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INTRODUCTION: NEW PRIORITIES
FOR A NEW ERA? OR AFLOAT
IN UNCHARTED WATERS?

In 1941 Henry Luce, the noted editor and publisher of Tirme, Life, and For-
tune magazines, envisioned his time as the dawn of the “American century.”
He based his prediction on the conviction that “only America can effectively
state the aims of this war [World War II],” which included, under American
leadership, “a vital international economy” and “an international moral
order.”! In many ways Luce’s prediction proved prophetic, not just as it
applied to World War II but also to the decades-long Cold War contest with
the Soviet Union that quickly followed it. But even he might be surprised that
the twenty-first century looks to be an even more thoroughly American cen-
tury than the twentieth. The facts at the dawn of the new millennium are sim-
ple and irrefutable: compared with all other states, the United States today is
in a class by itself. No other can match the health and productivity of its econ-
omy, the extent of its scientific and technological resources, its ability to sus-
tain massive levels of defense spending, or the power, sophistication, and
global reach of its armed forces.

American power extends beyond these traditional measures as well,
encompassing a wealth of less tangible assets broadly conceived as “soft
power.” Included are the attraction of its culture and political beliefs and the
ability of the United States to establish rules and institutions favorable to its
own interests. Thus the United States continues to set the agenda in the inter-
national organizations it led in establishing in the 1940s; democracy and mar-
ket economies have spread throughout the world; and American culture—
ranging from pop music, blue jeans, and McDonald’s, to personal computers,
Windows 98, and Internet communications in English—exhibits universal
appeal in our rapidly globalizing world. Impressed with the global reach of
America’s soft power, one German analyst observed that “one has to go back
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2 Introduction

to the Roman Empire for a similar instance of cultural hegemony. . . . We live
in an ‘American age,” meaning that American values and arrangements are
most closely in tune with the new Zeitgeist.”2

Little more than a decade ago, many analysts viewed America’s future
more dimly. In what turned out to be the waning days of the Cold War, ana-
lysts who came to be known as “declinists” worried about the consequences
of what they saw as the mismatch between America’s extensive foreign policy
commitments and its increasingly limited economic resources. In his widely
acclaimed book The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers, historian Paul
Kennedy argued that “[the United States] cannot avoid confronting the two
great tests which challenge the longevity of every major power that occupies
the ‘number one’ position in world affairs: whether it can preserve a reason-
able balance between the nation’s perceived defense requirements and the
means it possesses to maintain those commitments; and whether . . . it can
preserve the technological and economic bases of its power from relative ero-
sion in the ever shifting patterns of global production.”® The danger, he
warned, is similar to that faced by hegemonic powers in earlier historical peri-
ods, notably the Spanish at the turn of the seventeenth century and the British
at the turn of the twentieth. “The United States now runs the risk . . . of . . .
‘imperial overstretch’: that is to say, decision makers in Washington must face
the awkward and enduring fact that the sum total of the United States’ global
interests and obligations is nowadays far larger than the country’s power to
defend them all simultaneously.”*

Today the declinists are in retreat, even if their message is not entirely with-
out merit. The end of the Cold War, the victory of the United States in the Per-
sian Gulf War, the revitalization of the American economy, and the persistent
economic problems faced by Germany, Japan, Russia, and others in Furope
and Asia all reinforce the widespread conviction that the “next American cen-
tury” is now on the horizon.

Despite the euphoria that surrounds contemporary American foreign pol-
icy, its future remains uncertain. The nation’s leaders have yet to devise an
overarching grand strategy for the new era that links ends and means to a
commen, politically popular vision. Absent vision and widespread domestic
support for global involvement, “ad hocism” and unilateralism have become
commonplace, often accompanied by an arrogance offensive to American
friends and allies.* Meanwhile, the globalization of the world political econ-
omy, encouraged by American policies, has undermined the ability of the
United States to chart its own future.

In the early years following World War I, the United States gradually devel-
oped a grand strategy—captured in the themes of globalism, anti-communism,
containment, military might, and interventionism—for combating the com-
munist and Soviet menace.€ Historians and political analysts will continue for
years to debate whether that strategy was the cause of the eventual U.S. Cold
War “victory” over the Soviet Union, but the coincidence between early pre-
scriptions and the eventual outcome of the extensive and intensive conflict
between the United States and the Soviet Union is remarkable. In 1947,
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George Kennan argued in his famous “X” article that “the United States has
in its power to increase enormously the strains under which Soviet policy
must operate, to force upon the Kremlin a far greater degree of moderation
and circumspection than it has had to observe in recent years, and in this
way to promote tendencies which must eventually find their outlet in either
the breakup or the gradual mellowing of Soviet power.”” More than forty
years later, that breakup and mellowing occurred. Communism in the Soviet
Union and Eastern Europe collapsed, the Soviet Union’s internal and external
empires disintegrated, the Warsaw Pact disbanded, and the division of Ger-
many ended.

Faced with these dramatic new realities, the United States now searched
for a new foreign policy paradigm. President George Bush used Irag’s inva-
sion of Kuwait in August 1990 and the subsequent Persian Gulf War to call
for the creation of a “new world order,” one “where diverse nations are
drawn together in common cause to achieve the universal aspirations of
mankind—peace and security, freedom, and the rule of law.” The vision
embraced the tradition of moral idealism—Ilong evident in American foreign
policy, but especially since Woodrow Wilson sought early in this century to
create a world safe for democracy. It also harkened back to the 1940s when
the United States and the Soviet Union stood shoulder to shoulder in oppos-
ing Nazi Germany and, later, in seeking to build a structure of peace premised
on the continued cooperation of wartime allies. Still, hubris in the belief that
the United States alone now had a special responsibility for creating the new
world order was only thinly disguised.

Despite its appeal, Bush’s conception of a new world order failed to spark
broad-based domestic support. The triumphant mood at home that followed
the Persian Gulf War and seemed to validate a return to the role of world
policeman (in disrepute since the Vietnam War) quickly faded as the U.S.
economy slipped into recession. George Bush now became the victim, as Bill
Clinton, governor of a small southern state, won the White House by empha-
sizing domestic priorities with a simple appeal: “The economy, stupid!”

Clinton’s single-minded focus on the economy did have an international
dimension: to compete abroad, the United States had to clean up its act at
home, a theme central to declinists’ prescriptions. His administration would
also offer the spread of democracy and the enlargement of the community of
democratic capitalist states as a core foreign policy goal. As National Security
Advisor Anthony Lake explained in 1993, the successor to the foreign policy
of containment “must be a strategy of enlargement . . . of the world’s free
community of market democracies.” He later defended the strategy as one
“based on a belief that our most fundamental security interest lies in the
expansion and consolidation of democratic and market reform.” That view-
point reflected the long-held belief of liberal internationalists that democra-
cies do not fight one another. Hence promotion of democratic capitalism is
not only good for business, it is also good for peace.

Despite the appeal of democracy, its centrality as a pillar of American foreign
policy proved as ephemeral as Bush’s new world order. Almost immediately
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critics complained that “democratic enlargement” “had no connection to real-
ity and . . . was an aspiration rather than a strategy.”® Later events seemed to
prove them right. Interventions in Haiti and Bosnia designed to promote
democracy quickly confronted the realities of grinding poverty and ethnic ani-
mosities that had prevented democracy and civil society in the first place. In the
Middle East, the United States faced the uncomfortable fact that its security
interests were closely linked to authoritarian states, where democratic promo-
tion could in fact promote instability, not peace. Elsewhere the early enthusiasm
that accompanied the rapid spread of democracy following the end of the Cold
War cooled in the face of setbacks and retrenchment. As one observer wrote in
early 1997, “The headlines announcing that country after country was shrug-
ging off dictatorial rule and embarking on a democratic path have given way to
an intermittent but rising stream of troubling reports: a coup in Gambia, civil
strife in the Central African Republic, flawed elections in Albania, a deposed
government in Pakistan, returning authoritarianism in Zambia, the shedding
of democratic forms in Kazakstan, sabotaged elections in Armenia, eroding
human rights in Cambodia.”® Not surprisingly, then, by the time Clinton began
his second term in office, his administration had largely abandoned its active
advocacy of democratic enlargement, as pragmatism, not idealism, now charac-
terized its foreign policy approach.

Pragmatic leaders have often received high marks from students of Ameri-
can foreign policy,'° but in Clinton’s case critics charged that his foreign pol-
icy approach had become prisoner of domestic political considerations to an
unprecedented degree.!! Even Clinton’s effort to make the world safe for U.S.
exports and investments, arguably his greatest foreign policy achievement,
fell victim to charges from abroad that the administration’s penchant to
extend U.S. laws unilaterally to others and to impose sanctions on interna-
tional sinners (as defined by the United States) smacked of domestic crony-
ism, not global vision. Early in Clinton’s second term the journal Foreign
Policy asked a panel of international experts, many from other countries, to
rate his foreign policy performance. On the issue of strategic creativity (“the
development and expression of a coherent post-Cold War vision for the
world”), the eight experts queried gave the president a meager 3.7 on a 10-
point scale, his lowest rating among seven questions asked.!? These view-
points mirror those of American elites. An October 1997 survey of nearly six
hundred opinion leaders found that indecision and lack of direction were the
principal criticisms of the Clinton administration’s foreign policy record.!3

From the perspective of other states, the lack of direction in American for-
eign policy, dictated in part by an excessive concern for domestic politics, often
manifests itself in what they see as aggressive unilateralism or, less kindly,
“bullying.” Whether the issue is trade with Cuba, the expansion of the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), containment of Iraq, banning land
mines, or curbing global warming, the positions of the United States, which
were (and remain) often at variance with those of its closest, longtime friends
and allies, smack of an arrogance of power which they find offensive. As one
commentator noted, “The United States is discovering that its behawior. has
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come under sharpest scrutiny from friendly nations that no longer feel pre-
vented by Cold War loyalties from expressing their disagreements with Wash-
ington.” 14

Presidents always face constraints when devising foreign policy strategies.
Opinion at home and abroad is important, and the reaction of Congress and
others in governmental institutions can shape what the government decides
to do. The nature of the international system is also an important—and
arguably the most potent—explanation of the perception that Clinton, like
Bush before him, was unable to define a sustainable foreign policy strategy
for the new era, preferring ad hocism and unilateralism in its place.

During the Cold War, fear of communism, fear of the Soviet Union, and a
determination to contain both, gave structure and purpose to American for-
eign policy. Ironically, the U.S. Cold War “victory” removed these guideposts,
which had imposed a rough sense of order and discipline not only on Ameri-
can foreign policy, but also on world politics. Today globalization—which
may be defined as “the intensification of economic, political, social, and
cultural relations across borders”'5——has radically altered the context of
American foreign policy, as the spread of political democracy and market
economies has contributed to the homogenization of economic, social, and
cultural forces worldwide. In turn, the distinction long drawn between for-
eign and domestic politics has become increasingly arbitrary and dubious,
and the geopolitical distinctions among states based on borders and territory
are increasingly suspect.

As borders become permeable, political leaders are learning that their abil-
ity to affect the form and flow of transactions shaping the social and eco-
nomic well-being of their own peoples is severely constrained. The “virtual
state”16 is becoming a political reality—however uncomfortable that reality
may be. Even the United States has been buffeted by the force of globaliza-
tion, as revealed in the turmoil its own financial and capital markets suffered
as the “Asian contagion”—the currency crises and financial instabilities suf-
fered by many Asian economies in late 1997 and early 1998—spread beyond
Asia to engulf markets throughout the world.

The Clinton administration actively sought to promote the cause of open
trade and open markets, which propels globalization. In little more than four
years, for example, it negotiated more than two hundred market-opening
agreements with other states. In turn it would claim than liberalism abroad
contributed measurably to the period of sustained economic growth enjoyed
at home during much of the 1990s. But there is a dark side to liberalism (and
globalism) that increasingly vies for attention. Although the United States is
the most powerful state in a world that is more receptive to democracy, capi-
talism, and American culture than at any other time in this century, American
policymakers must address critical domestic issues that flow from the margin-
alization of individuals and groups not bettered by globalization. As Richard
Gephardt; Democratic leader of the House of Representatives and a key
opponent of the Clinton administration’s free trade strategy, observed during
the roiling Asian economic crisis, “In a new era of globalization, the forces of
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commerce and technology are weaving the world closer together but. ..
pulling our own people further apart.” Thus American policymakers can no
longer ignore the domestic consequences of globalization—but they must do
so in an international context in which globalization has unleashed forces
beyond America’s singular control. Increasingly, then, foreign policy success
may come to be equated with the nation’s ability to adapt at home and col-
laborate abroad.

The purpose of this book is to provoke inquiry into the future of American
foreign policy and the forces that will shape it. Its three parts emphasize
objectives, relationships, and capabilities. Part I—Objectives—begins with a
discussion of whether the United States should continue its global activism,
revert to isolationism, or reorient its world role in other ways. The wisdom of
democratic enlargement, the force of soft power, and the nature of contempo-
rary conflict in world politics are among the topics addressed. The tension
between realism and idealism as competing world views, and the forces of
fragmentation and integration as characterizations of contemporary world
politics, are evident in the competing viewpoints of the authors of the five
chapters that begin our inquiry into the future of American foreign policy.

Following these provocative discussions, we turn to history, asking what in
the American foreign policy experience applies to the new era now unfolding.
Other essays in Part I direct attention to the wisdom of marrying the interests
of American business to the interests of the nation’s foreign policy, the nature
and consequences of the “virtual state,” the foreign policy attitudes of Amer-
ican opinion leaders, and the challenge to American foreign policy posed by
global environmental issues. New agendas for a new era are suggested by all
of the viewpoints presented in these chapters. Political pitfalls face those who
would choose to pick among the challenges they present.

Part [I—Relationships—focuses attention on the impact that the new era
will exert on America’s relations with its former adversaries and allies in
Europe and Asia, as well as with the states in the Global South that were once
courted as potential partisans by the Cold War contestants. The selections
highlight the critical importance of the United States’ securing its interests,
largely by preserving the status quo, while not creating a level of resentment
that would lead other states to challenge America’s preeminent international
standing, rather than following its leadership.

Part IlI—Capabilities—critically examines ideas about the diplomatic
resources, military means, and economic tactics appropriate for the realiza-
tion of America’s foreign policy objectives in the new era. At issue are the mil-
itary and nonmilitary challenges to security that the United States faces now
and those it might expect in the future, the means necessary to meet those
challenges, and the political feasibility of creating proper instruments of for-
eign policy in a domestic environment of new priorities and financial con-
straints. Concern for how the forces of globalization both enhance and
challenge American capabilities in the new era underlies the discussion

throughout the book.




