left 
the era of confrontation and entered an era of negotiation. 
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In fact, the United States remains in an era of confronta-
tion which summons growing reliance on negotiation.33 It is 
through negotiation and a broadly engaged diplomacy that 
the United States will be able to shrink the sources of po-
tential confrontation. This process in turn, while not directly 
solving new world order problems, will make it possible to 
deal with social/economic issues more effectively.

Diplomacy involves decisions about whether problems will 
recede more quickly and durably through action or inaction. 
The regional agenda outlined below involves, some of both.

The Western Hemisphere
Diplomacy, like charity, should begin as close to home as 

possible.
To the south, Cuba is usually assumed to pose the major 

problem for the United States. Actually, Mexico is the front 
runner and a more worthy candidate for immediate attention. 
The problems it presents include: an escalating drug traffic, 
a flood of illegal immigrants, and a depressed economy with 
mounting social upheaval. The potential for serious bilateral 
misunderstanding and for revolutionary unrest is high.

A hostile Mexico could enormously complicate this coun-
try’s security and international relationships. A friendly Mex-
ico would strengthen our security and could ease America’s 
foreign policy role, especially toward the developing coun-
tries. A decision is needed to lock the two countries into a 
major problem-solving effort to include the generation of a 
new phase of rapid Mexican economic development with ex-
plicit distributionist objectives.

Decisions on Cuba can be left for now to the Cubans. 
While it is fashionable at each change of administration to 
urge a United States initiative, such recommendations appear 
to derive more from the success of Cuban public diplomacy 
than from the peacefulness of either their intentions or ac-
tions.34 When the Cubans wish to emphasize the latter, they 
can let us know and we can talk.

Decisions on the Panama Canal, however, cannot be left 
waiting. This is because negotiations on a new treaty already 
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are well advanced and the outcome is widely viewed as an 
example of America’s good faith and fairness in dealing with 
small countries. There is no point in leaving ourselves exposed 
to guerrilla warfare in defense of these rapidly diminishing 
assets. If we cannot find a forthcoming formula for turning 
the Canal over to the Panamanians how can we expect the 
Israelis to withdraw from Arab territories and the whites to 
cede power to blacks in Rhodesia? Panama is precisely where 
United States diplomacy should be applied to itself in remov-
ing peacefully the vestiges of an era we have left.

To the north, relations with Canada offer a rich opportunity 
for diplomatic initiatives. No two countries in the world are 
more interdependent than Canada and the United States. At 
the same time no two countries share a longer undefended 
border. These two facts create the necessity and the possibili-
ty for a close, mutually advantageous relationship.

There are incentives for both sides. Given the frailty of 
several key European countries, the security of the West may 
increasingly come to rest on the strength of North America. 
Given the uncertainty of sources of raw material supplies and 
the weakening of foreign markets for manufactures, close 
U.S.-Canadian economic cooperation could serve for both as 
a hedge against erratic economic conditions and capricious 
decisions made elsewhere in the world.

The Canadian economy is troubled by major structural 
problems which, are beginning to cast a shadow on the coun-
try’s future.35 Efforts should be made to determine how these 
structural problems could be alleviated in the context of great-
er U.S.-Canadian economic and social integration. Serious 
consideration should be given to the creation of a North Amer-
ican free trade area with which Mexico might be associated.

Southern Africa
Southern Africa is where international security affairs ap-

pear in their rawest form and present the U.S. with the most 
difficult dilemmas.

It appears that the Soviets are seeking to utilize the devo-
lution of white power in Southern Africa to aggregate a block 
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of Marxist states situated astride vast resource reserves and 
adjacent to strategic transportation routes. In the process they 
have helped to station and equip in Angola the most formida-
ble mercenary fighting force active in the world today which, 
in overall strength, in Africa is second only to the South Afri-
can military.

Next to Canada, South Africa possesses more of the im-
portant metals upon which the United States relies than any 
other country. Its future is of serious consequence to us.36

The longer-term prospects are hair-raising; to wit: exter-
nally assisted guerrilla warfare, met with stout South African 
resistance, leading to an escalation precipitated by armed in-
vasion from externally supported neighboring Marxist states, 
met in turn with the threat of a South African nuclear re-
sponse, all the while the United States standing helplessly by, 
loath to take sides in a race war, or worse, taking up the side 
of the world’s last white racist regime.

Nowhere does the United States face a more difficult dip-
lomatic task with fewer levers of influence, nor one which will 
say more about the kind of people we are. In this latter re-
spect the dilemmas are writ large:37

• We see ourselves as defenders of both majority rule and 
minority rights.

• We condemn apartheid, yet we respect the rights of set-
tlers and admire the courage of pioneers.

• We are eager to hasten actively the end of white minority 
rule in South Africa, yet it is their lives and property, not ours, 
which become exposed to grave risk in the process.

All this is to say that the possibilities for the United States 
to be both effective and true to its values and its material in-
terests are exceedingly limited. But there is little point in not 
trying. Trying should include:

• Assisting and encouraging South Africa to pursue de-
tente with moderate black states.

• Encouraging by all means the moderate black and white 
elements in South Africa itself, creating ties between these 
elements and the United States.

• Enlisting United States private enterprise in this effort.
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• Countering Soviet cultivation of radical elements in 
neighboring states with U.S. support for moderate elements.

In sum, an array of foreign policy implements must be 
brought to bear. Their effective concertation will test Amer-
ican resourcefulness and try American persistence in the 
months ahead.

The Middle East

There is no turning back for the U.S. in the Arab-Israeli cri-
sis. It must help see a settlement through. It has too much at 
stake to do otherwise. These stakes include: an historic com-
mitment to the existence of an Israeli state; a commitment 
of good faith to the Arabs incurred in the process of shuttle 
diplomacy; the minimization of Soviet influence in the area; 
and the elimination of a political motivation for a renewed 
Arab oil embargo. In light of these stakes, the question is not 
whether the U.S. should assist in making peace, but when 
and how.

By all accounts the time is ripe. The confrontation Arab 
states are exhibiting their finest dispositions, the Palestin-
ians have been moderated, and the oil-rich Arab states most 
friendly to the United States have encouraged peacemaking 
by their own pricing restraint. Moreover, time, in the form 
of Arab patience and Egyptian economic endurance, will run 
out in the absence of progress toward the return of occupied 
lands.

Before time runs out, the United States should advocate 
and facilitate the convening of a multilateral peacemaking 
conference. Step-by-step diplomacy has been squeezed dry. 
There is nothing left to do other than to hustle Israel, the 
occupied Arab states, and the Palestinians to the conference 
table. American diplomacy should pursue this objective with 
all the resourcefulness at its command.

Asia

America’s interest in China is essentially strategic. It in-
volves using China to help check the Russians. It is felicitous 
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that the Chinese wish to use us for the same purpose. Their 
overriding interest in engaging the West in the containment 
of Russia is evident in their zeal for NATO—a zeal which fre-
quently appears to exceed that of some of the paying members.

The questions for us involve the likelihood and strategic 
consequences of a Soviet-Chinese rapprochement and the 
extent to which we can and should go in seeking to obviate 
such a development. Also involved is the extent to which we 
should seek to become part of Chinese life as providers of 
military material and financial/technical assistance in areas 
where the Chinese may prefer not to reinvent the wheel.

In all of this the issue of our relations with the Republic 
of China on Taiwan hovers in the background. It is widely 
regarded as the major diplomatic hurdle to be cleared before 
the Chinese and Americans can discover the full dimensions 
of their alleged love for one another.

But at stake in decisions on Taiwan is not only (and not 
even primarily) the needs of PRC foreign policy or of PRC-
U.S. relations. At stake is the global credibility of U.S. for-
eign policy. At the core of this credibility continues to lie in 
American fidelity to friends and allies. If the United States 
bargains this fidelity away, it will not only lose credence and 
effect among its major allies but with the PRC as well.

Japan, which is scarcely the anchor, and is manifestly the 
beneficiary, of free world collective security, can afford the 
luxury of pretending Taiwan does not exist while benefitting 
from active commercial ties. The United States cannot.

Recommended action on Taiwan involves leaving the fu-
ture of the Republic of China in the care of the ingenuity of 
the two Chinese governments while continuing to contribute 
to the island’s security. We should help the Republic of China 
to seize opportunities for reconciliation with the mainland but 
we should be prepared to live with two regimes which, with 
the passage of time and enmity, may find, through their own 
inscrutable means, a basis for a symbiotic relationship. Along 
the way we should recall that our need for a close relationship 
with the PRC was primarily a function of our need to cov-
er our retreat from Vietnam and to substitute Chinese anti- 
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Soviet fervor for a declining U.S. will to stay the containment 
course. Now that the Vietnam War is old history and there are 
signs of a restoration of American will, the need to cater to 
Chinese interests anywhere in East Asia is less clear.

Lying to the north in the same regional theatre is a Korea 
armed to the teeth. The problems there involve our own pres-
ence, the cost to our principles of the South Korean regime 
and their threat to go nuclear in our absence.

Questions embrace the extent to which the Chinese are 
prepared to go to help contain the North Koreans and the im-
pact on Japan’s sense of security of any change in the status 
quo.

It is clear that the United States does not consider the 
permanent stationing of troops in Korea as either immutable 
or desirable. It is equally clear that the best use to which our 
troops can be put is to utilize their removal as an integral 
part of a process of achieving a secure modus vivendi on the 
peninsula.

We should encourage this process and consider the reduc-
tion of our troops as among the bargaining chips. Meanwhile 
the South Koreans should be forcefully but privately remind-
ed that because of the nature of our country, U.S. fidelity to 
its commitment to Korea is heavily dependent on the compat-
ibility of that country’s political principles and behavior with 
our own.

Conclusion: Diplomacy and a Durable Peace

The major shift that is occuring in America’s role in the 
world is defined less by a change in the nature of the prob-
lems it has to deal with and more by a change in the way it 
chooses to approach them. We used to assume that if prob-
lems knew what was good for them they would move aside 
when faced with a U.S. initiative. Initiatives usually came in 
the form of promises of American largesse or in threats or use 
of force. While these implements of policy must still be close 
at hand, they must now be subordinated to, and integrated 
in, an approach to international problem solving which relies 
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heavily on diplomacy as the leading implement of policy.38 In 
conducting diplomacy, the United States has a decided edge 
on its adversaries in being able to live with results that rein-
force diversity in the world.

The conduct of a successful diplomacy requires viewing 
diplomats as part of the national security establishment and 
considering the diplomatic process itself as basic to building a 
durable peace. Recognition of these requirements will lead to 
the following discoveries:

• A great many issues are still being negotiated bilaterally. 
The bilateral conduct of diplomacy, rather traditionally de-
fined, and in spite of modern means of communication and 
transportation, still holds a key place in the successful accom-
plishment of America’s work in the world.

• At the same time, a growing number of issues are being 
negotiated in forums where the conduct of multilateral diplo-
macy is required. Knowledge of the special nature of multilat-
eral diplomacy and the personal skills and abilities required to 
conduct it successfully is in its infancy.

• The American Foreign Service is increasingly a home 
service—seeing its role as more central to the conception of 
foreign policy at home than to its implementation abroad. Its 
vision of its proper place and its central responsibility needs 
to be reversed.

• The money spent in developing American diplomatic 
capabilities and on supporting programs integral to the suc-
cessful conduct of both public and private diplomacy is far 
short of that needed if the successful conduct of diplomacy is 
to be central to the achievement of world peace and security.

These discoveries lead to the conclusion that the most sig-
nificant step the United States government could take would 
be to give its Foreign Service both the responsibility and the 
resources needed to provide leadership in the quest for a du-
rable peace in the country’s third century.

Epilogue: Balancing Interests and Capabilities

The view set forth in this paper summons the United 
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States to an active, internationalist foreign policy. In issuing 
this summons it is only realistic to acknowledge the difficulty 
the United States encounters in matching its interests with 
its capabilities.

It is true that the definition of any state’s interests is a high-
ly subjective calculation which cannot be determined simply 
from the arrangement of the “objective” reality that states 
confront. A definition of interests, moreover, can change rath-
er dramatically from time to time, as it has for the United 
States in recent years. But despite the subjective and shifting 
nature of calculations of interests, one factor remains constant 
for the United States; to wit: that by virtue of its power it can 
influence events well beyond its borders if it chooses to do so.

In deciding upon the extent to which the United States 
should influence events abroad, decision makers are caught in 
a tension created by two powerful forces pulling in opposite 
directions. On one side, policymakers cannot define Amer-
ican interests in a way that outreaches national capabilities 
without encountering the limits of power; on the other side, 
they cannot too narrowly define the scope of American in-
terests without seriously defaulting on the responsibilities of 
the world’s most powerful country. A prudent foreign policy 
emerges from a balance of these opposing forces. This is not 
to say, however, that the United States is restrained from as-
serting interests and accepting responsibilities that go beyond 
simply providing for the national defense. America’s leader-
ship can orient the nation toward an activist, internationalist 
foreign policy if it sees the need to do so. In doing so, howev-
er, leadership must be aware that certain requirements must 
be fulfilled. These are:

• The long term objectives of an activist foreign policy 
must be fully explained to the American people and a “per-
missive consensus” must be created in support of the policy:

• This consensus must be maintained through candid 
communication and through the projection of confidence and 
purposiveness;

• The realities of the costs of protecting and advancing 
U.S. interests must be made explicit;
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• The long term objectives must be defined in a way that 
enables leadership to demonstrate gradual progress toward 
their achievement. If these conditions are met, the United 
States engagement in the world can be constructively and 
 effectively sustained.

Notes

CSIS NOTES are published on an occasional basis on subjects of 
interest to the staff and associates of the Georgetown University 
Center for Strategic and International Studies. They are for limited 
circulation and represent only the views of the author. In this note 
the research assistance of James Soriano is gratefully acknowledged. 
August, 1977.
 1. A contemporary classic on this view of international politics is, 
Hans Morgenthau’s Politics Among Nations: The Struggle for Power and 
Peace. 5th ed. (New York: Knopf, 1972).
 2. For an excellent elaboration of this point see the article by 
Joseph Harsch, Christian Science Monitor, 7 January 1977.
 3. See Paul C. Warnke, “We Don’t Need a Devil (To Make or 
Keep Our Friends)” Foreign Policy, 25 (Winter 1976–77): 78–87.
 4. For an authoritative statement on U.S. military capabilities 
vis-à-vis the Soviet Union, see the latest statement on the subject by 
General George Brown, Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
 5. For example, in 1969 exports made up 5 percent of the Amer-
ican economy; in 1974 this figure had increased to 8.4 percent. 
During the same period, however, German dependence on exports 
increased from 23.4 percent to 30 percent of their economy. Put 
another way, during this period the U.S. became 3.4 percent more 
dependent on exports as part of the American economy, while the 
Germans became 6.67 percent more export dependent. The rate of 
increase of German dependence on export was double that of the 
U.S.
 6. Charles W. Maynes et al., “U.S. Foreign Policy: Principles for 
Defining the National Interest.” A Public Agenda Foundation Report 
(New York: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Septem-
ber, 1976), p. 45.
 7. On this point see James R. Schlesinger, “The Changing U.S. 
Strategic Position and the New Weapons Technologies” in New In-
ternational Realities (Washington: The National Planning Association, 
July, 1976), pp. 1–5.
 8. See McGeorge Bundy, “Every Other Purpose Depends on 
Nuclear Control,” Christian Science Monitor, 14 September 1976.



3 Stubborn Realities and Requirements  51

 9. For contemporary comments on the indivisibility of peace 
see Earl C. Ravenal, “Consequences of the End Game in Vietnam” 
Foreign Affairs, 53 (July 1975): 651–667, 7 especially p. 654. Also sea 
Samuel P. Huntington, “Interdependence, National Security and the 
Either/Or Trap,” Proceedings, The Second National Security Affairs Con-
ference (Washington: The National War College, November,1975), 
pp. 12–17.
 10. See, for example, Robert E. McGarrah, “A Better Way of Sell-
ing Arms,” Christian Science Monitor, 31 January 1977
 11. For a report on the latest “Communist initiative” to block 
Spain’s membership in NATO, see article by David Wellis, Christian 
Science Monitor, 30 November 1976.
 12. For an eloquent statement of the necessity for U.S. leadership 
and possibilities for its use, see Winston Lord, “A City Upon a Hill,” 
Department of State Newsletter (December 1976): 13–19.
 13. The economist Marina von Whitman has used the felicitous 
phrase “leadership without hegemony.”
 14. See Robert S. McNamara, Address to the Board of Governors 
(Washington: International Bank for Reconstruction and Develop-
ment, October, 1976), p. 7.
 15. For a description of the real potential for “doubling and tri-
pling” land productivity, see Future of the World Economy (New York: 
United Nations, 1976), pp. 11–13. Also see David B. Ottaway, “Su-
dan Breadbasket: A Third World Model?,” Washington Post, 30 Jan-
uary 1977, and Harry Walters, “Difficult Issues Underlying Food 
Problems” Science, 188 (9 May 1975): 524–530.
 16. The case for individual or family farms is made effectively in 
E. G. Vallianatos, Fear in the Countryside: The Control of Agricultural Re-
sources in the Poor Countries by Non-peasant Elites (Cambridge, Mass.: 
Ballinger, 1976).
 17. See World Tables, 1976 from data files of the World Bank (Balti-
more: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1976). Data is for 1973 mar-
ket prices.
 18. For an elaboration of this statement, see New International Re-
alities (Washington: National Planning Association, July, 1976).
 19. A strong case for a new era of growth is made in The Future of 
the World Economy. See especially p. 6 which stresses “the necessity 
to accelerate growth in order to make at least a modest beginning to-
wards narrowing the income gap between developed and developing 
countries.”
 20. The importance of liberalizing developing country access 
to OECD markets is stressed by Robert McNamara, Address to the 
Board of Governors, pp. 24f.
 21. For a description of the recent decline in the technological 
advantage of U.S. business, and of the declining relative position of 



52 Reflections

U.S. multinationals in major industries, see New International  Realities 
(July 1976), pp. 11ff.
 22. See, for example, Harlan Cleveland, The Third Try at World 
Order (Philadelphia: Aspen Institute for Humanistic Studies, 1976). 
Also see C. Fred Bergsten, “The Response to the Third World” For-
eign Policy, 17 (Winter 1974–75): 3–34.
 23. For an analysis of how ill-served the developing countries 
would be by some of their own demands, see Nathaniel H. Leff, 
“The New Economic Order--Bad Economics, Worse Politics” For-
eign Policy, 24 (Fall 1976): 202-217.
 24. For an excellent discussion of the advantages of using inter-
national forums to advance human rights, see Donald C. Johnson, 
“Congress, the Executive, and Human Rights Legislation” Foreign 
Service Journal (December 1976): 18ff.
 25. For a discussion of the need to retain “mid-spectrum” defense 
capabilities, see Samuel Huntington, “Interdependence, National 
Security, and the Either/Or Trap,” in Proceedings, pp. 12–18.
 26. See Flora Lewis, “West Europe’s Leaders Look to Carter De-
cisions on Pending Issues,” New York Times, 22 December 1976.
 27. For a description of President Carter’s objective in SALT, see 
Nuclear Energy and World Order: Implications for International Organi-
zations (Rensselaerville, N.Y.: The Institute on Man and Science, 
1976), p. 16.
 28. Ibid., p. 6.
 29. See Sam Cohen, “Turkey Begins Military Muscle-building 
Program,” Christian Science Monitor, 31 December 1976.
 30. See Nuclear Energy and World Order, p. 6.
 31. For a description of the extent to which nuclear processing 
capabilities already have proliferated, see Ibid., p. 40.
 32. See Michael L. Nacht, “Technology and Strategy in the De-
cade to Come,” in Proceedings, pp. 135–146.
 33. See Flora Lewis, New York Times, 22 December 1976.
 34. For the opposite view, see the article by Abraham Lowenthal 
in the Washington Post, 9 January 1977.
 35. See “Uncertainties in Future Metal Supplies” New Interna-
tional Realities, 2 (October 1976): 10–17.
 36. See “Southern Africa: End of White Supremacy?” in Invitation 
to Great Decisions ‘77, (New York: Foreign Policy Association), p. 21.
 37. For a distillation of the dilemmas, see Ibid., pp. 13 and 21.
 38. See Winston Lord, “City on a Hill,” p. 15.



53

In the early days of the Reagan Administration, criticism of 
his foreign policy proliferated. I think this was partly a result 
of the absence in a leadership role of a figure of the stature 
of Henry Kissinger or Zbig Brzezinski. Al Haig, at one time 
Kissinger’s understudy, was appointed Secretary of State, but 
he did not command the reverence of some of his predecessors. I 
felt the early criticism was premature and expressed this view 
in an op-ed piece (in the place of my friend syndicated colum-
nist Georgie Geyer who was on vacation) published in 1981 in 
the The Dallas Morning News. Soon after, George Shultz 
was appointed Secretary of State and did an excellent job of 
righting the ship of state.

As the Reagan administration enters it eighth month in of-
fice, criticism of its performance focuses on foreign pol-

icy. The administration generally is given high marks for its 
conduct of domestic policy, but it is faulted in the field of 
foreign affairs. Its performance abroad is viewed as lacking 
clarity, coherence, and consistency.

Critics portray the administration’s foreign policy as one 
of “zigs and zags,” unguided by thoughtful planning or grand 
strategy. They take exception to what they see as a go-it-
alone and shoot-from-the-lip approach. Much of the criticism 
is given superficial credence by the early stylistic problems of 
the new secretary of state.
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The criticism, in the main, is unbalanced, premature and 
off-the-mark. There are potential problems with the admin-
istration’s foreign policy, but the current criticism is not illu-
minating them.

The criticism is unbalanced because, to a substantial 
degree, domestic policy is foreign policy. The internation-
al influence and effect of the United States derive in large 
measure from the strength of the domestic economy and the 
esprit of American society.

If the Reagan administration is credited with making a 
promising effort to shore up the domestic sources of Amer-
ican well-being, then it must, by extension, be credited with 
a mighty contribution to the conduct of an effective foreign 
policy.

Foreign policy, like charity, begins at home, and that is pre-
cisely where the Reagan administration, with good judgment 
and considerable initial result, has begun. A strong economy 
and society will enable the country to go on the offensive in 
the conduct of its foreign policy. 

The criticism of the administration’s conduct of foreign 
policy is premature because seven months is not an adequate 
gestation period for giving birth to a new foreign policy.

More time is needed to develop ideas and approaches that 
can survive, let alone succeed, in the jungle of international 
politics. It is difficult enough to develop effective policy for 
the turf we own at home. It is considerably more difficult to 
conceive policy that can hold its own on turf which belongs 
to others abroad.

The current criticism is off the mark because it does not 
focus on the essence of what should be expected from this 
administration’s foreign policy. Clarity, coherence and consis-
tency can be good qualities in foreign policy, but they are not 
substance. They help to make the substance effective, but 
they cannot substitute for it. What we should be looking for 
is a foreign policy that is as potentially creative in its content 
and hopeful in its vision as the supply-side domestic policy 
which the administration has introduced.

The new domestic policy is based on a rejection of the wel-
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fare state and a positive projection in its place of a philosophy 
that reasserts basic values of freedom and competition and 
that vests faith in the individual, private business, the fam-
ily and the community. Incentives are the key. Smaller, gov-
ernment, reduced regulation, and lowered taxes, are policies 
designed to stimulate and reward key sectors of the domestic 
economy and society.

It is to be hoped the Reagan administration will be guided 
by a similar approach to foreign policy. It should come forward 
with a foreign policy based on incentives to other countries 
and designed to stimulate and reward key sectors of the world 
economy and society.

The question to be asked of the administration at this 
stage in office is how it plans to incorporate the values and vi-
sion of its domestic policy into foreign policy. How are values 
of freedom and private initiative, and purposes such as growth 
and creation of new wealth, to be expressed in, and fostered 
by, the country’s international actions?

What concretely would constitute an effective foreign pol-
icy based on a larger-scale model of policies designed to stim-
ulate improved performance at home?

There is much that is compelling in the return to basic 
values espoused by the new administration. The seeds of a 
promising new foreign policy may lie in them. This would 
not be a foreign policy of simply protecting U.S. positions, 
muscling our way around and excoriating people who do not 
agree with us. It would be a foreign policy of positive incen-
tives, grounded in a strengthened American economy and so-
ciety, and based on security assistance, trade, aid, investment 
and joint ventures with other countries in all fields. It would 
be fashioned to encourage the kind of international develop-
ment and behavior that are in American interests.

The incorporation of supply-side thinking in foreign poli-
cy is the next logical step for the administration to take. Do-
ing so could still its critics in this field and give the public a 
much-needed new and positive vision of America’s role in the 
world.
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As the Cold War with the Soviet Union and the U.S. policy of 
containment drifted into the dustbin of history, a search was 
underway for a new focus and rationale for American for-
eign policy. Unconstrained by the strictures of the Cold War, 
the United States could pursue a policy of global collaboration 
and integration. This theme was captured in a book entitled 
“The United States and Global Goals” to which I contributed 
the following chapter

Has American foreign policy been designed to achieve 
global goals? In important respects it has.

U.S. foreign policy has pursued an open international econ-
omy. The U.S., in fact, has been the avatar of that economy. 
The whole world has benefitted.

U.S. foreign policy has sought to contain communism. 
It has succeeded in doing so. The results are beneficial to 
the world. All communist regimes, with the exception of 
 Romania, North Korea and Vietnam, are liberalizing. This is 
good for their citizens.

U.S. foreign policy has stood for freedom of the seas. It has 
been successful (most recently in the Gulf) in defending this 
global principle. The result has benefitted world commerce 
and the interaction of all peoples.

U.S. foreign policy has promoted collective security. Col-
lective security arguably is the most important geopolitical 
invention in history. It has benefitted large expanses of the 
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globe. On account of it, Europe, just last month, marked the 
longest unbroken stretch of peace in its history.

U.S. foreign policy has promoted regional groupings—in 
Europe (the EEC), in Asia (ASEAN), and in Latin America 
(the OAS). Each of these regional groupings has contributed 
to the security and prosperity of the respective regions which 
span the globe.

The question before us is not whether the United States 
can or should pursue global goals. It already is pursuing global 
goals, and with considerable success. The question, rather, is 
whether the United States can bring an even higher level of 
global perspective and efficacy to the conduct of its interna-
tional relations. The answer is: “yes.” There always is room 
for improvement.

American foreign policy will become more global in per-
spective when the country and the world is ready for that per-
spective. That time is fast approaching.

Domestically the United States is rapidly becoming the 
first truly global nation. This is because the United States is 
a country of immigrants now being drawn from around the 
world. New immigrants from Asia and Latin America are 
supplementing older immigrants from Europe and Africa. A 
global mix and balance of ethnic groups is emerging to form 
the domestic body politic. It will provide the constituency for 
the pursuit of policies which aim at the improvement of the 
security, and the quality of life, of the entire family of man. It 
will provide the basis for a foreign policy which, both concep-
tually and operationally, does not discriminate on the basis of 
race, color or creed.

While the United States becomes global in its ethnic 
demographic composition, the human center of gravity of 
the country also is changing. It is moving southwest. A Eu-
rocentric foreign policy has been anchored not only by the 
immigrant composition of the United States, but by the de-
mographic predominance of East coast residents. Two hun-
dred years ago, the center of this country’s population lay just 
west of Baltimore. Now it lies west of De Soto, Missouri. This 
physical shift in the country’s demographic center will serve 
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to give equal weight to the gravitational pulls of Europe and 
Asia and increasing weight to Latin America. It is creating a 
country which views the world as having two great oceans and 
two great, and roughly co-equal, centers of foreign economic 
power in Asia and in Europe. The eyes of America are turned 
east, west and south. No single region has a predominant grip 
on the vision and attention of Americans.

With respect to the domestic economy, there is no longer 
a water’s edge. The United States economy is afloat in the 
world economy and sinks or swims with it. The recognition 
of this fact is now widespread and serves as a powerful brake 
on economic autarky and its various handmaidens. Domestic 
 macroeconomic policy is now set in a global context on the 
basis of consultation with a panoply of other centers of eco-
nomic power. Harmonization rather than domination is the 
domestic password as the United States fashions its economic 
future.

In important respects, the private sector runs the United 
States. Its interests are a driving force behind American for-
eign policy. This is entirely appropriate because the private 
sector composes two thirds of the country’s economy. The 
private sector is now globalized to an unprecedented degree. 
It is deployed and profitably intermingled in the far reaches 
of the world. It is in the process of kissing the nation state 
goodbye and becoming a world citizen. This trend provides a 
growing domestic constituency for foreign policies which are 
globally attuned.

While the demography, the geography of the population, 
the economy and the private sector of the United States are 
rapidly creating an hospitable environment for the pursuit of 
a globally balanced foreign policy, the rest of the world, for 
reasons of its own, is moving in the same direction.

The changes that are taking place in international behavior 
strike at the very core of the international system. They have 
to do with how a nation conceives of its destiny and its atten-
dant foreign policy.

Post-war international relations have revolved around the 
foreign behavior of relatively autonomous nation states. The 
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nature of international relations is changing. Foreign affairs 
are being driven to an unprecedented degree by domestic 
agendas. Meanwhile national autonomy is being eroded by 
economic and environmental interdependence and by a pri-
vate international economic sector which is taking matters 
into its own hands.

The most profound and promising development of the 
contemporary period has been the more or less simultane-
ous recognition in the world’s principal power centers that a 
country’s fortunes in the twenty-first century will depend on 
domestic reform during the balance of the twentieth century. 
This recognition has been accompanied by unprecedented 
acceptance of interdependence and appreciation that no na-
tion has an independent capability to clean up its own house.

Attending to priority domestic tasks in a world where room 
for autonomous action is shrinking requires a whole new 
brand of international relations. The new brand is beginning 
to emerge—to identify itself—in the behavior of each major 
actor in world affairs regardless of race, color and creed. The 
new brand might be labelled: pursuing national interests through 
international cooperation.

It can be argued that the new trend in international rela-
tions all began with China. It was a tenet of Mao Zedong—
amply reinforced by traditional Chinese beliefs—that China 
(the world’s third largest and most populous country) could 
become a modern economy and a great power on its own. 
The legacy of this tenet upon Mao’s death in 1976 was an 
obsolete and irrelevant China. In the intervening years, un-
der the formidable and colorful leadership of Deng Xiaoping, 
China has sought a strong foothold in the future by pursuing 
its four modernizations—in agriculture, industry, science and 
technology, and defense—through increasingly active and 
productive interaction with those abroad able to help it. This 
interaction has been accompanied by economic restructuring, 
increasing openness and diplomacy emphasizing the necessi-
ty of world peace and stability.

A pattern was set in China which the Soviet Union un-
der Mikhail Gorbachev subsequently has followed. Within a 
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 decade the world’s two great revolutionary communist coun-
tries have changed course, adopting radically new strategies 
of economic development and rejecting international eco-
nomic and political autarky.

It is common for leadership in the United States to assert 
that the change in the Russian course was driven by the So-
viet failure in economic competition with the West. But their 
change in course must have been equally driven by China’s 
about-face—dramatized by a U.S. Defense Department pro-
jection that the Chinese economy could overtake the Soviet 
economy by the year 2010!

In any event the two greatest threats to Western interests 
in the post-war period—China and the Soviet Union—are 
engaged in heavy duty domestic housecleaning which they 
know requires technical and financial help from beyond their 
borders. Receiving this help requires, in turn, more responsi-
ble international behavior and greater international coopera-
tion.

The Western powers are embarked on similar missions 
albeit in the radically different context of their democratic 
and capitalist systems. The United States is engaged in what 
may become a protracted effort to correct its economic im-
balances—the twin deficits—and to enhance its international 
economic competitiveness. The successful pursuit of these 
missions requires a delicate coordination of macroeconom-
ic policies with other economic centers of power, especially 
with Japan. It also requires a reduction in the cost of American 
military competition with Russia. Once again—even for the 
world’s most self-sufficient country—the domestic agenda 
can only be successfully addressed in an international context 
framed on one end by collaboration with friends and on the 
other by constructive engagement with foes.

Western Europe and Japan have—as allies and protectorat, 
respectively, of the United States—enjoyed the opportunity 
to be relatively inward-looking throughout most of the post-
war period. This helps explain their economic success. Nev-
ertheless, much domestic housecleaning remains to be done 
in Europe and Japan. 
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Western Europe will proceed with its housecleaning in 
the context of the single market projected for 1992. If it goes 
well—and the easy path of protectionism is abjured—the re-
gion will emerge fitter for the future with a more efficient pri-
vate sector and a less indulgent public sector.

In the case of Japan, the domestic agenda involves not only 
economic reform but, in a sense, cultural reform as well. Japan 
already is in the process of an historic shift from an economy 
led by exports to one led by domestic demand. But an even 
greater change awaits. This involves adapting the closed, in-
troverted Japanese culture to the new international roles Ja-
pan, on account of its global economic power, will be called 
upon to play. For Japan, the strength of its future depends on 
the successful pursuit of its own brand of economic perestroika 
and cultural glasnost.

In sum, for various reasons, each major power simultane-
ously is seized with pressing requirements for domestic re-
form. This reform can only be accomplished through coopera-
tive international interaction which cuts across old ideological 
lines and historic animosities. Such interaction requires in 
turn: peace, stability and nonthreatening foreign policies. In 
this context no power can afford the luxury of autarky or bel-
ligerency.

A more cooperative international ethic also is being driven 
by accelerating concerns about the health of the planet. Man 
is now technologically positioned to observe and measure the 
damage he does to his habitat. These observations not only 
verify significant damage—to the ozone shield for example—
but vividly illustrate that pollution knows no borders. No 
country has an independent capability to keep its house clean. 
Restoring and preserving the environment is quintessential-
ly a cooperative international undertaking requiring varying 
degrees of concessions of national autonomy to international 
authority.

A very significant reduction in national autonomy has been 
precipitated by the dual phenomena of privatization and the 
internationalization of the private sector. Privatization (which 
has spread as far as China!) has involved building up the pri-
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vate sector while building down the public sector. The new-
ly enlarged private sector has done what it must to survive 
in a global commercial and financial marketplace, to wit: it 
has gone international. So governments simultaneously have 
lost ownership of significant assets and lost national control 
of their private sectors which increasingly and profitably are 
lodged and intermingled in the far reaches of the world.

To a degree unprecedented in world history, businessmen, 
by the decisions of where to locate, and financiers, by their 
decisions of where to place money, are shaping national eco-
nomic destinies independent of national priorities. Increas-
ingly international relations are being shaped on the ground 
by the dynamic operation of a globally deployed, intimately 
inter-connected, private sector. The slice of the international 
relations pie in the hands of governments is shrinking in the 
face of a rapidly expanding world private sector for which the 
nation state has outlived much of its usefulness.

How does the rapidly changing international arena de-
scribed above translate into American foreign policy and di-
plomacy?

At the general level it requires global constructive engagement, 
working with all countries, regardless of idelogy and histo-
ry, to promote political reconciliation and economic growth. 
The new world summons a foreign policy which reinforces 
and rewards the emerging positive currents of international 
interaction and cooperation. Such a foreign policy will feature 
active engagement in multilateral fora and regional and inter-
national organizations. It will project a style which is secure 
in commitment to increasing international integration while 
sensitive to national histories and atavisms. It will be a foreign 
policy which seeks to share leadership and the credit that ac-
companies successful leadership in world affairs.

At the specific level, the following actions are indicated.
• Engage Russia, creatively and patiently, in a process of 

cooperation and reconciliation.
• Engage allies in a process of increasing multilateraliza-

tion of the financing and operation of the collective security 
system.
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• Maintain a full-court press on behalf of a world economy 
in which the markets of the rich countries are open reciprocal-
ly to each other and preferentially to the still poor countries.

• Provide leadership in addressing international environ-
mental problems.

• Work daily to draw those countries still in a state of 
war—Israel and its neighbors, the Koreas, South Africa and 
the frontline states, Vietnam—into the new world of interna-
tional cooperation.

The successful pursuit of the foreign policy described 
above requires more—not less—internationalism. Its imple-
mentation will require a larger, stronger, more versatile and 
talented Foreign Service. Bashing the Foreign Service and 
slashing its budgets are perverse luxuries which are no lon-
ger affordable. For its part, the Foreign Service must become 
more broadly multilingual, more effectively cross-cultural and 
more economically and scientifically sophisticated.
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As the United States moved into the last decade of the 20th 
century, it found itself in a world that figured it needed us 
less. The centrality of the contest with the Soviet Union was a 
memory and a host of liberated countries and new issues were 
creating new landscapes and agendas. We found ourselves with 
diminished relative power and authority in an international 
system that had no center of gravity. This posed both challenges 
and opportunities, both of which were assayed in a speech to 
the Commonwealth Club of California in December of 1994, 
subsequently published in their weekly publication The Com-
monwealth.

There is no free lunch for the United States. There used 
to be. In the aftermath of World War II, and throughout 

the Cold War, Uncle Sam could make a great deal happen 
simply by arching an eyebrow. We stood at the center of the 
world system, with an unrivaled combination of material, psy-
chological, and moral assets. We do not so stand today.

President Clinton’s just-completed trip to Asia is a case in 
point. The Asians no longer do our bidding. We have been 
trying to punish and isolate Burma, treating it as a pariah state 
on account of its odious regime. The Asian nations, even 
Australia, have refused to follow us on this course. Singapore 
 proceeded to cane Michael Fay, over our objections. Thai-
land, which still has a security treaty with the U.S., recent-
ly rejected our request to stockpile military supplies there. 
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 China refuses to accept our view that individual liberty and 
political freedom are more important than communal rights 
and stability. The countries of this rapidly growing region in-
creasingly stand up to—and stand down—the U.S. 

In the 1960s, I worked for Secretary of State Dean Rusk, 
one of my heroes. On my watch, the secretary was awak-
ened in the middle of the night by Belgian Prime Minister 
Paul Henri Spaak, one of the great Europeanists. There was 
a crisis in Europe, and the prime minister wanted to know 
what we thought about it and what we thought he should 
do. Dean Rusk said we had no opinion. Spaak dropped the 
phone. When he picked it up, he asked the secretary how we 
expected him to act without benefit of American advice. In 
today’s world, fewer and fewer leaders abroad are awakening 
the leadership of the U.S. in the middle of the night seeking 
our guidance. They are going their own way.

The international system no longer has a center. The cen-
ter used to be the U.S., but in the aftermath of the collapse of 
the Soviet Union and the end of the Cold War, the U.S. has 
lost its position of centrality. There are many reasons why this 
is so, but perhaps the most fundamental is that there is no 
longer a central threat to world security and, by consequence, 
the world does not need or want a center. By analogy, if one 
accepts that the U.S. is not the center of the universe of na-
tions—that there is no center—then there must be a funda-
mental change in our conception of the kind of world we face 
and how to relate effectively to it. Such a change forces a re-
thinking of our circumstances, our role, our policy, and our di-
plomacy. No one can claim to fully comprehend what is going 
on in the world and why. But each of us, if we are interested, 
can try to understand.

The U.S. is in the midst of a world revolution which dis-
lodges it from its privileged place at the center of the con-
stellation of nations. While we remain the world’s strongest 
nation, our magnetic field has diminished. There is a new 
geography and cacophony in the world, and it is increasingly 
noisy and bewildering. This, by the way, is actually what we 
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have wanted and promoted. Our interest all along has been in 
diversity and pluralism. We helped promote and secure this 
diversity by sheltering it for much of this century from fascist 
and communist predators. 

What is it that is sweeping the U.S. from center stage, and 
what are the consequences of our new relative position for the 
conduct of our foreign policy? The forces that are dislodging 
us from our commanding position on the world stage are as 
wide as they are deep.

Internationally the seismic event is the collapse of com-
munism and the implosion of the world’s largest and poten-
tially richest multinational empire. Abruptly released from 
the chains of the Cold War, the world has been precipitously 
set adrift without intellectual or experiential preparation for a 
new world order. The world is adrift, the world is in flux, and 
the U.S. has thus far been unable to offer a compelling vision 
of what needs to be constructed to anchor the world. We are 
just as much at sea as everyone else, and no wonder, because 
so much has changed, so suddenly.

Five years ago, the wall fell. A new, united Germany and a 
larger, more diverse and less united Europe rose in its place. 
This Germany and this Europe are more independent and 
less subject to America’s will. The world’s largest multina-
tional empire, the Soviet Union, subsequently collapsed, and 
so too did Europe’s largest multi-ethnic state, Yugoslavia, 
spawning in their place a proliferation of successor states and 
accompanying factional or ethnic conflict. The clock is rolled 
back, and the U.S. finds itself faced with an array of intracta-
ble conflicts in Eurasia with deep historical roots, with which 
we have little familiarity, and from which we are far removed.

An entire region in Central Asia, larger than the U.S. and 
liberated by the disintegration of the Soviet Union, presents 
the world with the new reality of an Asian mosaic, from Ka-
zakhstan to Kyrghyzstan, featuring ancient lands which once 
commanded the trade routes of the then known world.

The U.S. is totally unfamiliar with these countries and has 
no talent bank of language and area experts to assist it. Farther 
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east, in China, the center of gravity is shifting from the center 
to the south as Shanghai, Nanking, and the enterprise zones 
of southern China rise to the fore. A Chinese conglomerate 
composed of resident Cantonese Chinese and their brethren 
in diaspora is creating an economic phenomenon with its own 
dynamic and destiny, increasingly impervious to U.S. prefer-
ences and influence.

Meanwhile, the economic dominance of the West is rapid-
ly giving way to the economic surge of the East as privatiza-
tion, investment flows, work ethic, savings rate, and sheer dy-
namism create growth rates which are driving a historic shift 
in the geography of wealth. Overnight the East has achieved 
economic parity with the West, eliminating the economic ad-
vantage which previously underpinned our world influence. 
Within the nation-state system, central political authority 
is declining, and local demands for power and authority are 
rising. This is a global phenomenon producing a diffusion of 
 authority which makes more difficult the exercise of our and 
any other central influence. Secular authority also is declin-
ing, while the appeal and legitimacy of religious authority is 
rising—most notably in South Asia and the Near East.

In the midst of all these global phenomena stand outdat-
ed international and regional organizations, which we helped 
to establish to provide security for all and protection for the 
weak. These are now literally being overwhelmed by the na-
ture and magnitude of the world’s new circumstances and the 
attendant demands being placed upon them.

The UN and NATO, the two institutional pillars of the 
post-war international collective security system, in which our 
influence has been decisive, are both manifestly beleaguered. 
At home, while health and welfare budgets rise, foreign affairs 
and defense budgets are being savaged.

We are simply failing to pay the price of world leadership. 
The influence of internationalists is declining, and the influ-
ence of isolationists is growing. Jesse Helms may well be the 
tip of a very big iceberg moving to block the flow of U.S. in-
ternational initiatives. The country’s claim to moral superior-
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ity is eroding under a wave of crime and violence, spawning 
international skepticism, even cynicism, about the professed 
virtues of our democracy and society.

This administration has declared that international eco-
nomic competitiveness is the priority of our foreign policy. 
This reduces us to a nation of merchants just like any other 
and diminishes the credibility and efficacy of any claim we 
might make to world political and moral leadership.

At the same time, risk aversion in the conduct of foreign 
policy is growing, consigning us to procrastination, indecision 
and, ultimately, to the sidelines. This represents a revolution 
abroad and a deterioration at home. However, it is possible to 
work constructively with the revolution abroad, provided we 
understand it and adjust our approach to make it work for us. I 
borrow from the sagacity of Dean Rusk. He once complained 
that we had an exaggerated sense of our own importance. Too 
many of our own foreign policy-makers and diplomats wanted 
us to be “Mr. Big” all over the world. Rusk said that it wasn’t 
necessary for us to be Mr. Big everywhere. We should choose 
carefully where we wish to be Mr. Big and bolster the leader-
ship of others where we opt to play second fiddle. This rec-
ommendation is especially compelling in the new, less influ-
ential, less central, and less powerful circumstances in which 
we find ourselves.

It is no fun to lose position and influence, but if the new 
reality is gracefully accepted, we stand to gain from it in the 
following ways: We would more clearly recognize that there 
are some problems we cannot solve, such as nation-building 
in Somalia, and should not try to tackle. This recognition 
would keep us clear of tar babies, lower our frustration lev-
el, conserve our strained resources, and allow us to get more 
sleep. We would explicitly realize that we have much to learn 
from other cultures and civilizations. No culture commands a 
monopoly of truth and virtue. The task for all is to mix and 
meld the great civilizations.

Secondly, we should actively promote diplomatic burden 
sharing, deferring to regional groupings which are closer to 
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where the problems lie and which have more historical ex-
perience in dealing with them. Our approach should be that 
of the good diplomat, whose success is defined by “letting 
someone else have your way.” Let me illustrate this with ref-
erence to a missed opportunity.

A year ago, then-Norwegian foreign minister, the late 
 Johan Jorgen Holst, successfully brokered a historic denoue-
ment between Israel and the PLO. It broke the logjam in the 
Middle East peace process. We had very little to do with it, 
but we have been claiming credit ever since and using every 
photo opportunity to highlight our role. Why not highlight 
theirs? Why not cultivate and bolster Norwegian leadership 
in world affairs? The Norwegians are rich, and they don’t have 
much else to do. They and others can help share the burden 
of the conduct of diplomacy in an increasingly multipolar, 
complex, and fluid world.

We have learned, even mastered, military burden-sharing. 
Now we need to learn it in the diplomatic field. Great lead-
ership involves delegation. We have to let others in the world 
assume responsibility.

This should begin with a massive overhaul of the UN to 
prepare it to help lead a new era of international cooperation 
on the threshold of its 50th birthday. The Security Council 
should be significantly expanded, a UN peacemaking and 
peacekeeping force should be created from the ground up—
perhaps utilizing the Presidio and Fort Ord as training sites. 
For our part, since we are the only global power, we should 
concentrate on the global framework in which all major pow-
ers are brought into a cooperative relationship.

We would do well to open a civilizational dialogue, rather 
than make pronouncements from Washington about the im-
mutability of our values. We could provide leadership by initi-
ating the dialogue and hosting its first convocation. In general, 
the shift in style should move from pontificating to listening. 
It should move from keeping our mouth open to keeping our 
ear to the ground and from trumpeting the virtues of democ-
racy and the free market system to working quietly with those 
who must adapt these systems to situations vastly different 
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from our own. It would involve seeking fewer leading roles 
and more supporting roles and looking for opportunities to 
give others the credit for outcomes which we helped produce 
behind the scenes. 

The Commonwealth, The Weekly Publication of the Commonwealth 
Club of California, December 19, 1994, Vol. 88, No. 51.
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For many years, I had been a champion of American foreign 
policy. But as we began progressively to use bombs and mis-
siles to carry our messages, I became decidely, even angrily, 
disenchanted. To vent that disenchantment and to warn of the 
consequences of unleashing our power from the skies, wreaking 
widespread so-called “collateral damage,” I wrote in 1998 an 
unpublished reflection that identified the United States as the 
world’s new “rogue state.” It is reprinted below.

The Clinton Administration has promised to make a 
decision in June on whether to build a national mis-

sile defense system. As the date approaches, advocates of 
“homeland defense” are readying and firing their ammuni-
tion. Advocacy of such a system is about to be made a test of 
manhood in the upcoming presidential election. Prestigious 
analysts and pundits, including, prominently, Henry Kissing-
er, underscore that a failure by the Commander-in-Chief to 
deploy a national missile defense would be a historic derelic-
tion of duty. There are, after all, all manner of enemies abroad 
who, given a chance, would wish to do us in regardless of the 
consequences to themselves.

If this indeed be the case, consider why it is so. To find a 
key element in the answer, turn the moniker “rogue state” 
for a moment on its head. To borrow and paraphrase from 
Doonesberry, we have discovered the rogue state and it is us. 

7
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Since the Cold War ended, we have behaved in reckless ways 
which invite resentment and retaliation. Herewith an illustra-
tive inventory:

• We have dropped more bombs on more countries which 
have not declared war on us than any nation in the entire 
history of the nation state system. The innocent civilians of 
these countries including, most prominently those of Iraq and 
Yugoslavia, have suffered grievous civilian casualties and in-
frastructure damage. Were such casualties and damage to be 
visited on our homeland we would very likely retaliate with 
nuclear weapons. Doubtless victims of our bombings in these 
countries, and those sympathetic to them, are busy figuring 
out how to retaliate in kind (or better). Who can blame them?

• We have launched more missiles against other countries 
than any other nation in the entire history of guided missile 
technology. These missiles have killed real people and scarred 
real countries as in Iraq, Yugoslavia, Afghanistan and the Su-
dan. As they have done so, they have bred those who, with 
substantial justification, hate those who struck against them 
and their sacred homeland. Were we to be similarly struck, we 
would be the first to react as they do.

• We have flouted international law in arrogating to our-
selves and our allies the right to decide when, where and how 
it is “right” to intervene in the internal affairs of other coun-
tries. In other words, we have made ourselves, and those like-
minded, the arbiters of an international code of conduct. By 
what divine right do we do so? Those not likeminded have 
every justification to seek an equal voice and to appeal to a 
higher authority. By standing in the way of a higher authori-
ty—or even worse by behaving as if we were it—we expose 
ourselves and our country to the wrath of those we subordi-
nate.

• We oscillate between trashing and resurrecting inter-
national institutions meant to safeguard the weak from the 
strong. In the 1980’s we trashed the International Labor Or-
ganization. Now, given the backlash to globalization and the 
attendant focus on “worker’s rights”, we are trying frantical-
ly to resurrect it. In the 1990’s we first supported and then 
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trashed the United Nations. We are now making half-hearted 
attempts to refurbish it. At present, we are criticizing—with-
out constructively strengthening—the International Mone-
tary Fund and the World Bank.

Fundamentally, we are failing to champion and creatively 
and generously support the international institutions which 
provide for protection, fairness and safety nets to the world’s 
threatened and deprived peoples, who are rapidly growing 
in number. This cannot fail but to incubate anger directed 
against us by those deprived of the justice international insti-
tutions were meant to dispense and administer.
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Increasingly it appeared to me that the United States was too 
often resorting to a foreign and defense policy of “scold and 
bomb.” This came to a head in the U.S. led bombing of Yugo-
slavia. It served to expose for me what I considered to be an 
essentially failed foreign policy. That view was expressed with 
considerable force in an op-ed piece published in The Wall 
Street Journal in May 1999.

American foreign policy is in a shambles. The strike against 
Yugoslavia—so poorly advised and executed—may have 

the silver lining of illuminating that fact and summoning a 
course correction. We are seeking “regime change” in Serbia. 
When this is over, we may also need regime change at home.

Take a moment to survey the dismal scene:
The two most important—and unsettled—relationships 

this country has today are with Russia and China. If those 
could be got right, we would have relatively clear sailing. But 
both are deeply troubled. We have marginalized the Russians 
diplomatically, and called the shots on virtually every issue of 
importance to them. As for China, President Clinton has re-
fused to accept his negotiator’s success and welcome Beijing 
into the World Trade Organization. We are, in effect, standing 
in the way of their entry into the mainstream of the interna-
tional system. We do so at our peril.

The two most critical crises in which we stand at center 
stage are in Iraq and Serbia. Both are destructive standoffs. 
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We have been pounding Iraq for eight years. This has pro-
duced a deeply entrenched Saddam Hussein and a human-
itarian disaster. We are now pounding Serbia. That is pro-
ducing a deeply entrenched Slobodan Milosevic and another 
humanitarian disaster. In both cases the policy is the same: 
Do what we say or be bombed. And in both cases the result 
is the same—a dictator’s defiance, the physical destruction of 
his country and the immiseration of his people, the alienation 
of our allies, the depletion of our military assets and the ero-
sion of our prestige and credibility.

Of course the unexpected is always possible. Mr. Milosevic 
could cave in after we have reduced his country to rubble. 
What will we then have gained except the responsibility to 
help rebuild it, and to keep expensive peacekeeping forces in 
place indefinitely? This sort of outcome is not the product of 
great minds at work.

Meanwhile, much else that is important to us in the world 
is either stalemated or deteriorating. The Middle East peace 
process is dead in the water. North Korea may have resumed 
its nuclear march and proceeds apace with the development 
(and export) of its ballistic-missile capability. India and Pa-
kistan have tested nuclear weapons and delivery systems, 
leaving our nonproliferation efforts in tatters. An opportunity 
for rapprochement with Iran is being frittered away. Africa’s 
recently heralded renaissance is becoming a shortish affair—a 
kind of renaissance weekend. Parts of Africa are in the grips 
of appalling human tragedy, the dimensions of which over-
whelm Kosovo.

Closer to home, our neighbors to the south are attended to 
episodically and then usually in the negative context of drug 
wars and immigration control. The liberalization of global and 
hemispheric trade is stalled. Our relations with the United 
Nations are in utter disrepair.

This depressing survey would not, perhaps, be surprising 
were the U.S. short on power. But far from being short on 
power, we have more, relative to the rest of the world, than 
any nation has had in the entire history of the nation-state sys-
tem. So the only explanation for our dismal record is that we 
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are using our power unwisely and, in the process, wasting it.
We are using it unwisely by, among other things, trying to 

dictate to others. Recall how many edicts we have outstand-
ing. They are issued by the current powers-that-be in the 
course of their peregrinations. Everywhere these officials go, 
they instruct. They instruct the Russians and the Japanese 
on their economics, the Chinese on their politics, the Iraq-
is on their military, the Serbs on their provinces, the Latin 
Americans on drugs, the U.N. on reform. And they do not do 
this discreetly. The operative and audible word is must. They 
“must” do as we wish. If they do not, sanctions or bombs are 
threatened and, far too often, applied. It is a foreign policy of 
sermons and sanctimony accompanied by the brandishing of 
Tomahawks.

I can recall no time in the past 30 years when American for-
eign policy was in worse shape. This is perhaps not surprising 
because I cannot recall a time when our foreign policy was in 
less competent hands. The effectiveness of the president is 
compromised by a host of factors, not least his subservience 
to polls.

Those who work for him in the National Security Council 
and the State Department are apparently not up to the roles 
history has assigned them. Sandy Berger, the president’s na-
tional security adviser, seems more adept at the tactical han-
dling of foreign policy on the home front than at grand strate-
gy abroad. Secretary of State Madeleine Albright, for her part, 
appears to be trying to prove that she is tougher than the men 
with whom she is dealing. She does not need to do so: she 
could simply rise above them.

Today, the U.S. wants regime change in China, Iraq, Iran, 
Serbia and Cuba, to name just a few. We may wish to start 
closer to home. Perhaps our leaders will stop hyperventilat-
ing about the imperfections of others and attend to their dip-
lomatic knitting. But if they don’t do that soon, we should 
assemble a new foreign-policy team that embraces a view 
of America’s role in the world as that of an integrator, not an 
 instructor.
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As the Clinton administration applauded itself for liberat-
ing the Kosovars following a bombing campaign against Yu-
goslavia, I pointed out the very real damage that had been 
done—including importantly to international law and our 
vital relations with Russia. The bombing campaign—essen-
tially unilateral—established a dangerous precedent for inter-
vention in the internal affairs of a sovereign country. It re-
leased multiple genies from the bottle which have subsequently 
returned to haunt us.

The NATO war against Yugoslavia is being heralded by 
the Clinton national security team as a great victory. It 

is a relief that Milosevic has withdrawn his henchmen from 
Kosovo, but that withdrawal should not obscure the pyrrhic 
outcome of the war. Consider what has happened and where 
we now stand.

What has happened is that NATO—arguably the most 
valuable collective security organization in the world—was 
recklessly deployed. It served first as, in effect, the air force of 
the Kosovo Liberation Army and is now serving as Slobodan 
Milosevic’s police force in Kosovo. It was not intended to 
serve either function.

NATO was constituted as a defensive alliance. Its recent 
enlargement was sold to the Russians on that basis. In the 
immediate aftermath of that enlargement, an American led 
NATO chose to launch an offensive war against a country 
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which had not attacked it. So much for our assurances to the 
Russians and their faith in our future word.

There may be justifications for NATO to operate beyond 
its area and its charter; but there is no justification for it to 
do so imperially. In Yugoslavia, NATO adopted a version of 
Theodore Roosevelt’s corollary to the Monroe Doctrine, es-
sentially announcing that its “law is fiat upon those subject to 
its interpositions.” There can be no rationalization for NATO 
proceeding in ways which brazenly affronts indispensable 
world players such as Russia, China, India and the United 
Nations.

Having, nevertheless, done so, where do we stand? On 
June 14, at a press conference carried on C-span, Sandy Berg-
er, the President’s national security adivsor, announced that 
we occupy high ground. He proclaimed that “NATO had 
completed its most difficult military campaign with stunning 
success.” Really?

In the first place, NATO had never before conducted a 
“military campaign.” Thus, by definition, its first was its “most 
difficult.” It was not, however, a “military campaign”, as in “I 
did not inhale”; it was a war. But why should the war have 
been “difficult.” The armed might of nineteen advanced na-
tions, whose landmass covers roughly a third of the world, was 
arrayed for eighty days against a proud but relatively weak 
country the size of Ohio. The military campaign should have 
been a piece of cake. But it wasn’t because we placed the 
highest priority on saving the lives of our combatants, mount-
ing an immaculate coercive mission from the safety of 15,000 
feet that emptied Kosovo of Kosovars. It is morally repugnant 
to brag about “victory” when we placed a higher value on our 
lives than on those we ostensibly sought to save.

The “stunning victory” that is now asserted consists of 
having: killed upwards of 2,000 innocent Serbian civilians; 
destroyed the infrastructure of a country which helped to see 
NATO safely through the Cold War; hastened and intensified 
ethnic cleansing; placed us in conflict with other great coun-
tries and civilizations; set a dangerous precedent of interven-
tion in the internal affairs of nation states; and produced a 
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post-bellum arrangement on the ground which Serbian lead-
ership may well have embraced from the start.

Take a moment to inventory that arrangement. It bears no 
resemblance to the non-negotiable demands imposed at Ram-
bouillet and for which NATO ostensibly unleashed its reign 
of terror on Yugoslavia. The arrangement consists of a U.N. 
sanctioned international civilian and security force which op-
erates respecting Serbian sovereignty over Kosovo. NATO 
contingents are confined to Kosovo proper. In addition, an 
independent Russian contingent is on the ground providing 
trip-wire reassurance for Serbians in Kosovo, reinforcement 
of Serbian sovereignty and security and the makings for parti-
tion of the province which would retain for the Serbs the most 
hallowed real estate involved. In contrast, Rambouillet: ex-
cluded the UN; placed in grave jeopardy Serbian sovereign-
ty over Kosovo; gave NATO license to move through all of 
Yugoslavia; and excluded the Russians from a prominent and 
effective role. In other words, Rambouillet is now consigned 
to the dust-bin of history, which is where it belonged in the 
first place.

Camouflaged by the current spin of the powers-that-
be is the reality; to wit: through our excessive demands we 
blundered into a war in which we failed to achieve our an-
nounced aims while releasing multiple genies from their bot-
tles.

The most constructive thing we could now do would be to 
welcome an independent Russian sector in Kosovo. That sec-
tor could provide a cordon sanitaire along the Serbian border 
large enough to provide a safe haven for most of the Kosovar 
Serbs. Respecting such a Russian contribution (while recog-
nizing that partition is already underway on the ground), will 
help restore Russian self-esteem and repair our relationship 
with the world’s largest country and co-equal nuclear power. 
We may then be able to proceed in partnership with Russia 
to build a Europe whole and free. That—not dictating and 
bombing—should be our modus operandi and goal. 
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As George W. Bush mounted his presidential campaign in 1999 
he called for bold thinking in the field of foreign policy. In a 
major foreign policy speech in November he outlined what that 
kind of thinking would involve. There were hopeful elements 
calling for a less strident America. But the speech feel well short 
of real boldness. I felt compelled to outline what bolder would 
really look like.

According to press reports, George W. Bush urges his for-
eign policy advisors (code named “The Vulcans”) to be 

bolder in their thinking. The evidence contained in his first 
major foreign policy address indicates that his advisors have 
fallen short. There is much bold work yet to be done.

The boldest theme in George W’s address on November 
19 was that America should dismount its high horse (a remark-
able and admirable admonition from a Texan!). Referring to 
the export of our values, he cautioned that “in other societies, 
the architecture will vary. We propose our principles, we must 
not impose our culture.” This is a much needed corrective 
to current American sermonizing abroad and an implicit, and 
long overdue, invitation to a dialogue among the world’s great 
civilizations. The United States should take the initiative in 
convening that dialogue.

At the conclusion of his speech Governor Bush reinforced 
his admirable theme. He defined the essence of the American 
character that should infuse and inform the conduct of our 
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foreign policy; to wit: “The modesty of true strength. The 
humility of real greatness.” This translates into an Ameri-
ca which quietly but confidently goes about its work in the 
world. And so we should, in Bush’s words, proceed with “con-
fidence, but without conceit.” Exactly so.

In reaching this conclusion, Governor Bush places the for-
eign policy emphasis where it should be; namely, on work-
ing toward successful transformations in the two dominant 
geopolitical facts of life on the Eurasian landmass: China and 
Russia. His language in addressing the elements of those 
transformations is, in the main, moderate and constructive.

But greater boldness is needed in attending to these re-
lationships, and others, singled out for attention in the Gov-
ernor’s address. What follows is an inventory of Bush versus 
Bolder.

China. Bush: China is a “competitor” and a “great pow-
er.” Bolder: Of course China is a competitor. So too are Japan 
and France. Both would be delighted to eat our lunch. But 
China is not yet a “great power.” Investing it with this status 
is premature. It is at best an emerging regional power. China 
is, however, a great civilization. We should, with prudence, 
seek a cooperative relationship with it on that basis. That 
relationship could include mutual membership in the Asian 
equivalent of a collective security organization.

Russia. Bush: A return to the spectre of “Russian imperial-
ism” is invoked. Bolder: Why raise the spectre? It is common 
knowledge that Russia does not have the means to renew its 
imperial thrust. Were it not for our subsidy, Russia could not 
even sustain its current presence in Bosnia and Kosovo. So let 
go of the past. Look upon Russia as a friend going through 
some tough times (as we ourselves did en route to our pres-
ent impressive, albeit imperfect, circumstances). How can we 
help ease the passage? The right note is captured elsewhere 
in the Governor’s speech: “We can be Russia’s ally in self-re-
form.” And so we can and should be.

The Middle East. Bush: Let us “advance peace in the 
Middle East, based upon a secure Israel.” Bolder: Surely we 
have learned by now that peace in the Middle East can only 
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be advanced based upon the security of all those living there. 
Effective provision for security must be made available not 
just to Israel but also to her neighbors. A regional collective 
security organization should be explored.

Rogues. Bush: We face a threat from “rogue nations.” 
Bolder: Consign the rogue moniker to the ash heap of histo-
ry. Its use in the past has served no helpful purpose. On the 
contrary it has served as a substitute for discriminating coun-
try-by-country, leader-by-leader analysis. Let us deal with 
problem countries and their leaders one-by-one and face-to-
face, on the basis of their real grievances, and their equally 
real transgressions. Meanwhile, let us abjure the incantation 
of the rogue label.

Missile defense. Bush: Render nuclear threats from 
“rogue states useless with missile defense.” Bolder: Missile 
defense systems will fuel a nuclear arms race which will ren-
der them useless and make the world a more dangerous place. 
Rather than embark on a missile defense program, the Unit-
ed States should lead a worldwide nuclear disarmament effort 
which includes substantial reductions in its own arsenal and 
the search for new mechanisms for international control of the 
production and use of nuclear weapons.

Alliances. Bush: Nourish the “alliances that sustain our 
influence.” Bolder: The primary purpose of alliances should 
not be to sustain our influence. They should be in place—
as a kind of mosaic—dedicated to sharing responsibility for 
extending security and prosperity in the world. By that defi-
nition, alliances are open to all comers who wish to share in 
that grand mission, whether or not those players approve of, 
or wish to identify with, American “influence.” The influence 
allies become a part of is collective.

The United Nations. Bush: “I will never place U.S. 
troops under UN command.” Bolder: As complex emergen-
cies multiply in the world, the United Nations will become 
a more important vehicle through which to purse American 
interests in global security and equity. In consequence, the 
UN should be substantially strengthened to include a stand-
ing rapid deployment force for both peacemaking and peace-
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keeping purposes to which the United States should contrib-
ute its fair share of manpower.

Diplomacy. Bush: “There are limits to the smiles and 
scowls of diplomacy.” Bolder: Diplomacy is the nation’s first 
line of defense. Just as our military should be second to none, 
our diplomatic armature should be state-of-the-art—aug-
mented, modernized and generously funded.

Enemies. Bush: The presence of “determined enemies” 
is announced at the front-end of the Governor’s talk. Bold-
er: We face threats but we do not elevate them to the rank 
of “enemies.” Use of that word incites fear (which George 
W then goes on to caution against) . Moreover the enemies 
cited—“terrorists, crime syndicates, drug cartels and unbal-
anced dictators”—are, with the exception of the latter, at least 
as much home bred as bred abroad. We have been victims of 
homegrown terrorists while crime syndicates and drug cartels 
prey on our domestic weaknesses and indulgences. In these 
areas we have discovered the “enemy” and it includes us. Let 
us clean house by addressing the domestic socio-economic 
sources of alienation and of the demand for drugs. Mean-
while, let us look upon the world without fear.

It is increasingly evident that the United States can do bet-
ter in the world than it is doing at present. Governor Bush is 
on the mark in asking for  boldness from his “Vulcans” to craft 
a foreign policy which will do justice to the historic opportuni-
ty America’s current preeminece affords. So, as the year 2000 
beckons, let the real boldness begin.
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Following Al Qaeda’s attack on the World Trade Center, Amer-
ica went to war against the Taliban who had harbored Osama 
Bin Laden in Afghanistan. It was billed as a war against 
terrorism. Did the war have any chance of success? The answer 
to that question resided in whether the United States itself was 
prepared to listen to those in the world who rail against it and 
move to address their legitimate grievances. Only in this way 
would the victims of 9/11 not have died in vain.

America is at war. Its bombs and missiles are falling in re-
taliation for an atrocity. A full-court press is being mount-

ed on the perpetrators of the attack on America. Our actions 
are seen by many as just. By others they are seen as atrocities 
in kind. Regardless of how they are seen, will they be effec-
tive? Will they rid the world of the scourge of terrorism?

The answer lies in the record of the past. We have rained 
bombs or missiles (or both) on a series of countries to no avail. 
In the recent past we have attacked from the air the following 
countries we believed to be associated with terrorism: Libya, 
Iraq, Sudan and Afghanistan (now twice). In doing so we have 
inflicted “collateral damage.” This is a euphemism for civilian 
casualties. Starkly put, we have killed and maimed innocent 
civilians in the attacks on the countries identified. But our 
air campaigns (and sanctions) have changed nothing—not the 
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leadership of the countries targeted nor their behavior. All 
we have harvested is “collateral damage” and accompanying 
 enmity.

Along the way we are widely (and correctly) seen as taking 
matters into our own hands. We have manifestly violated in-
ternational law—in the attack on Yugoslavia, for example—as 
we have arrogated to ourselves “the right to be right.” We are 
equally widely seen as being indifferent to human casualties 
(as long as they are not our own) as innocent bystanders are 
killed by our bombs and as Palestinians armed with rocks are 
killed by Israelis with weapons underwritten by us. The peo-
ple killed are as real and as important as those who lost their 
lives in the attack on America. But we appear indifferent.

If we listen to those who rail against us, and who may har-
bor and support those who wish to attack us, we will hear the 
indictment. It is not necessary to accept it in full. But it is nec-
essary to honestly address those elements of the indictment 
that ring true. These elements include a record of: bombing 
other countries; killing innocent civilians; subsidizing an Isra-
el that is brutalizing the Palestinians; and declaring ourselves 
above international law. But we are turning a deaf ear even to 
reasonable recommendations for a course correction.

Most recently and regrettably, a generous, good faith con-
tribution to the Twin Towers Fund from Saudi billionaire 
(and substantial investor in America) Prince Alwaleed bin Ta-
lal was insultingly rejected by the Mayor of New York on the 
grounds that it had been accompanied by a suggestion that we 
“adopt a more balanced stance toward the Palestinian cause.” 
The rejection was accompanied by a gratuitous accusation 
that the Prince was attempting to “buy American foreign pol-
icy.” It could be argued, on the contrary, that he was attempt-
ing to save American foreign policy from itself. Instead of re-
turning the money and humiliating its Arab donor (and Arabs 
in general), we should have accepted it graciously and pon-
dered a suggestion with which a rapidly growing number of 
Americans—and much of the rest of the world—would agree.

The current crisis provides a golden opportunity to break 
with those parts of our past which have become liabilities. 
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Meanwhile, the war we are currently prosecuting will succeed 
only if it is accompanied by an honest reckoning with, and 
redressing of, the errors of our ways. So the time is right to 
address the following questions:

• What kind of American behavior in the world is under-
standably breeding enemies? 

• What is driving that behavior? 
• How can it be corrected?
• What would a correction look like?
In answering the last question, I venture we would reach 

the following conclusions. We should provide determined 
leadership in the establishment of a viable and respectful na-
tional existence for the Palestinians. We should open a dia-
logue with all countries willing to engage us in good faith. We 
should not be mortgaged to special country relationships or 
harbor protracted national animosities. We should use sticks 
sparingly and carrots generously. We should strengthen all in-
ternational regimes providing for regional and global security 
and prosperity and live strictly by their rules.

It is crystal clear that the war in which we are currently en-
gaged will be protracted and costly. It should be equally clear 
that it will have been fought in vain unless we simultaneous-
ly correct our behavior where it can be found to be clearly 
wanting. That requirement does not need to be heralded at 
the outset. But it must be quietly and effectively pursued by 
a country manifestly strong enough to withstand—and profit 
from—an honest stock taking. We owe that to the victims of 
the attack on America.
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As war drums sounded for an invasion of Iraq, there was 
an option that simply had not been explored; to wit: bilateral 
talks with the leader of Iraq. Given the immediate and subse-
quent costs of a war in a combustible region, a more prudent 
course would be to ascertain what could be achieved in direct 
negotiation as we had done with China, with great success, un-
der the Nixon administration. I offered this view in the follow-
ing exhortation to “Talk with Saddam.”

Before the United States rains its overwhelming firepower 
on Iraq, it would be prudent to consider an untried op-

tion—that of direct talks with Saddam Hussein. The United 
States has dealt with Saddam before, backing him enthusias-
tically in his war against Iran twenty years ago. He was, at that 
time, our man in Baghdad. A last ditch effort should be made 
to deal directly with him again.

The options currently on the table do not include direct 
bilateral negotiations. They range from “smarter sanctions,” 
to externally assisted regime change, to bombing and invasion 
accompanied by obliteration of the current regime. Smarter 
sanctions provide little incentive for Saddam to welcome in-
ternational weapons inspection. His regime is doing just fine 
(it has outlasted two U.S. presidents); it is the Iraqi people 
who are hurting. For its part, regime change arguably opens 
a Pandora’s Box, with Kurds massing on Turkey’s border to 
form their own state and Shiites massing on Iran’s border to 

12
Lets Talk with Saddam
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do the same or to join a greater Iran. Regime change is likely 
to turn into a free-for-all, risking regional destabilization writ 
large. The risks of invasion are likewise great and multiple. 
They include: the triggering of a regional war with weapons 
of mass destruction; massive collateral damage (a euphemism 
for civilian casualties); destruction of costly infrastructure; 
long term environmental damage; prolonged occupation; 
immediate impairment of the coalition building required to 
fight terrorism; and the sowing of additional bitter resentment 
within an Islamic world where Baghdad was once—and may 
be yet again—a glorious capital.

The reasons offered in opposition to direct dialogue usu-
ally revolve around: the “evilness” of the regime; its devel-
opment and deployment of weapons of mass destruction; its 
oppression of its own citizens; and its threatening behavior 
toward our democratic “ally,” Israel. Examine these purport-
ed justifications for demonizing Saddam, and treating Iraq as 
a pariah, in the light of another (by these same standards) in-
iquitous regime; namely, Communist China.

Communist China possesses roughly the same political 
system and expanse of imperial holdings as the “evil empire” 
earlier indicted by President Reagan. Communist China is 
not just developing weapons of mass destruction, it owns 
them in increasing numbers. Moreover it is exporting mis-
sile technology that enables countries developing their own 
weapons of mass destruction to deliver them. The Chinese 
Communist regime oppresses its people, descending with an 
iron fist upon those who are perceived as threatening to it. 
And China has been as bellicose—both rhetorically and phys-
ically—toward our democratic “ally” Taiwan, as Iraq has been 
toward Israel. If the U.S. can talk with the current Chinese 
Communists (and escort China into the WTO), it stands to 
reason it could talk with the current Iraqi Baathists (and, per-
haps, escort Iraq back into the family of nations).

Direct negotiations are widely opposed by prestigious 
powers-that-be including Henry Kissinger, who led our rap-
prochement with China in the early 70’s. Given his stunning 
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record there, he should advocate giving bilateral diplomacy a 
chance. Instead he claims—without offering evidence—that 
“there is no possibility of a negotiation between Washington 
and Baghdad.”

Those who, unlike Dr. Kissinger, have talked directly with 
Saddam’s regime, testify to the promising possibilities of a 
US/Iraqi dialogue. Private individuals of repute, who have 
frequent contact with high Iraqi officials, report an open-
ness to—even an eagerness for—a constructive dialogue. 
And public individuals corroborate this testimony. President 
Mubarak of Egypt believes that Saddam Hussein is prepared 
to accept weapons inspectors (presumably if the US promises 
not to trash the inspection regime by infiltrating it with its 
own spies, as it did last time around). The Iraqi dictator may 
just be looking for a face-saving way to say “yes.” Hans Von 
Sponeck who served as UN Human Rights Coordinator in 
Iraq (until his resignation in February of 2000 over the human 
toll exacted by U.S. driven UN sanctions policy) has written 
that progress with Iraq can be made only “when the U.S. dis-
plays some semblance of statesmanship and begins to talk to 
its adversary.” He cites the existence of credible evidence 
substantiating the receptivity of Iraq to dialogue. But the UN 
cannot substitute for the U.S. in that dialogue. The US must 
take it on directly. The grudge, after all, is primarily between 
America and Iraq.

A major stumbling block to dialogue is the announced 
commitment of the US to the removal of Saddam’s regime 
from power (unfortunately enshrined in the Iraq Liberation 
Act passed by the US Congress in October of 1998). But there 
is no inconsistency between conducting a dialogue and reach-
ing an agreement with an odious regime and the regime’s sub-
sequent demise. Repair once again to the China example. In 
1972, Nixon and Kissinger visited the Middle Kingdom and 
signed the Shanghai Communique with the notorious dictator 
and megalomaniac, Mao Zedong. The communique—a clas-
sic in the annals of diplomacy—sharply delineated areas of 
agreement and disagreement. The areas of agreement were 
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sufficient to constitute a basis for “constructive engagement.” 
Five years later, Deng Xiaopeng stood in Mao’s place and re-
versed his predecessor’s most disastrous policies.

What might an American negotiated “Baghdad Commu-
nique” look like? It would frankly acknowledge that the two 
governments view the world in some fundamentally different 
ways (which is not surprising inasmuch as our national histo-
ries, cultures, endowments and neighborhoods are radically 
different). It would then move on to identify real and poten-
tial common interests; to wit: the joint prosecution of the war 
against international terrorism (there is as yet no smoking 
gun that ties Iraq to terrorist attacks on the U.S. at home or 
abroad); the territorial integrity of all states in the region based 
on long-standing UN Security Council resolutions; a just set-
tlement of the Israeli/Palestinian conflict; regional economic 
development; and a Middle East entirely free of weapons of 
mass destruction.

In his memoir, Present at the Creation, Dean Acheson ob-
served that it was his policy to speak with anyone, anywhere, 
at anytime so long as it was understood that our ultimate free-
dom of action would in no way be compromised by doing so. 
This is the point of departure for conducting a dialogue with 
Iraq. Simply put, there is nothing to lose in a conversation 
with Saddam and much, potentially, to gain in sparing the cit-
izens of Iraq, the region and the world, a war with potentially 
catastrophic consequences. If the Bush Administration finds 
itself unable to conduct the conversation, then a private bi-
partisan delegation of distinguished Americans should travel 
to Baghdad to explore possibilities for constructive engage-
ment before all hell breaks lose. The former National Secu-
rity Advisor to George Bush Sr., Lt. General Brent Scowcroft 
(who was on watch in the Gulf War, but is on record in oppo-
sition to extending the war against terrorism to Iraq) would be 
out of central casting as the leader of a negotiating delegation, 
public or private.



97

Following the ill-advised invasion of Iraq—quite possibly the 
most costly blunder in the annals of American actions towards 
the external realm—attention was riveted on Iran. Invectives 
flew back and forth. Following a speech at Columbia Univer-
sity by the President of Iran—at which he was gratuitously 
insulted by the president of that University—a major Iranian 
university, Ferdowsi, invited President Bush to speak there. 
The following exhortation urged him to accept the invitation.

With sabers rattling and recriminations and denuncia-
tions mounting on both sides, President Bush should 

travel to Iran to defuse tensions and forge a framework for 
sustainable peace and collective security in the region. His 
model for doing so can be President Nixon’s trip to China 
thirty-five years ago. The stage is set for replicating that his-
toric breakthrough with a trip to Teheran.

The Iranian President’s rants against Israel and us notwith-
standing, Iran cannot want a war with either much less both. 
Moreover, a looming geopolitical reality must be squarely 
faced. Currently Israel is the hegemonic power in the Mid-
dle East. Iran—owing to its geographic and demographic vital 
statistics—eventually is bound to trump Israel in that posi-
tion, perhaps complete with a nuclear arsenal comparable to 
Israel’s. The sooner a modus vivendi can be worked out with 
Iran, the better for all concerned. Out-of-the-box thinking 
and a heroic effort are required to achieve that.

13
Mr President: Go to Iran!
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Recently the President of Iran was invited to speak at Co-
lumbia University. He accepted the invitation; but before he 
could speak, he was denounced, egregiously, by his host, the 
president of the University. He spoke nonetheless (though 
surely he would have been fully justified in walking off the 
stage) and then faced squarely up to a barrage of hostile ques-
tions. Subsequently a major university in Iran, Ferdowsi Uni-
versity, invited President Bush to come to speak there. The 
White House dismissed the invitation, saying, basically, that 
the President of the United States would not visit Iran until 
the country was democratic and shared our views on human 
rights and regional issues.

Suppose President Nixon had reacted the same way to the 
Chinese invitation to visit their country in 1972. The “week 
that changed the world” (chronicled in Margaret MacMillan’s 
recent book by that title) would have been indefinitely post-
poned and the world would have remained a more dangerous 
place.

The visit to China thirty-five years ago was predicated on 
the belief that we, and the world, would be safer were China 
to be included in the family of nations with a most-favored 
relationship with the United States. The pursuit of this objec-
tive was based on an understanding that while the countries 
were deeply divided by ideology, respect for human rights and 
regional practices, they could be united in common interests. 
The denouement of the visit was the famous Shanghai Com-
munique that laid out where the countries agreed and where 
they didn’t. It provided the basis for eventual normalization 
of relations between two great powers and transformed the 
geopolitical arena to the benefit of both countries and the 
world at large.

The divide between the United States and Iran resembles 
the divide that persists between the United States and Chi-
na. China is a communist county, continues to abuse human 
rights and periodically threatens our ally, Taiwan. Meanwhile 
Iran is a theocratic country, abuses human rights and threat-
ens our ally Israel (also a theocratic state). Yet we have found 
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common ground with China and have a full-blown relation-
ship with that country. The same should be done with Iran.

First, some common ground must be identified. This can 
be done by consulting the communications from the Iranian 
president. 

Begin with a rambling letter President Abmadinejad sent 
to President Bush some months ago. In it, midst invocations of 
the Almighty and forays into reasonable questions his students 
(because he himself is a professor) pose about world affairs, he 
essentially asks rhetorically whether the current state of world 
affairs can continue without leading to disaster. He identifies 
broad concerns which our country shares; to wit: global securi-
ty in an age of weapons of mass destruction; the  requirement 
to end the miserable plight of the Palestinians (who bore no 
responsibility for the Holocaust, but are paying the price for 
it); the need to attend to the yawning gap between haves and 
have-nots in the world; the requirement to build a world that 
genuinely reflects “liberal values.” It is clear that he wishes to 
address these legitimate concerns with President Bush.

Most recently, on his trip to America and in his speeches at 
Columbia University and the UN General Assembly, the Ira-
nian President, midst denunciations of this country’s behavior 
in the world (which echo a growing number of critics here 
at home), expressed concerns that we share, including: the 
threat of nuclear war; the plight of the world’s impoverished 
peoples; and the need to overhaul international institutions 
so that they more effectively address the requirements of a 
new world. Along the way, he offered to join with the U.S. 
to stabilize the situation in Iraq. In the end, he invited the 
nations of the world “to form a front of fraternity, amity and 
sustainable peace. . . .”

Instead of denouncing Iran from Washington, let our Pres-
ident accept the Iranian President’s invitation and utilize the 
forum offered by Ferdowsi University to see if “a front of fra-
ternity, amity and sustainable peace” could be fashioned in 
the Middle East (for openers). One thing he can, I am confi-
dent, count on, is more civil treatment than that accorded to 
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his Iranian counterpart by the president of Columbia Univer-
sity. Beyond that, he might just succeed in opening a dialogue 
with Iran’s leadership focusing on regional peace, collective 
security and economic development that could lead to a Te-
heran Communique, making the Middle East and the world a 
safer place. For everyone’s sake, it’s worth a bold try.
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In the spring of 2002, I was invited to deliver a paper on 
American foreign policy at the annual International Man-
agement Symposium of the University of St. Gallen Business 
School. This is a first-class symposium invented by my dear 
friend Wolfgang Schürer and run entirely by the talented and 
resourceful Business School students. My observations on 
American foreign policy underlined some of the themes pre-
sented in the chapter on the same subject that I wrote for the 
festschrift honoring Wolfgang. They were later published in the 
record of this symposium.

Each of us lives, by definition, in a different world, in part, 
of our own creation. Our different worlds are also estab-

lished by nature—worlds defined by geography and informed 
by accompanying distinctive histories.

The greatest geographic feature of our habitat is the oceans. 
They divide us geographically culturally and operationally. In 
recent history these divisions have been bridged by transpor-
tation and communication. But in important respects they re-
main intact. Rudyard Kipling wrote a lot of claptrap, but he 
was close to the mark when he said: “The East is East. the 
West is West—and never the twain shall meet.”

The geographic divisions, and the societal historical 
 differences that accompany them, are palpable today. Many 
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examples can be cited. I will confine my illustration to the 
divide across the Atlantic Ocean, sometimes affectionately, 
but inaccurately referred to as “the pond”. “The pond” cov-
ers over thirty-two million square miles of the earth’s surface. 
Some pond!

Many Europeans are in a state of wonderment about the 
conduct of foreign policy by the continental behemoth on the 
other side of the vast Atlantic Ocean. Why do we seem so 
vengeful after September 11? Why do we act so unilateral-
ly? Why do we arrogate a special role for ourselves in world 
affairs?

Americans for their part are in a state of suspended belief 
about so-called “European” foreign policy. Is there any such 
thing? If so, is it a good thing? And why should the President 
of the European Commission excoriate one of Europe’s most 
prominent and honorable dues-paying members for its “spe-
cial relationship” with the United States?

I can only attempt to address the American side of this be-
wilderment, without serving as an apologist for the current 
conduct of American foreign policy.

An understanding of American foreign policy resides in fa-
miliarity with American world orientations, traditions and, I 
am bound to add, aberrations. Understanding also is provided 
by recalling Otto von Bismarck’s acute—if maddening—ob-
servation that “God has a special providence for fools, drunks, 
and the United States of America.”

I shall speak briefly about orientations, traditions and ab-
errations. I will leave “special providence” to shift for itself.

Since its founding, Americas geographic orientation has 
been westward, not eastward where Europe lies. Our well-en-
dowed piece of real estate was discovered by those hoping to 
find a shortcut to the Orient by sailing west. Our land was first 
regarded as an inconvenient barrier to seaborne access to the 
riches of Cathay. Once established on the eastern seaboard, 
it was “westward ho”! Thomas Jefferson, after building his 
beloved Monticello with its back to the Old World, commis-
sioned Lewis and Clark to find a continental river-way to the 
west that would link us by sea to the orient. When we discov-
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ered that no such waterway existed, we worked to construct a 
canal to that sea.

Our only truly imperial possessions resided in the West—
in the Philippines. We entered World War II, not because 
Hitler attacked European countries, but because Japan at-
tacked our holdings in the West—first Hawaii and then, 
within hours, the Philippines. In our national history, we 
have fought more wars and lost more lives in the Pacific than 
in the Atlantic theater.

America’s eastward orientation—that is, toward Europe—is 
of very recent vintage. It dates from 1947 when the arguments 
of Franklin Roosevelt and George Kennan were trumped by 
those of Harry Truman, George Marshall and Dean Acheson.

Roosevelt envisioned a post-war world in which the Unit-
ed States would retire from Europe and look after the western 
hemisphere and its interests in Asia. Britain and Russia would 
superintend Europe.

Kennan preferred a world in which Russia and a recon-
structed and unified Germany were stewards of Europe while 
Great Britain, the United States and Canada looked after the 
North Atlantic.

But Truman, Marshall and Acheson concluded that the 
United States could not long endure as a beacon of liberty 
and prosperity without access to—and close ties with—the 
resources—cultural and material—of Europe. So the Atlantic 
community hooking up fifty-five years ago is a contemporary 
event. Historically it is an abnormal geographic partnership 
that is constantly beset by a pull to the west, which is to say to 
our own hemisphere and to the Pacific. I venture it will ever 
be thus.

So much for the geographical orientation of American for-
eign policy. What of its behavioural orientation? That can be 
determined by consulting the country’s diplomatic history. 
For most of that history we have acted unilaterally. Contrary 
to the conventional wisdom, we have never been an isolation-
ist country. Instead, we have been a unilateralist country, de-
fending and advancing our interests whenever and wherever 
the need arose.
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George Washington did not advise us against international 
engagement, he advised us against “entangling alliances.” To 
this admonition we have been, until quite recently, extraor-
dinarily faithful. We acted alone, or in opportunistic, tactical 
working relationships with other nations, for the first 170 years 
of our national history. It was only yesterday—which is to say 
50 years ago—that we took the plunge into binding allianc-
es and international regimes. While these have, in the main, 
served our interests, they have not yet trumped, as a diplo-
matic lifestyle, the country’s long history of unilateralism. We 
can all confidently—if not happily—expect more of it.

Now what of our functional orientations? Why is the Unit-
ed States in the foreign policy business in the first place? The 
answer to this question resides in knowledge of the main for-
eign policy traditions of the United States—traditions that, in 
effect, constitute the “gravitational field” for the conduct of 
American foreign policy. These traditions have been brilliant-
ly identified and summarised in a recent book by Walter Rus-
sell Mead entitled: “Special Providence: American Foreign 
Policy and How It Changed the World.”

There are four traditions, identified chronologically with 
four American statesmen: Alexander Hamilton, Thomas Jef-
ferson, Andrew Jackson and Woodrow Wilson. The Hamilto-
nian, Jacksonian and Wilsonian traditions are the three most 
revelatory of the purposes of contemporary American foreign 
policy.

• Hamiltonians place a priority on the advancement of 
the country’s economic welfare. They focus on the ways and 
means of promoting our international financial and commer-
cial interests. This foreign policy tradition attaches a premi-
um on freedom of the seas and a level playing field for inter-
national trade and finance.

• Jeffersonians focus on the preservation and advancement 
of liberty at home and prefer recourse to patient diplomacy 
when the country is confronted with international challenges.

• Jacksonians are preoccupied with the country’s honour. 
They mind their business until insulted. They rise up in 
unremitting anger when the country has been trampled on. 
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Vengeance is then high on their list. George W. Bush—with 
his intense focus on the war against terrorism and weapons of 
mass destruction—is most closely aligned with this tradition.

• Wilsonians believe that the United States has a duty, in 
its own and the world’s interest, to export American values. 
They seek a world “wrapped in universal law” and are in-
clined to believe that the United States is the only country in 
the world not guilty of original sin.

Each of these schools has a powerful constituency, impact-
ing American foreign policy when aroused.

Now it is patently evident that these schools are, in im-
portant respects, incompatible. Suppose the United States 
is trampled upon—as it sometimes is—and the Jacksonians 
want to go to war. The Hamiltonians may want to stay Amer-
ica’s hand because a war would wreak havoc on our economic 
interests. The Wilsonians, for their part, may, in the immor-
tal words of their pastor, Woodrow Wilson, be “too proud to 
fight.”

What then does the country do? Most often it goes to war, 
as the Jacksonians wish, but under the Hamiltonian banner of 
freedom of the seas and the Wilsonian banner of raising the 
world to a higher standard. America’s entry into World War 
I was a classic case of the blending of these three powerful 
foreign policy traditions.

To understand what America does in the world, it is almost 
always necessary to consult our historic traditions and try to 
figure out how the often incompatible foreign policy schools 
have been accommodated and sometimes reconciled.

Now on to aberrations. I define aberrations as being those 
policies that have a long history but have been patently un-
productive.

Some Europeans may think that American foreign poli-
cy as a whole has been an aberration. They believe that the 
United States does not know how to “do” foreign policy. It is 
too young and inexperienced. They see Americans—quite ac-
curately—as geographically illiterate, deficient in knowledge 
of history and linguistically handicapped. They observe that 
Americans pay little attention to foreign affairs and note that 
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practical experience in the conduct of foreign policy is, evi-
dently, not a qualification for occupancy of the White House. 
Of the sixteen American presidents elected since World War 
I, only two—Dwight Eisenhower and George Bush the el-
der—had prior hands-on foreign policy experience.

But, in point of fact, American foreign policies, in the 
main, have been extraordinarily productive. After all, as the 
previously cited Walter Russell Mead has observed, in two 
hundred and two score years the United States has emerged 
from thirteen colonies huddled on the mostly inhospitable 
eastern seabord of North America to become the most pow-
erful and prosperous country in the history of the world. The 
astute conduct of foreign policy has figured prominently in 
this extraordinary success story. So the normal state of affairs 
for the United States is success in the conduct of foreign af-
fairs. The exceptions classify as aberrations.

Aberrations—or unproductive policies—have a pattern to 
them. They normally occur when one or more of the follow-
ing factors figure prominently in the decision-making process: 
(a) full freedom of discussion is abridged; (b) an informed and 
disciplined decision-making process is short-circuited; (c) a 
politically powerful special interest group—often ethnically 
based—exerts disproportionate influence on policy; and (d) 
the leadership of the country paints foreign policy options 
into a rhetorical corner by, for example, labelling critics as un-
patriotic.

Prominent long-standing unproductive policies that fea-
ture one or more of these factors are, for example: United 
States policies toward Cuba, the Israeli-Palestinian conflict 
and Iraq. When we find ourselves confronted with failed pol-
icies, only a popular uprising or bold, courageous presidential 
leadership (as in the case of President Nixon’s “opening to 
China” in 1972) can set things right.

Orientations, traditions, aberrations. Each provides a per-
spective on the conduct of American foreign policy. An under-
standing of them may help those across the oceans to better 
cope with the good, the bad and, yes, even the ugly, in Amer-
ican foreign policy. 
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Finally, whither Atlantic relations? On the American side, 
I venture there will be less attention to them. This will not 
simply be a function of an historic geographic orientation 
westward, but because the primary threats to United States 
security—terrorism and weapons of mass destruction—do not 
emanate from Europe. The United States would like Euro-
pean help in combating these threats; but if that help is not 
forthcoming, America will surely go it alone.

At present there is much carping on both sides of the 
ocean. Frankly, I think that is owed more to our respective 
and collective privileged positions than to any fatal flaws in 
the relationship.

In the light of history, both Europe and the United States 
are enjoying halcyon days. We are basically rich and, by his-
torical standards, secure. Such a condition is a luxury that 
avails a climate of mutual sniping. But when the smoke of 
that sniping clears, what is visible and powerful are the shared 
fundamental values of liberty, the sanctity of the individual 
and the rule of law.

Europeans may believe that they are superior keepers of 
those values than are Americans. But that is a niggle—an an-
noying niggle—but not a cause for rupture. Down deep in the 
realm of core values, the Atlantic relationship is, itself, deep. 
The future will see ongoing quarrels. But divorce is not on—
let alone under—the table.
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In concluding these reflections “From the Dean’s Chair” on 
American foreign policy, it is fitting to pay tribute to two 
real—vice honorific—Deans. They are Dean Acheson and 
Dean Rusk who, as secretaries of state, joined forces to steer the 
country successfully through the Cold War. My tribute to Dean 
Acheson is imbedded in a lecture on “Great American States-
men” I gave to the graduate students of the Walsh School. The 
tribute to Dean Rusk, for whom I worked, is offered in a letter 
to the editor of the Washington Post written following his 
death.

Dean Acheson

Dr. Tillman has me down for talking about “Great Ameri-
can Statesmen.” I am, I suppose, qualified to talk about some 
of them. In my course on “Explorers, Warriors and States-
men” I devote particular attention to Thomas Jefferson, The-
odore Roosevelt, Woodrow Wilson, Frank Roosevelt (that’s 
what his Harvard classmates called him), Harry Truman and 
Richard Nixon. I single them out for study in my course in 
the context of the westward movement of the world’s center 
of gravity over the last five hundred years.

Thomas Jefferson is important in this context because he 
presided over the doubling of the size of the United States, 
laying the geographic and resource base for its emergence as a 
world power. Theodore Roosevelt effectively facilitated, and 
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then announced, that emergence by first building the Pan-
ama Canal and then sending the Great White Fleet around 
the world. Woodrow Wilson and Frank Roosevelt, for their 
parts, played decisive leadership roles in saving the West in 
two world wars, which, had they been lost, would have rolled 
the world’s center of gravity back east and placed the world 
in dark and menacing hands. Harry Truman, so ably assisted 
by his principal foreign policy lieutenants, George Marshall 
and Dean Acheson, presided over the institutionalization of 
a western led world. Finally, Richard Nixon, ably assisted by 
the redoubtable Henry Kissinger, oversaw the reentry of Chi-
na into the family of nations, setting the stage for a Chinese 
renaissance, which, over the last twenty years, has pulled the 
commercial center of the world’s gravity further west to the 
Pacific Rim.

Each of these statesmen had a vision, which is the indis-
pensable requirement for the exercise of leadership of historic 
proportions. Jefferson’s vision was of a continental “empire of 
liberty” in which an abundance of space and resources would 
secure the blessings of freedom for an expanding American 
population. Theodore Roosevelt’s vision was of a muscular 
America— which he called “the giant of the West”—bring-
ing its weight to bear in the commercial and political affairs 
of the age of imperialism. Woodrow Wilson’s vision was of a 
benign America, free of original sin, exporting hope to a war-
torn world in the form of ideas for freer trade, greater self-de-
termination and collective security. Frank Roosevelt’s vision 
blended those of his hero (and uncle), Theodore Roosevelt 
and of his mentor, Woodrow Wilson. It envisaged a decolo-
nized world, nourished by liberalized trade and supervised by 
the allied great powers, assembled at a kind of family table, at 
the head of which the United States would be seated. Harry 
Truman’s vision imagined a world in which the vast resourc-
es of the United States—which had been mobilized to win 
a world war—would be deployed—generously and creative-
ly—to win the peace. Richard Nixon, for his part, envisaged 
a world in which the global balance of power was configured 
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decisively in America’s favor through a rapprochement with 
the world’s most populous country, China.

Each of these figures is, in his own way, a great American 
statesman. Each is worthy of detailed attention, even their 
very own course. But today I want to talk about what might 
be considered a second-tier statesman—a Secretary of State 
rather than a President. I wish to do so partly because holding 
that office may be a more realistic goal for you than becoming 
Commander-in-Chief. And I do so also because the timing is 
just right to talk about a figure whose major achievement marks 
its fiftieth anniversary this year; namely, NATO which was 
brought into being chiefly through the efforts of Dean Gooder-
ham Acheson—that “blade of steel” who, in the words of his 
biographer, James Chace was not only present at the creation 
of “the American world” but was the principal architect of it.

Acheson is a good topic too, because it is easy for us to 
identify with him. He made his mark in the second half of this 
century in which we are still living, he lived his entire profes-
sional life in Georgetown at 28th and P and he is still near-
by—buried in the Oak Hill Cemetery adjacent to Dumbarton 
Oaks on R Street, beneath a modest tombstone next to that of 
his lovely wife, Alice, who lived to be a hundred.

It also is easy for us to identify with Acheson because his 
upbringing could not have been dramatically different from 
that of most of us in this room. Acheson was born into an up-
per-middle class family and was raised in normal—rather than 
privileged—circumstances in Middletown, Connecticut. His 
father was an Episcopal minister and his mother, the daugh-
ter of a Canadian liquor distributor, was a crack shot with a 
rifle. His childhood was in no way exceptional. Neither was 
his schooling—at Groton and at Yale. At Groton he graduated 
at the bottom of his class. At Yale, he scraped the bottom. He 
was only distinguished in school by: his rebellion against au-
thority; his wit; the courage of his convictions; his natty dress-
ing; and his social popularity. In fact his formal education was 
reminiscent of Winston Churchill’s; which is to say that it was 
largely a failure.
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Fortunately for Acheson (and this country) the tide turned 
at graduate school (where you are now); there, at Harvard Law 
School, he discovered that “magnificent mechanism” called a 
brain; and there he distinguished himself, graduating near the 
top of his class and being elected to the editorial board of the 
Harvard Law Review. It was at Harvard that he came under 
the influence of mentors—most prominently Felix Frankfurt-
er—later a Supreme Court Justice—who literally changed the 
course of his life. Frankfurter’s interests in law and society 
pointed Acheson in the direction of public service.

Following graduation (and marriage), Acheson moved to 
Washington to clerk first for Justice Louis Brandeis and then 
for the legendary, Oliver Wendell Holmes. Under their exact-
ing tutelage an already fine mind was even more finely tuned.

Acheson then found fortuitous employment with the pres-
tigious Washington law firm of Covington and Burling, prac-
ticing law and arguing, with impressive effect, cases before 
the Supreme Court and the International Court in the Hague. 
Then, in 1933, Acheson joined the first administration of Frank 
Roosevelt as Under Secretary of the Treasury. He did not at 
first like, or work well with, Roosevelt. He found him “con-
descending” and “behaving as if he were royalty.” (Acheson 
was a committed foe of snobbery and pomposity, though he 
himself could be arrogant.) Acheson believed  Roosevelt to be 
 expedient and challenged him when  Roosevelt, on his own 
authority, decided to change the price of gold, which Acheson 
believed the President did not have the legal authority to do. 
Acheson was then, effectively, fired.

Returning to the practice of law, Acheson worried as war 
clouds gathered over Europe and was among the early advo-
cates of American rearmament and alliance with the democra-
cies. He also saw, ahead of his time, the need, in the aftermath 
of the war, for “a free trading system undergirded by a stable 
monetary system . . . as a central building block in the postwar 
order.” (Chase, 78) Those views on international economic 
policy won him a return to the Roosevelt administration in 
1941, as Assistant Secretary of State for Economic Affairs. 
(Acheson, I believe, was the only official Roosevelt both fired 
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and rehired!) From this position, and later as Assistant Sec-
retary of State for Congressional Relations and International 
Conferences, Acheson provided leadership for the forging and 
congressional approval of the historic Lend-Lease program in 
1941, the United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Agency 
(UNRRA), and the world-transforming Bretton Woods agree-
ments in 1944. He was responsible for steering the United 
Nations charter through the Senate where it passed on a vote 
of 89 to 2. Lend Lease arguably won the war for the West; 
the Bretton Woods Agreements, which established the World 
Bank and the International Monetary Fund, provided the 
economic and financial underpinnings of the post-war world. 
The agreements also established the U.S. at the epicenter of 
the world economic system with one-third of the votes, based 
on the level of our subscriptions, in both the Bank and the 
Fund. And the United Nations provided a basis for universal 
collective security and human development.

Acheson’s leading role in the origins of the Lend-Lease 
Program, UNRRA and the Bretton Woods agreements, and 
his successful congressional lobbying for the United Nations, 
would, by themselves, have earned him a place of honor in the 
annals of American foreign policy. It would become, however, 
just the first of a series of initiatives which qualify Acheson 
for the title of architect of an American led world. The sub-
sequent initiatives read like a litany of achievements in what 
is widely regarded as the finest hour of American diplomacy. 

Before that hour arrived, American foreign policy struggled 
to find its feet in 1945 and ‘46. Truman succeeded Roosevelt 
without experience in foreign affairs. Acheson immediately 
recognized Truman’s admirable qualities of frankness, sim-
plicity, honesty and decisiveness. But before these qualities 
could be constructively applied, the right foreign policy team 
had to be put in place and the nature of the post-war world 
had to be figured out. This was done roughly simultaneous-
ly in 1946 when George Marshall succeeded James Byrnes 
as Secretary of State and when Winston Churchill visited 
the United States to announce that an Iron Curtain had de-
scended in Europe. That visit was followed a year later by 
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the  formal British announceent that it could no longer sus-
tain aid to Greece and Turkey. This blockbusting news coin-
cided with the dawning of a recognition in Washington that 
an entire world structure and order that had been inherited 
from the 19th century lay in ruins and that a new world struc-
ture and order had to be built with American intellectual and 
physical resources.

Acheson moved to the forefront in the building of it, first as 
Under Secretary of State to General Marshall, and then, after 
Truman’s election as President in ‘48, as Secretary of State in 
his own right throughout the four years of Truman’s elected 
presidency.

Acheson moved to the forefront riding a powerful prem-
ise which he, above all others, was the most effective, the 
most forceful and the most colorful in articulating. The 
premise was that the United States would be interned on its 
own continent, and its way of life would gradually wither, if 
the values and resources of Western Europe were lost to it. 
He set to work to obviate that outcome by binding America 
and Western Europe together economically, politically and 
militarily.

He began, as Under Secretary, by staffing the proposal for 
aid to Greece and Turkey. He followed that by providing the 
rationale for what became the Marshall Plan and the rhetoric 
which sold the Plan on Capital Hill and to the country at large. 
He then moved, as Secretary of State, to reenforce political 
stability and economic development in Europe with a collec-
tive security system which would bind the U.S. to Europe 
indefinitely. He followed this up with successful efforts to 
stimulate European integration, a Franco-German rapproche-
ment and the intergation of West Germany itself into NATO. 
The sum of these achievements amounts to no less than the 
creation of a new international structure featuring active and 
sustained American engagement and leadership. It is an awe-
some record, generally regarded as unrivaled in the annals of 
20th century American diplomacy.

Why was Acheson so successful? What can we learn from 
him, his experience, his qualities, his modus operandi, his 
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character? We can, I think, learn much that can provide useful 
guidance for aspiring practitioners of foreign affairs.

With respect to experience, Acheson’s preparation for his 
role as Secetary of State, as architect of what his biographer 
calls “the American world,” was perfect. He was, to say the 
very least, properly apprenticed. He served twice in the Roo-
sevelt administration, first in Treasury and then at State. In 
those positions he observed the ill-effects of disarray as Roo-
sevelt tried to be his own Secretary of State; established a 
circle of colleagues at home and abroad with whom to tackle 
problems; and gained invaluable experience in the conduct of 
negotiations, congressional relations and of international con-
ferences. He then served as Under Secretary of State under 
James Byrnes, who, for his part, tried to be President in the 
foreign policy field and who clashed with Truman, resulting 
ultimately in his resignation. Acheson learned again of the ne-
cessity for harmony and unity between the President and his 
Secretary of State. That harmony and unity was established 
under General Marshall, who served as a highly influential 
role model for Acheson.

This rich, hands-on experience in government service, 
practically uninterrupted, over eight years, through tumul-
tuous times, helped forge and temper a “blade of steel” (as 
Acheson has been called). The blade itself, was a composite 
of formidable intellectual and personal qualities.

Intellectually, Acheson was extraordinarily self-confident—
to the point of arrogance. He was sure of himself—sometimes 
cocksure. And he had ample reason to be. He had a broad 
and synthetic mind—a finely tuned generalists mind—which 
seemed to have been both a natural endowment and the 
product especially of his Harvard Law School education, his 
clerkships and his self-education as an avid reader (mostly of 
histories and biographies). His son, David, told me earlier this 
month, at a reception I gave at my home in his honor, that his 
father had an uncanny ability to see all aspects of a problem, 
and their interrelationships, and to hold a clear picture of a 
multidimensional problem in his mind until he had precipi-
tated a policy response.
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Accompanying his formidable intellect was a carefully cul-
tivated and maintained aura. Tall, straight, mustached, impec-
cably groomed, affecting a European style and air, he looked 
like a statesman out of a classical mold. Acheson believed that 
leadership required not simply “the direction of great affairs, 
but the creation and development of personality.” His perso-
na clearly reflected that conviction.

And he wrote and spoke like a statesman. He had read 
deeply into great European statesmen and had mastered the 
written and spoken style of the best of them. His eloquence 
sometimes tripped him up when he shot from the hip or with 
disdain for his opposite number; but it more often rose bril-
liantly to the occasion and provided the persuasive rationale—
the lucidity coupled with conviction—that turned the tide at 
watershed moments in policy making.

Acheson’s writing and rhetoric was buttressed by prepared-
ness. He took time to learn what he was talking about. He did 
his homework and he almost always did it more thoroughly, 
more meticulously than those with whom he dealt.

In this, he was enormously assisted by a first-rate circle 
of colleagues, each of whom is a household name in his own 
right. Acheson understood that it would be his “ability to 
choose and handle those under him that would be crucial to 
the successful conduct of foreign policy.” (Chace, 359). And he 
chose and handled extraordinarily well. You know the names 
of the  chosen. A handful go by the moniker, The Wisemen, 
and there was another handfull of equal stature, one of whom, 
Dean Rusk, I had the privilege of working for. Acheson drew 
upon their capacities with extraordinary skill: orchestrating, 
delegating, inspiring and steadfastly supporting each one of 
them. His was a case study in leadership by example, by trust, 
by loyalty. As he put it: the Secretary of State “must be their 
protector and inspirer, their center, the appreciator of excel-
lence, harsh toward shoddiness or conclusions contrived to 
comply with the currently accepted notions. He cannot be 
aloof. He must share and guide their thoughts, partake of their 
complexities . . . so that the productivity of their common work 
is advice which the government of this nation can wisely and 
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practically put into execution in the world as it is.” (Chace, 
359)

Loyalty reached a legendary level of perfection in the 
bond between Acheson and the “the captain with the mighty 
heart”, Harry S Truman. The two men were as one. There 
was no daylight between them. Acheson had observed at close 
quarters and over six years the damage done to the conduct 
of our foreign affairs when the President and the Secretary of 
State were estranged or competing. He understood the power 
and effect that could flow if the two were joined at the hip, 
presenting a united front to all corners, all challengers, each 
discharging the different but complimentary duties of their 
respective offices. The joining derived from mutual admira-
tion and was cemented by genuine devotion and affection. Of 
Truman, Acheson said: “One could not ask for a commander 
with more directness, understading and courage.” (Chace, 
226)

Truman and Acheson met alone a minimum of twice each 
week, and frequently three times each week. These meetings 
were conducted with a clear understanding of the respective 
roles and responsibilites of the two men. As Acheson put it, 
Truman did not want to make foreign policy from the White 
House; what he wanted was “respect, consultation and the 
right to make final decisions.” (Chace, 256) For his part, 
Acheson never forgot “who was President” and “the Presi-
dent most punctiliously remembered who was Secretary of 
State.” Truman’s regard for Acheson was such that he granted 
more power to him than was possessed by any preceding or 
succeeding Secretary of Stte in this century. (Chace, 441)

Truman and Acheson were, literally, inseparable and, on 
that account, ultimately invulnerable. Their friendship tran-
scended the offices they held, reached into their personal and 
family lives and maintained its intimacy to the very end. For 
Acheson, Truman was “the best friend in the world.”

Acheson’s achievements as Secretary of State were some-
times equalled by the calumny which was heaped upon him—
by McCarthy, by the supporters of MacArthur, by the critics of 
the conduct of the Korean War. Somehow Acheson was able 
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to not only endure this calumny, but to rise above it in a most 
admirable way. He was able to do so, I believe, because he 
saw himself as superior to his critics, as more knowledgeable, 
correct and decent. And because he led a balanced life, ap-
portioned admirably among his work, his family, his friends, 
his hobbies, his books. Acheson worked hard, but he was 
not a workaholic. He walked leisurely to work (with Justice 
Frankfurter) circa 9:00, returned home in time to romp with 
his family and enjoy the cocktail hour. He almost invariably 
read himself to sleep, usually absorbed in histories and in bi-
ographies of “dashing statesmen, like Disraeli.” (Chace, 199) 
On the weekends he headed for his farm in Maryland where 
he again romped with his family and busied himself with the 
making of furniture. In sum, Acheson was well grounded and 
well balanced. That grounding and balance enabled him to 
maintain clarity of thought and decisiveness of action in the 
midst of tumult, crises and criticism.

Acheson’s security resided ultimately in his absolute integ-
rity of character. No less an authority than George Kennan has 
pronounced definitively on that character. He has described 
Acheson as “the soul of honor.” (Chace, 307)

Acheson approached the conduct of American foreign 
policy as a realist. He believed that “the balance of power” 
was “the best international sheriff the world has ever had.” 
(Chace, 42) He was fully aware of the “limitations of Amer-
ican power and purpose.” He understood that we could not 
direct and control or remake the world. He felt that the re-
quirement was the “search for limited ends,” abjuring the 
search for absolutes. What was essential was to determine 
what it was within our means to do and how it could be done 
with the “materials at our disposal.” Acheson believed that 
the materials at our disposal were sufficient to secure Amer-
ica’s vital interest, which he felt resided in binding together 
the old world and the new. The doing of that, he felt, would 
prevent Soviet hegemony in Europe and restore a 20th cen-
tury balance of power on the European landmass. That, as 
James Chace, points out “was his long term strategy” and “his 
lasting legacy.”
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Acheson approached his realist objectives openly but 
shrewdly. He has characterized the diplomacy of the Truman 
Administration as follows: “Our whole purpose . . . was to talk 
anywhere at anytime with anybody, but never stop acting at 
all and never allow the talk to get us maneuvered in any field 
which would stop us from acting.” (Chace, 332)

I wish to let Acheson’s biographer, my friend James Chace, 
have the last word on the creater of the American world. He 
wrote as follows: “The measure of greatness is the ability to 
seize the moment and create out of chaos the enduring struc-
tures of success.” This is what the greatest statesmen have 
done in centuries past. This is what Dean Acheson did in my 
lifetime.

Dean Rusk

The recent death of Dean Rusk deprives this country not 
only of a former Secretary of State whose distinguished 

service spanned two presidential terms but also of a voice of 
deep experience and wisdom in a field rapidly being depleted 
of these qualities. His passing is cause for reflection on the 
record of his stewardship of American foreign policy.

Dean Rusk’s accomplishments as Secretary of State were 
exceeded only by his modesty. He served longer than any 
other Secretary in American history (save for Cordell Hull) 
and safely guided our foreign policy in a world faced with the 
most horrible of all threats: a great power nuclear holocaust.

Dean Rusk has said that his most significant accomplish-
ment as Secretary of State was to extend by eight years the 
period in which no nuclear weapon was fired in anger. In a 
period which featured such potentially catastrophic events as 
the Cuban missile crisis and the erection of the Berlin Wall, 
a nuclear free passage through the sixties was a monumen-
tal, historic achievement. Dean Rusk had every reason to cite 
that safe passage as his most significant accomplishment.

There were, however, other great achievements which laid 
the basis for our security and prosperity today.
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Dean Rusk was a tireless champion of collective security—
arguably the most impressive invention of modern interna-
tional relations. He championed the United Nations (whose 
charter he had helped to draft) and he literally anchored the 
Atlantic alliance. During his tenure as Secretary of State, 
NATO (inspite of French contrariness) moved from strength 
to strength and the Atlantic alliance enjoyed a halcyon period. 
At the same time, Secretary Rusk threw his weight behind 
an integrated Europe, a process which made revolutionary 
strides during his tenure in office, sheltered and encouraged 
by an Atlantic alliance led from Washington.

While Dean Rusk was an avowed Atlanticist, he was first 
and foremost a globalist. He believed that the world was in-
terdependent and that peace was indivisible. His policies, ac-
cordingly, reached out to all corners of the world. Prominent 
among these policies was foreign economic assistance which, 
during the Rusk years, increased dramatically in magnitude, 
creativity and scope. The Agency for International Develop-
ment became a powerful vehicle for the generation of growth 
and the relief of poverty and misery in the developing world. 
Information policies also were substantially expanded and the 
United States Information Agency enjoyed a period of un-
precedented reach and effect.

With respect to great power, alliance, and third world re-
lations, the Rusk years, while strenuous, were enormously 
productive of results from which we benefit today. Absent 
the deft handling of great powers relations, there could easily 
have been a nuclear war or communism could have gained 
momentum. Absent able leadership of alliance relations, the 
bulwark containing communism could have been breached. 
Absent generous developmental aid and wise information 
policies, the United States could have become an island in 
the midst of a sea of poverty and enmity. Instead the United 
States stands today more secure than at any time in the last 
fifty years. The roots of this security were wisely and admira-
bly nourished by the late Dean Rusk.

Editorials and op-ed commentary on the passing of this 
great man have dwelt upon the Vietnam War and placed the 
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Rusk years under the cloud of that conflict. This is unfortu-
nate and unwarranted for several reasons. First there is no 
conclusive evidence that the Vietnam War was a mistake. On 
the contrary, the only significant communist state today in 
Southeast Asia is Vietnam. Had we not stopped communism 
there, the story would he different and the leadership of the 
states in the region will so testify today. Second, the Vietnam 
War was not lost in Vietnam; it was lost at home. The Secre-
tary of State is not in charge of home policy. Finally, the broad 
policy so successfully led by Dean Rusk was a global policy 
of containment. The Vietnam War was a piece of that policy. 
A battle was lost there (or rather, here) but the containment 
strategy won. It would not have been won as soon or as well 
had Dean Rusk not been at the helm in the Department of 
State for eight difficult, crucial and historically productive 
years.
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