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THE BUSH FOREIGN POLICY AND
THE NEED FOR STATECRAFT

Even more than his actual conduct of our foreign affairs, George W.
Bush’s rhetorical approach to foreign policy has been criticized and car-
icatured. That he speaks in slogans and general principles hardly makes
him unique. Every president tries to put his policies in a clear and un-
derstandable framework, and few succeed. It is not easy to find a slogan
that encapsulates the U.S. role and interests in the world and, at the same
time, offers a sense of direction about our foreign policy.

During the cold war, “containment” met all these tests. It provided an
.~ easy handle to describe USS. foreign policy. It served as a guiding prin-
. -ciple; it told us how to organize ourselves, our priorities, and our re-
sources to deal with a global Soviet threat. It provided the logic for
alliances, and the commonly perceived threat forged bonds that held
those alliances together. With containment, wherever the Soviet Union
was expanding directly or through proxy, we would meet and counter
that expansion. It seemed logical, even compelling—until, of course,
- the Kennedy and Johnson administrations saw Vietnam as part of the
* global strategy of limiting Soviet or Soviet-backed advances. The cost of
- such a deterministic approach became all too clear. The reality of local
nationalism unconnected to a global template was slowly and painfully

- understood.

Even though the Nixon, Carter, and Reagan administrations refined
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ical goals and foreign policy behavior. While it might be desirable to see
greater consistency between our stated purpose and goals and our be-
havior, it is not easy for any administration always to meet this standard.
After all, the world situation and our interests are not black and white,
and hard choices, not so susceptible to a simple slogan or principle, have
to be made. President Bush, much like his father and President Clinton,
has decided that maintaining stability in oil-rich Saudi Arabia is more
important than pushing the royal family to democratize. He has made
much the same judgment about Pakistan and its president, General Per-
vez Musharraf. In this case, Pakistan’s importance to the war on terror-
ism, and the dangers of a fundamentalist coup in a nuclear-armed state,
have trumped the administration’s concerns about Musharraf’s authori-
tarian rule and his protection of the Taliban and of A. Q. Khan, the fa-
ther of Pakistan’s nuclear program.

When it comes to the gap between rhetorical slogans and actual poli-
cies, the Bush administration is not materially different from or worse
than its predecessors. Similarly—caricatures notwithstanding—the Bush
administration has not departed radically from its predecessors when
it comes to unilateral versus multilateral behavior.

The conventional wisdom that the Bush policy is unilateralist is sim-
ply wrong. No administration is ever entirely unilateralist or multilat-
eralist. No American president has ever been prepared to allow others to
veto a pathway that he considered to be vital to U.S. interests. Nor has
any American president, including George W. Bush, been unwilling to
join with other states in responding to potential challenges and threats.
Indeed, when it comes to the Iranian and the North Korean nuclear
programs, the administration has been only multilateralist—answering
charges during the 2004 presidential campaign about the growth of
North Korean and Iranian nuclear capabilities during Bush’s first term
by pointing to its efforts with allies to address the problems.

The issue has never been unilateralist versus multilateralist. Rather it
is effectiveness. The Bush administration’s failing has not been its in-
stinct for unilateralism and its disdain for multilateralism. Its failing too
often has been how poorly it has practiced multilateralism. On TIragq, it
tried and failed to persuade the UN Security Council to pass a second
resolution endorsing the war in Iraq. It tried and failed to gain Turkey’s
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the practice of containment, it would take the collapse of the Soviet
Union to prompt American policy makers to formulate a new approach
to our role in the world. In the George H. W. Bush administration (in
which I worked under Secretary of State James Baker) we sought to cre-
ate a “new world order” developing new organizations in Europe to pro-
mote security and guide emerging states from the former Soviet Union,
while also employing force collectively to undo the Iragi aggression
against Kuwait and demonstrate that the law of the jungle would not be
permitted in this new era. In the Clinton administration (in which T was
chief Middle East envoy), “democratic enlargement” became the new
catchphrase, describing not only NATO’s embrace of those in Eastern
Europe and the former Soviet Union who would adopt democratic insti-
tutions and civil society but also others around the globe who would efn-
brace democratic values and free markets. To be sure, force would be
f employed where rogue actors threatened regional stability and engaged
| in ethnic cleansing.
Of course, the guiding principles were observed generally and not al-
' ways with great consistency. The Bush administration chose not to get
| involved as Yugoslavia disintegrated and Slobodan Milosevié began to
1 ~ seize parts of Bosnia and Croatia, practice “ethnic cleansing,” and expel
the non-Serb populations to create a Greater Serbia. Similarly, during
the Clinton administration, Hutu genocide of the rival Tutsi population
took place in Rwanda without a significant American or international
response.

In the two.terms of George W. Bush, U.S. policy and national security
interests have been governed by the war on terrorism. Defeating terror-
ism has been the preoccupation. But “promoting freedom” and “ending
tyranny” have become the administration’s rhetorical guideposts. Presi-
dent Bush has declared the promotion of freedom as the best way to en-
sure that terrorists such as Osama Bin Laden do not have fertile ground
to exploit. Insofar as terrorism, which after all is an instrument not a phi-
losophy or a belief system, depends on frustration and alienation to at-
tract recruits, the president is right to focus on changing or removing
oppressive regimes that generate so much anger and hopelessness among
l their people. '

' Here, again, we should not expect perfect consistency between rhetor-
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ical goals and foreign policy behavior. While it might be desirable to see
greater consistency between our stated purpose and goals and our be-
havior, it is not easy for any administration always to meet this standard.
After all, the world situation and our interests are not black and white,
and hard choices, not so susceptible to a simple slogan or principle, have
to be made. President Bush, much like his father and President Clinton,
has decided that maintaining stability in oil-rich Saudi Arabia is more
important than pushing the royal family to democratize. He has made
much the same judgment about Pakistan and its president, General Per-
vez Musharraf. In this case, Pakistan’s importance to the war on terror-
ism, and the dangers of a fundamentalist coup in a nuclear-armed state,
have trumped the administration’s concerns about Musharraf’s authori-
tarian rule and his protection of the Taliban and of A. Q. Khan, the fa-
ther of Pakistan’s nuclear program.

When it comes to the gap between rhetorical slogans and actual poli-
cies, the Bush administration is not materially different from or worse
than its predecessors. Similarly—caricatures notwithstanding—the Bush
administration has not departed radically from its predecessors when
it comes to unilateral versus multilateral behavior.

‘The conventional wisdom that the Bush policy is unilateralist is sim-
ply wrong. No administration is ever entirely unilateralist or multilat-
eralist. No American president has ever been prepared to allow others to
veto a pathway that he considered to be vital to U.S. interests. Nor has
any American president, including George W. Bush, been unwilling to
join with other states in responding to potential challenges and threats.
Indeed, when it comes to the Iranian and the North Korean nuclear
programs, the administration has been only multilateralist—answering
charges during the 2004 presidential campaign about the growth of
North Korean and Iranian nuclear capabilities during Bush's first term
by pointing to its efforts with allies to address the problems.

The issue has never been unilateralist versus multilateralist. Rather it
is effectiveness. The Bush administration’s failing has not been its in-
stinct for unilateralism and its disdain for multilateralism. Its failing too
often has been how poorly it has practiced multilateralism. On Iraq, 1t
tried and failed to persuade the UN Security Council to pass a second
resolution endorsing the war in Iraq. It tried and failed to gain Turkey’s
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permission for U.S. forces to operate from ‘Turkey’s territory and send
U.S. ground troops across the Turkish-Iraqi border—a failing that al-
lowed large parts of the Ba’ath regime and the Republican Guard forces
to melt away, avoid destruction, and regroup as an anti-American insur-
gency. Even after Saddam Hussein was captured, the administration
tried and failed to persuade our NATO allies to help deal with the Iraqi
insurgency, reconstruct Iraq, and train indigenous security forces.

Whether on Iraq or on its efforts to blunt North Korean and Iranian
nuclear development, the Bush administration has adopted a multilat-
eral approach, but failed to achieve our national security objectives as it
did so. If the administration has not eschewed multilateralism, why is it
perceived as unilateralist?

Is it because of its style? Is it because of its ideology? Or is it because
it has been weak in its use of diplomacy and the tools of statecrafe® All
three factoss help explain both the perception and the costs internation-
ally of that perception.

STYLE MATTERS

Style matters in foreign policy. It is easy to dismiss style, and focus only on
the substance of what we do. But the “how” of foreign policy—meaning
how we act—also matters. While the how of our foreign policy involves
many different tools—all relating to implementation of policies once
we've settled on them—the way in which we carry out our steps and ap-
ply the various instruments available to us is particularly important. In
this sense, our “style,” or our public positioning and packaging, creates
the context in which we deal with others and they respond tous.

At times, different administrations might adopt similar approaches to
a given situation but package their approaches very differently. Com-
pare, for example, the style of the George H. W. Bush administration in
advance of the first Gulf War and the style of the George W. Bush ad-
ministration in the run-up to the second Gulf War. There was no differ-
ence in the readiness of each administration to go it alone if necessary,
but the two Bushes’ styles were very different—and got very different
results.

George H. W. Bush said unequivocally that the Iraqi aggression would
not stand, and then proceeded to put together an international coalition
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and gain passage of UN Security Council resolutions that imposed sanc-
tions and then authorized the use of force against Irag—resolutions that
his son would use to justify military intervention against Saddam Hus-
sein twelve years later.

How did the elder Bush build his coaliion and gain UN' support?
Through statecraft—in this case, through intensive and extensive efforts
to persuade other leaders, often in face-to-face discussions. At one
point, in November 1990, his secretary of state, James Baker, met with
the leader or foreign minister of every country on the Security Council
in order to formulate and win support for the crucial UNSC Resolution
678, which authorized the use of “all necessary means” to end Iraq’s oc-
cupation of Kuwait.

In public, Baker explained that he was consulting other national lead-
ers on the best ways to respond to the Iraqi aggression. In private, his
message was very different he told the leaders that President Bush had
said the aggression would not stand and we would do what was necessary
to undo it; the resolution that was being drafted would authorize the use
of military means to expel Iraq from Kuwait; we hoped this particular
country and its leaders would support the resolution, and if there was
something we could do to make it easier for them to do so, they should
let us know what that might be. However, at the end of the day, we would
act collectively as we desired or on our own if we had to.

The “style” of the approach was consultative, even if the “substance”
was not. But in this case, style was substantial. By sending its top foreign
policy official to many other countries, the United States demonstrated
that the views of others mattered. America was signaling its respect for
the positions and attitudes of foreign leaders enough to go to them and
solicit their input, to give them an explanation for their publics as to
what they were doing, and to enable those foreign leaders to show that
they were part of an international consensus they had helped to shape.
The U.S. public posture did not make the leaders defensive or puit them
in a political corner. On the contrary, by going to them, the administra-
tion was giving them an incentive to respond favorably.

Contrast this with the behavior of the younger Bush’s administration
in 2002. From the president’s speech at the UN in September, in which
he challenged the body to be relevant, to his failure to travel to other
capitals to make his case or'solicit views, to his challenging others on the
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Security Council to “show their cards” as the president proposed a sec-
ond resolution—and then declaring such a resolution unnecessary when
it was clear the votes weren’t there to adopt it—the administration’s
public posture was “give us the cover for what we plan to do anyway, or
get out of the way.”

My point here is not to address the issue of whether going to war in
Iraq in 2003 was right or-wrong. Rather, it is to show that two adminis-
trations that were equally committed to using force if necessary went
about gaining support for their goals in two very different ways. One un-
derstood that how it went about positioning itself and framing its goals
was very important; indeed, that the “style” of what it did would have an
impact on whether others would join it in carrying out the “substance”
of its goals. The other showed very little interest in the effect its style
might have on others.

Did the younger President Bush not want others to join us? No, he
has spoken often and with obvious sincerity about the international re-
sponse to terrorism, and he has referred to the countries who joined us
in Iraq as the “coalition of the willing.” The issue was not whether he
wanted partners for the war in Iraq, but what he was willing to do to get
them—and here the impact of 9/11 on the political psychology of Pres-
ident Bush must be understood.

9/11 AND ITS IMPACT ON THE BUSH STYLE

With the terrorist attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon,
a president who seemed to lack his footing in the first eight months of his
administration found his mission, his confidence, and his voice. He
would combat the evil of terrorism and its emergence as the leading
threat to the United States and our values. There was no alternative to
fighting this war that had been imposed on us, and there could be no
compromise with the terrorists or those who supported them. His blunt,
no-nonsense manner of speaking seemed to fit the moment. This was not
a time for nuance,

Striking a strong, determined pose was necessary to reassure the
American public. It was also the right policy, particularly because Osama
Bin Laden and his supporters had to understand that the United States
would not shrink from this conflict. Bin Laden had fully expected that
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we would. In his eyes, an America that had fled Lebanon after losing 241
marines to a suicide bombing; withdrawn from Somalia after losing 18
soldiers during the Black Hawk Down incident; and failed to respond in
any meaningful way to the bombings in Saudi Arabia in 1996, of our em-
bassies in Kenya and Tanzania in 1998, and of the USS Colein Yemen in
2000, despite the numbers of Americans killed, appeared weak and ir-
resolute. In Bush’s mind, Bin Laden and his adherents had to see that
there would be a tough, sustained response and that they would know no
peace and find no refuge. ;

This was not just the right approach to policy; it was also good poli-
tics at home. President Bush adopted a style that fit the moment but also
reflected who he was. His speaking plainly and bluntly struck a chord
with the American public. It gave the public confidence when that con-
fidence had been badly shaken. It responded to our collective need to be
defiant in the face of such an outrage, and to show support for a leader
who would not surrender to such an evil but would confront it. It helped
the president forge a bond with the American public at a time when one
was crucially needed.

When any president finds his voice—and it is authentic—he is un-
likely to depart from it. Moreover, in an age of instant communication, a
president cannot have one voice for America and another for the world.
Certainly Bill Clinton spoke in the same voice regardless of where he
was. His capacity to feel pain, empathize, and connect with people was
employed, as I witnessed, not only in this country, but also in Moscow,
Budapest, Tel Aviv, and Gaza—and it worked everywhere. George W.
Bush’s blunt style would look cynically political if he used it in this
eountry but not elsewhere.

Inevitably, then, Bush’s blunt rhetorical style after 9/11 began to have
consequences for his foreign policy. For him it was.simply not a big leap
t0 go from finding Osama Bin Laden “dead or alive” to challenging Iraqi
insurgents to “bring it on”—to badgering prospective allies to get with
the program. Was the tone going to be different with potential partners?
Was he going to try to cajole others into dealing with the “evil” of Sad-
dam Hussein or simply declare that others should not shirk their duty? -

Of course, one might ask whether Secretary of State Colin Powell
could have complemented the president by pursuing a James Baker—type
solicitation and consultation mission—at once both providing others

9
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with reasons to join the coalition and softening the effect of President
Bush’s style. Clearly, Secretary Powell should have tried to follow the.
Baker example and did not. However, to be fair to him, no one in the ad-
ministration was eager for him to do $0; some actively discouraged him
and others undermined his legitimacy as secretary, questioning whether
he was authoritative and actually spoke for the president. To be sure, the
reason he did not speak for the administration was that the president,
Secretary Rumsfeld, and other key officials came to translate Bush’s style
(the bluster) into substance. They believed what they said and did not
think that the United States had to depend on anyone else—indeed, to
do so, they felt, would signal weakness,
Once President Bush won reelection, however, he began to temper
this style and see the value of reaching out to others. Iraq had already
created a sobering reality. The United States was tied down in Iraq and
Afghanistan and had few forces avaiiable for other contingencies. The
costs of almost reflexive opposition of others in the international com-
munity, including from many of America’s European allies, had also be-
come increasingly apparent, and argued for a new stylistic approach.
According to one report, President Bush “began signaling foreign leaders
visiting him in the Oval Office that he knew much had gone wrong in his
first term, and that he had empowered Ms. Rice to put a new emphasis on
consultation and teamwork with allies.”! New secretary of state Con-
doleezza Rice embarked almost immediately on fence-mending trips to
Europe and Asia. In Europe, she went out of her way to emphasize a com-
mon approach on the question of Iran’s nuclear program. And President
Bush, in his February 2005 trip to Europe, echoed the theme of consult-
ing European leaders and listening to European attitudes on how best to
stop the Iranians from going nuclear. After the trip, he authorized a
change in the US. approach; previously the administration had kept its
distance from the British, French, and German negotiations with the
Iranians (even if it claimed otherwise in the 2004 presidential cam-
paign), but following the president’s European trip, the United States
began to coordinate with the European trio, and permitted them to offer
limited incentives to the Iranians on the United States’ behalf,
If nothing else, the president began his second term exhibiting
greater awareness of the impact of America’s public approach on others;
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his secretary of state appeared even more sensitive in this regard, going
so far as to remark in her senatorial confirmation hearing, “The time for-
diplomacy is now.” While I don’t mean to reduce diplomacy to style,

there can be little’ doubt that the failure of the Bush administration’s

multilateralism in the first term was largely the result of its style. But
even had the administration adopted a George H. W. Bush style, policy
ultimately still comes back to substance. By most European and Ameri-

can accounts, Secretary Rice hiad a very successful initial trip to Europe;

however, the same day she flew home, Iran announced it would never
forsake its right to have nuclear power, and North Korea declared that it

had nuclear weapons. Fences had been mended in Europe with an effec-

tive style, but the reality of real challenges to U.S. national security had

not been altered. '

Style matters precisely because it can help us affect the substance of
foreign policy. Style is part of an approach to foreign policy. Style gets 4t
how we shape the instruments at our disposal for trying to make us safer
in the world—both removing threats and building a world more com-
fortable for our values and purposes. But it is those threats and the inter-
national landscape that we are constantly trying to alter as we pursue
foreign policy.

How we go about dealing with the substance of our foreign policy
concerns has always been a subject of debate, and appropriately so. We
may often wax nostalgic about the ideal of politics ending at the water’s
edge. And we have succeeded at times with a bipartisan foreign policy.
But that tends to be on big issues where the country truly does come to-
gether, as it surely did with 9/11.

Partisanship in foreign policy did not emerge just during George W.
Bush’s tenure. Woodrow Wilson, 2 Democratic president, lost his vision
of an activist League of Nations to opposition from the Senate and the
Republican chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee Henry
Cabot Lodge. Henry Kissinger’s pursuit of détente fell victim in the
mid-1970s as much to the politics within his Republican Party as it did
to opposition from Democratic senator Henry “Scoop” Jackson.

Ideology, more than partisan politics, drove Lodge’s opposition to the
League. He did not believe in limiting America’s freedom of action or
sacrificing it to an international body. Similarly, from different parties,
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Ronald Reagan and Scoop Jackson opposed détente not to gain politically
but because they believed that it was seriously flawed—accommodating
a dangerous Soviet Union and reaching agreements with it when we
should have been competing with it, exploiting its vulnerabilities, and
demanding an end to the oppression of its people. The point is that dif-
ferences in foreign policy goals and objectives may express themselves
politically but are often based on ideological premises. And it is the ide-
ological divide about the proper course for American foreign policy that
needs to be understood; but it, too, tends to be oversimplified.

LIBERAL VERSUS CONSERVATIVE—

WHAT HAPPENED TO THE DIFFERENCES?
Traditionally, a liberal foreign policy (associated generally with Demo-
crats) was guided by a core set of principles: promote dialogue; restrain
aggression through collective security mechanisms rather than through
balance-of-power maneuvering; strengthen international institutions to
manage international relations and mediate conflicts; foster human
rights and support humanitarian interventions militarily; and engage in
nation-building and the export of democratic values, By contrast, a con-
servative foreign policy (associated generally with Republicans) has
historically preferred to stabilize countries rather than promote democ-
racy; more carefully calibrate and narrowly define what constitutes areas
of national interest; use force unencumbered by others or by interna-
tional institutions; and engage in interventions guided by more hard-
headed national, not strictly humanitarian, interests. -

Conservatives saw liberals as too ready to go on foreign policy moral
binges that taxed our resources—human and material—and that failed
to recognize the realities of power and the costs of -employing it badly.
Liberals saw conservatives as managing a foreign policy devoid of Amer-
ican values and in danger of making us dependent on other states whose
stability at home was imposed by coercion. For libefals, this suggested
that the stability might be hollow and temporary, and that, in any case, it
was contrary to American values of freedom and human and civil rights.

On the use of force, the divide was less on the utility of force and
more on its purpose. True, liberals might have been more inclined than
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conservatives to shape U.S. interventions around collective responses,
but that was more to lead the world to fulfill its responsibilities. For lib-
erals, our responsibility was to rescue and remake the world. Conserva-
tives saw only folly in such endeavors, and were convinced that alliances
had value not for transformative purposes but for countering or defeat-
ing aggressors.

Has the world turned upside down? Are today’s liberals, who shy
away from ever using force, even for humanitarian purposes, taking on
some of the attributes of traditional conservatives? And are today’s con-
servatives assuming some of the impulses for interventionism that char-
acterized liberals in the past? Perhaps there is some role reversal, but it
is important to remember that the cold war began to blur the distinctions
between the two.

The cold war produced convergences between some in the Republi-
can and Democratic parties, such as Ronald Reagan and Scoop Jackson,
who saw the competition with the Soviet Union in terms not just of dan-
gerous weapons but also of values. While understanding the danger of
gratuitous provocation, they saw the potential for defense against such
weapons and ultimately believed that in promoting our values we would
wear the Soviets down and eventually win the cold war. For others, the
risk of mutual annihilation meant that survival, stability, and predict-
ability in our relations with the Soviets had to supersede concerns about
values and human rights. Direct confrontations were to be avoided, par-
ticularly because clashes over moralistic concerns could lead to inadver-
tent crises and catastrophic escalation. Republicans such as Henry
Kissinger and James Baker had more in common with Democrats such as
Warren Christopher and Madeleine Albright than they did with fellow
Republicans such as Senator Jesse Helms.

Today we see echoes of some of the past debates that blurred the
lines between liberals and conservatives and Democrats and Republi-
cans. Some see the danger of terrorism, especially given the potential of
terrorists being armed with nuclear devices, as requiring collaboration
with those such as the Saudis and Pakistanis, even if it means sacrificing
our values and ignoring their human-rights abuses. Others might not
dispense with such collaboration but also believe that it should take
place on our terms. They see little reason not to put much more pressure




STATECRAFT

on the Saudis and the Pakistanis to democratize, believing that the
need us even more than we need them, and that our interests will be bet
ter served over time if both regimes are transformed.?

Of course, what tempers the differences of policy makers in admin
istrations is that they have to make hard choices in implementing poli
cies, and, as noted earlier, they often opt for stability in the short run
The Bush administration has certainly done that, at least with both the
Saudis and Pakistanis. But that does not make President Bush a trad;.
tional conservative or a “realist’—someone who cares little about the
domiestic character of other countries and their regimes. On the con-
trary, while being prepared to adjust to some realities, he is overall an
“idealist,” and more revolutionary than conservative, Rather than seek-
ing to preserve the status quo, he has recognized that in o0 many parts
of Africa, Asia, and the Middle East, the status quo and internal oppres-
sion have fed the anger that both produces terrorists and provides a ba-
sis for them to recruit new followers. As President Bush declared in his
second inaugural address, “The best hope for peace in our world is the
expansion of freedom in all the world.”?

President Bush and many of the so-called neoconservatives of his ad-
ministration favor transformation, not preservation, They think big, con-
vinced that we can end tyranny and must spread democracy. They are
Wilsonian in their moralistic view of foreign policy and their belief
about the role the United States must play in the world. President Bush
is reported to admire Theodore Roosevelt. But Roosevelt was much more
of a realist than an idealist, much more a believer in preserving balances
of power than in chasing the chimera of collective security, and much
more a devotee of artful and supple diplomacy to counter threats to US.
interests and meet U.S, needs. Woodrow Wilson, on the other hand, was
the embodiment of idealism, and is in many respects a better guide to
President Bush’s instincts and attitudes.

Wilson believed in the transformative power of the United States.
Unlike those European countries that in his view sought only selfish advan-
tage and so had produced the catastrophe of the First World War, Amer=
ica was selfless. We did not seek national aggrandizement or colonies,
and we would not engage in a mindless competition for power and arms.-
We would be an example to others and appeal to the basic goodness of
man, and his freedom-seeking nature. We would lead a world in which
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there would be an end to imperialism and where self-determination would
allow colonized people to enjoy their freedom and their god-given rights.
Wilson saw the hand of divine providence in our role, our unparalleled
resources, our decency—and our call to duty. One hears the echo of
Wilson’s beliefs in President Bush’s words.

To be sure, there is one very profound difference between President
Bush’s approach and Wilson’s. President Wilson, the driving force be-
hind the League of Nations, the precursor to the United Nations, be-
lieved fervently in collective security and international law; both would
limit national sovereignty, including ours, and would constitute a prac-
tical and a moral inhibition on the use of force. In his eyes, the United
States, given our standing and unselfish purposes, had to lead the way.
But America, too, would be bound by the international conventions that
Wilson favored.

President Bush wants no limits on the exercise of American power or
sovereiguty—not from the United Nations, not from the International
Criminal Court, and, as we have seen, not even from something like the
Geneva Convention on the rules governing torture of those we seize as
‘we combat terrorism. Ironically, because he shares Wilson’s conviction
1n our goodness, our selflessness, he opposes any limits on the exercise of
our might. For President Bush, our benevolence and our exceptionalism
mean we will use our power only for good, and therefore that power
should not be constrained by others. Traditional conservatives also don’t
want others to limit our exercise of power. But unlike them, President
Bush seeks to use our power not for defensive but for transformative
purposes. ‘

Some might argue that Ronald Reagan, not Woodrow Wilson, is
George W. Bush’s real historical model, Certainly, here at home, there is
a strong case to be made that Bush is a Reaganite. In foreign policy, Rea-
gan, too, was a Wilsonian—speaking of America as that “shining city upon
a hill™—and like Bush, he was instinctively opposed to external limita-
tions on our exercise of power. However, unlike Bush, Reagan was not
quick to use American military might. True, he would compete with the
Soviet Union and drive up the costs of empire by raising defense spend-
Ing, pursuing the Strategic Defense Initiative, or a “Stars Wars” defen-
sive shield against missile attack, and supporting insurgencies against
the Soviets in Afghanistan or Soviet proxies in Nicaragua. But he was
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not keen on using American military forces for foreign intervention
One cannot compare a low-cost venture in Grenada, where there wy
essentially no indigenous military force, to the war in Iraq.

Moreover, consider President Reagan’s response in Lebanon: th
United States initially went into Beirut to preside over the PLO’s depar
ture from Lebanon, and did so as part of a small multilateral force o
which American forces were essentially an equal part. The mission o
the multilateral forces subsequent to the PLO exit was to support the
Lebanese as they reconstituted a new national compact and reacheq
agreement with Israel on its withdrawal from Lebanon. But with intense
Syrian opposition to the new Lebanese government’s negotiation (and
resulting agreement) with the Israelis and the emergence of Hizbollah
as a new Shi'a militia, internal fighting in Lebanon escalated. Following
the suicide bombing of the ULS. Marine barracks near the Beirut airport
in the fall of 1983, in which 241 U.S. marines were killed, President Rea-
gan withdrew the American forces in early 1984,

President Reagan was quick to cut our immediate losses, He did not
let concerns about perceptions of our staying power prevent him from
pulling forces our. Though willing to use US. military forces in limited
circumstances, he was clearly wary of getting bogged down, and did not
look at American forces as the vanguard for producing political and re-
gional transformation. President Reagan was an idealist in terms of the
American role Internationally. But, for him, America could transform
the world more through the force of jts example and less through the
force of its military.

Both Wilson and Reagan saw the power of our example. Both also
reflected well the ethos of Americans. We see ourselves as selfless and
willing to help others, eschewing any special gain for our country, Inter-
nationally, others may see us and our purposes quite differently. Our
self-image, however, is one of sacrifice for a greater good. And Bush, like
Reagan before him, knows how to speak to the American idiom in for-
eign pblicy——something, not surprisingly, that gave his approach a ring
of authenticity to many Americans.

-Again, however, policy comes back to substance, and while shaping a
foreign policy that reflects our ethos is important, there are stil] real
threats that must be dealt with and real interests or causes to pursue.
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The ideological starting point is important, and certainly in the George W.
Bush first term, it is fair to say that the neoconservatives defined the for-
eign policy agenda and how it was pursued.

NEOCONSERVATISM VERSUS NEOLIBERALISM

Like most caricatures, the description of the neoconservatives has been
overly simplistic. Their current standard-bearers—such as Richard
Perle, David Frum, William Kristol, and Robert Kagan—are serious
thinkers with a clear worldview.* To be sure, those who might describe
themselves as neoconservatives are not homogeneous, but they do share
a number of general precepts: force and power remain highly relevantin
a very dangerous world; the United States is the world’s premier state
and has the moral responsibility to use its power, including its unrivaled
military force for good; the internal character of regimes matters;

malevolent leaders and terrorist groups (which usually have some con-
nection) must be confronted and defeated; our readiness to do so will
undermine all such entities and reduce their coercive effect on others;
using our force can transform the political landscape, embolden demo-
cratic, reformist elements regionally and internationally, and hasten the
day that democracy triumphs around the globe; though many of our tra-
ditional allies, particularly in Europe, instinctively oppose the use of
force, we must not be inhibited by their reluctance—a reluctance that
favors accommodation of those who can, in fact, never be accommo-
dated in their opposition to our values and purposes.

In the eyes of many neocons, 9/11 resulted from our weakness in re-
sponding to threats. It was far less an intelligence failure than a failure of
will over the preceding decade to confront those such as Saddam Hus-
sein or the Tranians or Hizbollah or the Taliban or Al Qaeda. Terrorism
Was never seen primarily as a law enforcement problem; rather it was a
first-order threat that required a strong response against not just the
groups but also the countries that gave those groups support and sanctu-
ary. Ultimately, the neoconservatives are far more optimistic about being
able to transform human nature and international relations than tradi-
tional conservatives.’ Like conservatives, they are not as a rule inclined
to intervene strictly for humanitarian purposes; unlike conservatives, they
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tend to see our military POWET as an agent of change that can be used
Create an environment in which our ideas are able to flourish.

While some neoconservatives such as Robert Kagan and Willian
Kristol would put a high premium on marrying force and diplomacy
others seem to believe that force often creates its own diplomatic logic!
Creating new facts on the landscape seemed to infuse the thinking of
leading officials of the new Bush administration as it assumed office in

January 2001. There was a sense that respect for American power had
been lost during the Clinton years, and it had to be reestablished. Oth-
ers, it was believed, would adjust to the realities we might create, even if
they expressed unhappiness about our behavior Initially, withdrawal
from the Kyoto Protocol, the ABM Treaty, and the Arab-Israeli peace
process was as much a part of .creating new realities as was putting far
fmore pressure on Iraq or Iran to change the character of the Middle

East. But as one of the neocons WrGte prior to assumning a poiicy—making»
position, forced regime change in either Iraq or Iran was far more likely

to transform the Middle East than continuing futile diplomacy between
Israelis and Palestinians.’

Obviously, Iraq has not turned out the way the neocons envisioned or
hoped. To be fair to them, the Bush administration did not prosecute the
war and the aftermath of Saddam Hussein’s fall the way many of them
had argued for. Richard Perle believed that US. forces should have gone
in, removed Saddam Hussein, and withdrawn—leaving Iraq for Iraqis
such as Ahmed Chalabi to manage. Others, such as William Kristol, were
highly skeptical of such an approach and instead saw the administra-
tion’s reluctance to use sufficient force to liberate territory and be able
to hold it as a major failing, particularly because it allowed the insur-
gency to take root and undermine the ability to reconstruct Iraq quickly.

Kristol’s views converge, in part, with what might be described as a
neoliberal view of Iraq.® While there is as yet no clearly acknowledged
or identified body of scholars, policy makers, and commentators broadly
described as neoliberals, T will use the labe] and define it. First, neoliber-
als believe in the weight and importance of the U, role internationally.
Second, just as the neoconservatives tend to be Republicans, the neolib-
erals tend to be Democrats—th.ough clearly not all Democrats are neo-
liberals (any more than all Republicans are neocons). Third, with regard
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to Iraq, there were some in Congress—such as Senators Joseph Biden
and Joseph Lieberman—and many who served in the Clinton adminis-
tration who believed that going to war in Iraq was the right choice.?

To be sure, not all those whom I would define as neoliberals—Francis
Fukuyama and Joseph Nye, for example—believed it was right to go to
war in March 2003. But those who did raised questions about force size
and its appropriateness to the military and political mission. Unlike
Kristol and other thoughtful neoconservatives, neoliberal supporters of
the war were far more preoccupied with what would be needed in the af-
termath of Saddam’s demise. There was much less optimism about the
ease of the mission and much greater concern about the messiness of the
reconstruction or nation-building phase. Similarly, neoliberals were far
more riveted on the dangers of a vacuum after Saddam, and the implica-
tions of this for security; the role of the former Iraqi military during a
transition period; the importance of having an international, not Amer-
ican, administrator of Iraq to avoid the symbolism of U.S. occupation;
the need to create an early Iraqi administration; the risks of sectarian-
ism, the likelihood of a Sunni insurgency, and the long-haul nature of
the responsibility we would be assuming.'®

Neoliberals come to nation-building with an understanding that
transformations are about not just removing regimes but also focusing
on what takes their place. Unlike the neocons, who, Francis Fukuyama
observes, defined the task in Iraq as simply “getting rid of the old regime,”
neoliberals understand that regime change in general, and specifically in
Iraq, required a “slow and painstaking” process of constructing institutions
to fill the vacuum.! It was the newspaper columnist Thomas Friedman,
a self-styled neoliberal, who wrote a running stream of commentaries
supporting the war but cautioning that if we did not have a serious “day
after” strategy, we were in danger of creating a Balkan-type nightmare in
Irag. We could not simply destroy; we had a responsibility to construct—
recognizing that this would be a complex and very difficult task. Still, in
Friedman’s eyes, the benefits of replacing a truly evil, malignant leader
with a decent, roughly representative government in the heart of the

Middle East might justify such a Herculean effort. Ultimately, neoliber-
als are optimists who are guided by their hopes but who also recognize
limits,
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Here we can see what neoliberals have in common with neoconser-
vatives, as well as where they diverge from them and the liberals of to-
day. Like-the neocons, they see that power and force are inescapable
parts of international relations. They see real threats that require mili-
tary responses, and they understand that the United States must be able
to project its power, Unlike many of today’s liberals, neoliberals are not
defensive when it comes to the use of American force. They are far more
likely to see the need for engagement internationally and to believe, un-
like many on the political 'left, that there are forces in the world that
must be resisted. Indeed, they tend not to “think of Milosevi¢ and Sad-
dam as victims,” or to accept the “sort of affectless, neutralist, and smirk-
ing isolationism” that Christopher Hitchens says characterizes too much
of the “left” today.?

Neoliberals know that the world can be nasty and that American
power is one essential tool for dealing wiih it. Not surprisingly, they are
not against the principle of preemption—attacking those who threaten
us before they can succeed in doing so. They see new security challenges
from murkier places, in which waiting until the threat is unmistakable
may be t00 late to prevent it from killing large numbers of Americans.
Ultimately, what separates neoliberals from neoconservatives is not their
optimism and their commitment to fostering positive changes world-
wide, but their doubts about where our use of force is likely to succeed.
Neoliberals are more skeptical than the neocons that force can foster
democratic transformations, though they are more inclined to use force
for humanitarian purposes in places such as Rwanda or Darfur.

Neoliberals see peace and democracy as having to emerge from within,
not as imposed from without. They are willing to make the effort—
diplomatically, economically, politically, and militarily—to help promote
both peace and democratic change, but they realize that all the instru-
ments at our disposal must be employed and in a way that fits the local
context. They have no illusions about the limitations and weaknesses of
international institutions such as the United Nations, but they also un-
derstand the value and greater legitimacy that results from taking ac-
tions under such international umbrellas. Unlike neocons, neoliberals
also see the cost to the United States when America defies international
conventions, rejects what may be a broad international consensus on
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something such as global climate change, and offers nothing to take the
place-of that which it opposes.

Neoliberals believe, to use Joseph Nye’s term, in the use of smart
power—meaning the optimal mix of hard and soft power to achieve our
objectives.’* While they don’t rule out the need to engage in regime
change, they tend to favor the changing of the behavior of regimes, be-
lieving that can have a transforming effect.

Neoliberals as a rule are convinced that Iran must not be permitted
to develop or acquire nuclear capability, and that the North Korean nu-
clear weapons must be dismantled. But, again, unlike the neocons, neo-
liberals believe that we are more likely to succeed by persuading, not
compelling, others whom we may need to join us in countering these dan-
gers. Itis too simple to say that neoliberals are more likely than neocon-
servatives to employ diplomacy over the use of force. But it is fair to say
that neoliberals are more attuned than the neocons to how to employ all
the instruments of statecraft—at least at this stage in the articulation
and implementation of neoconservative strategies. Indeed, I would ar-
gue that the neoliberals are much more preoccupied than the neocon-
servatives with statecraft—largely because they have less confidence in
the consequences of using military force for political purposes.

WHAT IS STATECRAFT?

Statecraft is not simply another way of referring to diplomacy. While in-
cluding all diplomatic procedures, it is much more than only exercising
diplomacy. Some define statecraft generally as the “art of conducting
state affairs.”'* Others describe it more specifically as the “organized ac-
tions governments take to change the external environment in general
or the policies and actions of other states in particular to achieve the ob-
Jectives that have been set by policy makers.”!s

As a former policy maker, I would describe statecraft as knowing how
best to integrate and use every asset or military, diplomatic, intelligence,
public, economic, or psychological tool we possess (or can manipulate)
to meet our objectives. Statecraft involves influencing others—those
who are already friendly and share our purposes, and those who do not.
But statecraft requires more than simply orchestrating all the resources
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directly or indirectly at our disposal. It requires putting our means int
a broader context of goals and capabilities.
Statecraft starts with understanding our role and our broad purposes
It requires a definition of objectives that are desirable, even ambitious
but also tied to an appreciation of what is possible. Strategies and tactics
must be fashioned that create a match—rnor 2 mismatch—between aims
and the means available for acting on those aims. As such, statecraft puts
a premium on being able to assess a threat or an emerging threat wisely.
Such assessments must evaluate the nature of the danger, its likelihood
of materializing, its possible consequences, and its timing, as well as
which other actors have the capabilities to be helpful in countering it.
Often those who are not our allies may have the greatest leverage on a
potential adversary, and statecraft involves determining and then em-
ploying the most effective means to bring those who are not our friends
to exercise their influence constructively.
By the same token, statecraft is not only about fending off threats, but
also about taking advantage of opportunities to alter the landscape and
make the world safer and more responsive to our interests or goals.
Richard Nixon and Henry Kissinger understood that an opening to China
could be strategically beneficial, creating leverage vis-a-vis the Soviet
Union and giving the Chinese a new stake in economic cooperation and
stability regionally and internationally. Similarly, the Bush administration,
especially in its second term, appears to recognize the growing strategic
significance of India and how it may be integral to triangulating with
China as the latter’s weight is felt increasingly on the world stage. Recog-
nizing a strategic opening is certainly one requirement of statecraft. Being
able to marshal the wherewithal to act on an opening and exploit it, in the
final analysis, is one of the better measures of effective statecraft. By the
same token, missing opportunities or squandering them may be one of the
better measures of statecraf poorly executed.

Chester Crocker, a scholar and former practitioner, describes “smart
statecraft [as] what you get when wits, wallets, and muscle pull together
so that leverage in all its forms is harnessed to a realistic action plan or
political strategy that can be set in motion by agile diplomacy. Smart
statecraft does not dispense with hard power; it uses hard power intelli-
gently, recognizing the limits as well as the potential of purely military
power, and integrating it into an over-arching strategy.”!¢
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Shaping, in Dr. Crocker’s words, “an over-arching strategy,” requires
something else: the capacity to establish meaningful and feasible objec-
tives. One should not assume that is a given with leaders and decision
makers. Did Lyndon Johnson and his main advisors establish meaningful
and achievable objectives in Vietnam? Did Bill Clinton and his major ad-
visors (like me) understand what was possible so long as Yasir Arafat was
the Palestinian leader and develop a strategy that fit that possibility? Did
George W. Bush understand what he was getting into in Iraq, and would
he have established such ambitious objectives if he had? Obviously, hav-
ing flawed assessments about threats and opportunities will lead to mis-
guided objectives. Failing to understand the local circumstances or the
setting in which one is involving our forces or our national prestige is a
failure of statecraft. ‘

In other words, statecraft involves developing aims and strategies that
fit both the context and the means available. Bad statecraft creates mis-
matches between means and ends; it also misreads what policies are likely
to be sustainable domestically and what must be done to preserve domes-
tic support. Vietnam was a classic example of failure on nearly every
measure, with disastrous consequences for our standing in the world, our
self-confidence, and our readiness to exercise power, as well as a colossal
loss of life.

Will Iraq turn out to be different? It is hard to exaggerate the Bush
administration’s fandamental miscalculations on Iraq, including but not
limited to unrealistic policy objectives; fundamental intelligence fail-
ures; catastrophically poor understanding of what would characterize
the post-Saddam period, and completely unrealistic planning as a result;

denial of the existence of an insurgency for several months; and the ab-
sence of a consistent explanation to the American people or the interna-
tional community about the reasons for the war. Small wonder that after
nearly four years of warfare, Iraq has been a disaster, costing thousands
of lives, requiring the expenditure of hundreds of billions of dollars,
stretching our forces and reserve system to the breaking point, and be-
coming a magnet for terrorists and hostility toward the United States
throughout the Muslim world. Could the war yet yield a less disastrous
and possibly more hopeful outcome? .

It is possible. The removal of Saddam Hussein could yet represent a
historic development in Iraq and the region. With Saddam gone, authen-
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tic, if messy and sectarian, politics may yet become manageable and per-
mit a new Iraq to emerge that is a threat to neither its neighbors nor its
own people. Such an outcome could, over time, have a liberating effect
on reformers and even publics in the region, convincing them that the
dangers of opposition to strongman rule need not be overwhelming.

But that is the best case, and few outside the Bush administration

would bet on that being the outcome in Iraq. In the near term, sectarian
violence threatens to tear Iraq apart. Unfortunately, a prolonged civil
war and the fragmentation of the country may be a more likely outcome
in Iraq than the best case still envisioned by President Bush. Even if we
succeed in avoiding such an eventuality, we should have no illusions; in
the best of circumstances, it will take time for Iraq to become stable and
self-sustaining, Any such success will still have to be hard won, will re-
quire a U.S. presence for years to come, and will depend on giving the
Sunnis of the country a stake in the new Irag.

It will also require the Sunnis to adjust to a new reality: they are not
the majority or dominant force in Iraq. They will have a role and a share,
but others will dominate. Like the Maronites of Lebanon, who held the
commanding heights of wealth and power for so long, the Sunnis will
have to accept a far less exalted position in Iraq. To be sure, stability does
not depend only on the Sunnis. Their readiness to accept a Maronite-
type posture in Iraq also requires the Shi’a to be willing to grant them a
share of the national assets and power.

National reconciliation has riot yet taken place. A new national com-
pact as embodied in the constitution has not been accepted by the Shi’a,
Sunnis, or Kurds—with the amendments the Sunnis sought on distribu-
tion of oil revenues, provinces not having the right to secede, and an
agreed role on Islam in law and society never having been adopted.
Without a real national compact, Sunnis will continue to acquiesce in
the insurgency and Shi’as will not give up the militias that they see as
theif protection from the Sunnis—militias that both exact revenge and
inflict violent punishment while also preventing real national, not sec-
tarian, security forces from emerging.

Perhaps seeing the abyss of unrelenting civil war and fragmentation
of the country, the Shi’as, Sunnis, and Kurds will decide to reconcile and
accept the burden of responsibility for security in Iraq that the United
States continues to carry. Most Iragis don’t want American troops there,
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and yet nearly all Iraqis are afraid to have U.S. forces leave. Knowing we
will withdraw in a way that does not leave them in the hurch but that re-
quires them to assume responsibility could still save the day. But the
transition won’t be easy, and the insurgency won’t immediately disap-
pear. And so long as the insurgency goes on, a violent Iraq will not be an
attractive model for others in the region.

Moreover, the new Irag—with the Shi'a politically dominant—will
not be especially close to its Arab neighbors such as Saudi Arabia and
Jordan, with their Sunni leaders and populations. Nor will the new Iraq
be hostile to Shi’a Iran. While not a puppet of the Iranians, the new
Iraq will not be part of any American-led efforts to isolate the Iranians
over their pursuit of nuclear weapons or their support of terrorist
groups such as Hizbollah, Hamas, and Islamic Jihad.

How will the American public react at that point? If, given the sacri-
fices we have made for Iraq, we are faced with a leadership that opposes
our policy toward Iran and on other regional issues, or with an Iraq that
devolves into civil war or continuing civil strife, how will the Bush deci-
sion to go into Iraq be perceived? Even now a majority of the American
public believe the decision to go to war in Iraq was a mistake. It is hard
to escape the conclusion that the Iraqi experience, much like Vietnam
before it, will make the American public far less willing to support the
use of force in other contingencies.

Like other neoliberals, I share the doubts about too optimistically us-
ing force for effecting political change. But losing credibility in being
able to use or threaten force is not good for the effective exercise of
statecraft. Smart statecraft, as Chester Crocker observed, depends on be-
ing able to orchestrate hard and not just soft (meaning nonmilitary or
coercive) power.!” Sometimes the perception that we will use force if
other forms of leverage won’t work creates pressures-on others (who fear
our use of force) to act, when they otherwise might not, to resolve a
Problem or threat. If others doubt that we can use force because we are
hamstrung—constrained by domestic realities or self-doubt or military
forces stretched too thin—our capacity to counter a threat before it be-
comes far more dangerous and requires a response will be diminished.
Statecraft is unlikely to be effective if it has to be conducted literally
with our arms tied behind our back.




STATECRAFT

WHY IS STATECRAFT SO. NECESSARY TODAY?
The challenges we face internationally today are different from those
we had to confront in the latter half of the twentieth century. Since the
United States has been a global power—certainly since the end of World
War II—the main threats we have faced have come from nation-states.
With nation-states, even those with a messianic, expansionist ideology,
as the Soviet Union and China had at one time, there is an address. Tra-
ditional forms of deterrence work. Costs that matter to these states can
be inflicted in response to certain behaviors. The leaders of these states
have something to protect and something unmistakable to lose. Miscal-
culation is possible, and war through inadvertence can certainly occur.
Nonetheless, leaders can be held accountable, and countering threats,
while not easy—witness Iraq or Iran or North Korea today—falls in a
familiar domain.

But what happens in a world where the principal, or at least increas-
ingly serious, threats come from non-state actors? Where it is not so easy
to find their addresses> Where traditional deterrence does not apply?
Where our use of military power may actually increase the anger toward
us and make terrorism more, not less, likely? Where threats of terror be-
come increasingly destructive and know no borders? Where we are in a
war but it is a war of ideas, and our moral standing and legitimacy may
determine a struggle for hearts and minds that will affect who becomes
a terrorist? In such a world, traditional standards and uses of power must
be redefined, and all, not just some, of our instruments for affecting oth-
ers must be brought to bear. In such a world, effective statecraft will be
critical to securing our national interests.

Later I will discuss in greater detail what is new and different in the
international landscape and how and why we need to apply statecraft to
US. foreign policy. For now, suffice it to say that America’s leaders will
have to contend with the new reality of non-state actors (especially rad-
ical Islamists) who are driven not only by a deep sense of grievance and
anger against the United States, but also by their desire to do great dam-
age to America’s interests and citizens—and by their belief that they
can succeed in doing so. It is not just that they employ terror, but also
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that they seek weapons of mass terror. They are trying to acquire or de-
velop nuclear or biological or chemical weapons, and the security of
such weapons and their components worldwide—especially in the for-
mer Soviet Union—Ileaves much to be desired. Ensuring the security of
such weapons or potential weapons stocks is not something the United
States can do on its own, any more than America alone can prevent the
spread of weapons of mass destruction to rogue regimes or terrorist
groups.

America needs partners in a new world to win the struggle with rad-
ical Islamists and also to develop joint strategies for stopping acts of ter-
ror and for limiting the appeal of the Islamists to those throughout the
Muslim world ‘who are alienated from corrupt and nonresponsive
regimes. Similarly, our leaders must know whom to work with and how
to forge a division of labor to respond to the increasing phenomenon of
failing and weak states, particularly in Africa, that are breeding grounds
for conflict and havens from which the radical Islamists base themselves
and operate.

And if these challenges weren’t already daunting, America’s foreign
policy must also now be able to marshal the means to manage the emer-
gence of rising powers on the international stage such as China and In-
dia. The world as we have known it was dominated by the transatlantic
relationship of the United States and Europe. In the years ahead, three
of the four dominant powers, at least economically, are likely to be
Asian—China, Japan, and India. China, in particular, is becoming more
assertive and, unlike Japan and India, is not democratic. How likely is
it that the Chinese will view the international order the way Ameri-
cans do? If not, what tools can the United States wield, on its own and
~ Wwith others, to shape Chinese choices and exert leverage in a way that

© creates 1ncentxves for China to play by familiar and acceptable rules of
~ the game?

Whether dealing with the qualitatively new non-state actor threats or
‘g Wlnmng the battle of hearts and minds with the radical Islamists or find-
| Ing ways to integrate the Chinese into a more open and congenial in-

| fernational system, American foreign policy will need to be guided by
| @ statecraft mentality. Our leaders will need to know how to conduct
- Statecraft effectively. And ultimately that is what this book is about.
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While not ignoring what our policies must be, I want to focus as well on
how to pursue our needs and interests. Knowing what our policies should
be matters little in the end if we don’t know 4w to do what is necessary.

With an eye toward learning how best to do what is necessary, [ want
to turn now to a survey of several historical cases of statecraft.
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German Unification in NATO

There is no better way to grasp statecraft done well or not so well than
t0 look at 2 number of historical examples. I have chosen to examine
more recent cases for several reasons. First, since each of the cases either
straddles or follows the end of the cold war, each has particular rele-
vance to the international landscape that we are dealing with today. Sec-
ond, in several of the cases, I was either directly involved with or in a
position to talk to key decision makers and, thus, have a good under-
 standing of what was driving the American decisions at the time. Third,
‘the stakes in each case were high, and there is no better basis on which
& measure the effectiveness of statecraft than in cases where different
 administrations believed that a great deal was riding on the achievement
LOf their objectives:

With those reasons in mind, I will offer an overview of what hap-
bened in each case, why we developed the objectives we did, what obsta-
iCles we faced, and what were the means we used to overcome them. One
2y to measure the effectiveness of statecraft is to ask: were the objec-
fes difficult to achieve? In many of the cases, the objectives were seen by
fia0y internationally—and even by some within the administrations—as

#sirable but unachievable. And yet we did achieve them. Surely, state-
$ift had something to do with it.

;-[*1 the first case, German unification in NATO, it is safe to say that al-

85t no one initially thought it conceivable that Germany could be uni-
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