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Great Decisions Television 2004 Election Year Special
Topic 1: Unilateralism vs. Multilateralism

Mal e announcer: American foreign policy in an age of terror and weapons
of mass destruction is scranbling to find its feet. Were should we go
from here?

Comi ng up next on a Great Decisions special 2004. Great Decisions is
produced by the Foreign Policy Association. Funding for G eat Decisions
is provided by the Citigroup Private Bank, one of the |argest private
banki ng busi nesses in the world. The Citigroup Private Bank provides
personal i zed weal th managenent services for clients globally.
Captioni ng and audi o description provided by the U S. Departnent of
Educati on.

And now in our New York studio, here is Peter Krogh

Krogh: Qur country today is unusually preoccupied with its standing in
the world, the security of our honmel and, the scope of our liberties,
and the strength of our economy. These special editions of G eat

Deci sions we now bring to you address these subjects from di verse

per specti ves.

We take you first to the crucible of Anmerican foreign policy. Two
traditions emanate fromthat crucible. One is unilateral. The other is
mul til ateral.

The unil ateral approach--America as Lone Ranger--historically trunps
nmultilateralism For nost of our history, we have acted unilaterally,
fromour Declaration of Independence to the rounding out of the
American continent, to our construction of the Panama Canal

to our entry into Wrld War | as an associated, not an Allied power.

It was only after World War |l that multilaterali smgained the upper
hand. Multilateralism institutionalized, for exanple, in the United
Nati ons and in NATO has had a brief and arguably productive 60-year
history. It helped mightily to win the Cold War. Recently, that brief
hi story was overtaken by a reversion to unilateralism showased in
the country's invasion of Iraq and enshrined in what is now called the
Bush Doctrine, a doctrine which asserts Anerica's predonm nance in the
worl d and clainms a right to wage preenptive or preventive war. \Wen is
unil ateralismthe best, perhaps the only way to go? Wat do we gain by
it? What price do we pay for it? Is a doctrine of preventive war

sustai nable? Or does it |lead to gl obal anarchy? How best can we reserve
our country's privileged position in the world?

Joining me to discuss these questions are Richard Hol br ooke, forner
assistant secretary of state and U.S. ambassador to the United Nations;
and John Whitehead, fornmer deputy secretary of state. Gentlenen,

wel cone to this special edition of Geat Decisions 2004. Richard and
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John, our good friend Henry Kissinger once said he sold his books by

t he pound, but recently, he wote a very short book that was entitled
Does America Need A Foreign Policy? OF course he answered it in the
affirmati ve because he does foreign policy. It would have to be a yes
answer. But the title raises a rather significant question, which is,
what shoul d be our purposes in the world? What should we be attenpting
to achieve in our conduct of foreign affairs? What are its highest

goal s? Ri chard?

>> There's no single answer, Peter, to that question because our nation
is so large, has so many different interests that one has to take into
a large nunber of issues. First of all, obviously, any president, any
admi ni stration has to protect and defend the United States. And since
Septenmber 11, 2001, that obligation has taken on an extraordi nary new
di mrension. They call it the war on terror, but it's nuch nore
conplicated than that. Secondly, one has to pronote and protect
American values, and in ny view, it is a valid American objective to
promot e those values internationally. Although that was a | ong-standing
debate, as you well renenmber when you were dean at Georgetown, between
the so-called Real politik school and what was then the |iberal schoo
that prompted human rights. That debate is over, and the Real politik
school has been | argely dunped. Third, you have econom c interests.
Fourth, you have strategic interests. To maintain a bal ance of power in
the world is in our own national interest. It's a very multigauged

goal

>> Krogh: John, what would be your response?

>> Well, I'ma multilateralist and not a unilateralist. W are the nost
powerful nation in the world. W are the only superpower. We're the
strongest in mlitary power, the strongest in econonic power, and we
can do, nore or |ess, whatever we want to do in the world. But it seens
to nme, that's an opportunity to be--to | ook nore broadly beyond j ust
the interests of the United States, because if other countries fail

if there's terror in the world, we |lose too. And so we've got to think
interns of the world rather than in terns of just what's good for
Anerica, it seens to ne.

>> Krogh: As you say, John, it's clear that we are the superpower, the
uni power. The French believe we're a hyperpower. And we can do, well
alnmost all we want to do, and we are faced with a conbi nation of
terrori smand weapons of mass destruction that pose nonunenta
chal | enges to us, but do we need to announce that we're nunmber one

as we have done?

>> No.

>> Krogh: Do we need to announce that, or should we sinply let our
actions speak for thensel ves?

>> |t's--it doesn't nmke nuch sense to go around sayi ng you're nunber
one. You either are, or you aren't. It's a perceptional issue. | agree
with conpletely with John Whitehead that nmultilateral internationa
positions are al nost always the best. There are tines--and it has to be
adnmi tted--when any president's obligation is to do sonething even

t hough the rest of the world does not necessarily support it. But to go
back to your introduction, | think the fundanental difference between



the current foreign policy and the traditional Anerican foreign policy
that existed from Franklin Roosevelt through Bill Cinton for every
president, including Ronald Reagan, was that in the traditiona

American foreign policy since 1941, the basic mantra was, "Miltilatera
when we can; unilateral only when we nust." And in the last few years,
this has been conpletely flipped on its head. It's, "Unilateral when we
can; multilateral only when, gosh, darn it, damm it, we have no other
choice." And this is nost--best illustrated by the issue of the United
Nations. The U N is a flawed organization. There are problenms with it
bureaucratically and structurally. W all know that. So every

adm ni stration faces a fundanental question on the U N.: do you want to
strengthen it, or do you want to weaken it? John and | both fee
strongly that U N --Arerican interests are best served, globa

i nterests best served when we try to strengthen the U. N. This

adm ni stration has underm ned, underfunded, and weakened the U N., and
inm view, to our own detrinent.

>> Krogh: Wat circunstances, though, do you believe would justify a
unil ateral action on our part? Let's take it up to the top and say,
what would justify, in your view, a preenptive or preventive strike
agai nst anot her country?

>> | can see occasions when the United States is threatened and

i medi ate action needs to be taken, but hardly ever, and | would
exhaust every peaceful effort before | would ever believe that we
shoul d make a nobve that |eads to war. The prospect—Pear| Harbor

If you'd known that the Japanese were com ng, you woul d have acted
preenmptively. That's--and under Article 51 of the U N charter, that's
alegitimate action.

>> Krogh: Well, once again, we've always had preenption in our quiver.
It's always been quietly there. Does it nmake a | ot of sense to bruit it
about and to adopt it as a doctrine?

>> The problemin Irag--and we have to be very clear on this--we have a
trenmendous numnber of issues in the world today: terrorism H V/ Al DS

i ssues all the over the world, the Mdeast, but Iraq is now at a | eve
as serious as Vietnamwas 30, 35 years ago. The problemin Iraq was
that even if you supported the goal of getting rid of Saddam Hussei n,
which | did--I thought Saddam Hussein was the worst conceivabl e | eader
and very dangerous--the decision to go to war at that tinme in that way
created a crisis for the United States. W created our own crisis. W
predi cated the war on intelligence, which was wong. Now, if we knew
that he actually had nucl ear weapons and he was a direct threat to us,
t hat woul d' ve been different, but the intelligence was wong, and the
result was that we've gotten ourselves into a situation where
exercising a doctrine which, as you said in your introduction, is part
of Anerican tradition has gotten us into an extraordinarily isolated
and dangerous position, and in lrag itself, the situation is
deteriorating as we speak with trenendous risks for us.

>> Krogh: Fornmer Secretary of State George Schul z has argued that we
really wal ked the last mile with the United Nations, that there were
all these resolutions out there. They were being flaunted by Saddam
Hussei n. Sonmeone had to call himto account, and what we did was

basi cally what the United Nations should have done. Wat do you think
about that?



>> Well, | think we should do nore to support the United Nations and
not to disagree with it. It is the only hope for world peace for the
long run, it seems to me, or sonething like it, and we need to support
it and believe in it and lead it. It's in our interests to lead it
rather than to let it flounder, and it flounders because its menber
states don't support--sufficiently support it, and we should be taking
the lead. | think that would be the road to nore |asting peace.

>> Krogh: Richard, | want to nmake sure that you don't get a stol en base
here on the export of our values to the world. You' ve felt we ought to
be doing that. W ought to be pronoting our values in the world. You
may recall that John Quincy Adans, one of our wi sest secretaries of
state, advised against that. He said that we should wish well the
liberty of others but be the chanpion and vindicator only of our own
and that we should not, in addition, go abroad in search of dragons to
slay. Is it essential for us to achieve our goals in foreign policy to
export denocracy?

>> Well, first of all, the said that in 1828, and the world has changed
a lot since then. And that quote, which is both el oquent and inportant-

>> Krogh: That's why | renenbered it, Richard

>> You--1 just don't agree with the way it has been misapplied by so
many people, including people | greatly respect at tinmes, to current

i ssues. Let's take--let's take Darfur. Here you have an extraordi nary
situation going on. Secretary Colin Powell has called the situation
Darfur genocide. That is the first time since the Genocide Convention
was signed by the United Nations in 1947 that the United States

secretary of state has ternmed an event genocide. | was in Darfur just a
few days ago and in western Sudan. Darfur is an area the size of
France. 1 1/2 million to 2 million people are in enornmous danger of

starvation. They're being raped. They're being driven out of their
villages. W're not going abroad to search for dragons to slay, but we
shoul d be doing nore, and in fact, | amglad Powell said what he said,
but | think we ought to be doing nore on that issue, not |ess, and
don't think that violates--that is not interventionism that is

Ameri can | eadership, and it goes back to what John said earlier.
America did not have, when Quincy Adans nade that statenent, the sane
role in the world it has today, and with that great |eadership cones,
in m view, responsibility.

>> | agree. W've said we are a superpower. We are the superpower. But
ny experience is that power is sonething that should be harbored and
not used, to have it, but not to use it, because when you use your
power, you begin to lose it. The nore you use it, the nore people
resent it, and pretty soon, there builds up an opposition that it
becomes stronger than you think. If you | ook back to other enpires in
the world, back to the Roman Enpire, for exanple, they—Romans
controlled the world or controlled a good part of the world with their
power, and they |lost that. They crunbled and they fell because people
opposed them all over where their reign was taking place. And so

think we've got to be very careful. The fact that we have the power is
an asset, but that doesn't conpel us to use it, and it should nake us
use it very cautiously. Everybody knows we have it and that we could do
things, but that's the tinme when we can really be influential wth



ot hers and persuade themto beconme denocracies instead of ordering--
ordering themto becone denocracies.

>> And, you know, in a certain sense, Peter, John's conment brings us
right back to Irag. You asked--you quoted George Schul z as saying we'd
exhaust ed every other neans before we used force. That's a debatabl e
proposition. | don't think so. | think that the inspectors were in
there, and as it turns out, they were | ooking for something that, in
fact, was not there. And had they continued to | ook, and had the world
begun to realize that there weren't weapons of nass destruction,

think the events woul d have turned out very differently.

>> Krogh: Well, this is water over the dam but what do you think its
i mpact is for the future conduct of our foreign policy?

>> | raq?
>> Krogh: Yeah, obviously we've gotten burned there.

>> There's been great damage, perhaps irreparable damage, to the very

t hesi s under which it was conducted. That is that preenption is going
to be virtually inpossible next time around, that the intelligence of
the United States which was al ways believed--when Adlai Stevenson went
to the U N in October of '62 and said, "Here are the missile

phot ographs,” everyone believed him Wen Colin Powell went in February
of 2003, showed phot ographs, people sort of believed him Next tine
around, since those photographs were not correct, what's going to
happen? So it has damaged the very thing it was trying to assert.

>> Krogh: The United States is now at its zenith as a world power, but
our international standing is at its |lowest level, historically, really
unprecedented. Was this inevitable, John, just because we're so

power ful , people don't |like us, and they fear us, or have we tripped up
al ong the way?

>> Well, | think we've been too--we've confronted our friends in a way
that has turned them agai nst us, and the hatred that exists towards the
United States these days around the world, as a fornmer diplomat, it's
horrifying to me to see it exist. The State Departnment should be--its
target should be to make friends, not to nmake enenies, and we have been
creating enenmies. On the question of Iraq, | think it is a terrible

di l emma, and the viol ence seens to be getting greater, but | would
point out that it's not violence directed against the United States any
longer. It's violence against the tenporary government that we have set
up, and therefore, it has beconme a civil war, not a war agai nst the
United States. And | think, therefore, our mission there is to protect-
-to hope that the civil war subsides as civil wars sonetimes do. And
hope that that will happen, that the mpjority of Iraqis like it better
wi t hout a Saddam Hussein than they would with a Saddam Hussein and t hat

eventually, that vieww Il prevail and for us to not take such a strong
position ourselves that we try to influence the situation and therefore
turn all lraqgis against us and becone the problemrather than the

potential solution.

>> Krogh: Richard, if you were secretary of state--and it's been
brui ted about that you m ght have an interest in that position--
what woul d be your top priorities? Wiat woul d be your top



foreign policy priorities?

>> Aside fromlraq and the Arab-lsraeli issue, which require attention
on day one of the next administration, I would put at the top of the
list HHVVAIDS. It is killing 12,000 to 15,000 people a day worl dwi de,
spreadi ng at that sanme rate. President Bush put forward sone highly
conmendabl e prograns, and Anmerica has taken the kind of |eadership role
which, in fact, in this case, is consistent with our values, and that
needs to be accelerated, and | would put that at the top of the agenda.
And | want to underscore, it's not just an African problem It's
spreading in south Asia very rapidly, and the countries of greatest
growmh in the world on a popul ation basis are Ukrai ne, Russia, Estonia,
and it's spreading back into Western Europe. So that would be at the
top of the list. Africa as a general issue is--gets so much negl ect,
and it requires so nmuch attention. W cannot go on seeing one of the
continents--the cradle of civilization being destroyed. Then there are
all the traditional issues. Qur bilateral relationships with China
remai n of the utnost inmportance, and they have to be micromanaged.

We need to strengthen our alliances after the period of strain, which
you alluded to earlier. And there's a--what | would call the
traditional panoply of issues. But | would single out H V/AIDS as the
one that requires the greatest attention of the--what you mght cal

t he gl obal issues.

>> Krogh: John, what would be your priorities?

>> |'d like to carry on Dick's coments about China. W agree. W

di sagree on a nunber of things, Dick and I, but we agree conpletely, |
think, on China. If we can establish excellent relationships with China
for the future of the kind that we have had with other nations in the
past, | think we sort of guarantee the domi nance in the world that the
United States now has. The two economies fit together beautifully. W
can help them They can help us. The military fit together | think any
new administration will be very w se, |ooking ahead 20, 25, 50 years,
that a |iaison between China and the United States will be able to

sol ve together a great nany problens in the world that will come up.

>> Krogh: Leadership is another word that's frequently invoked now,

| ayi ng out our foreign policy. W got to |lead here. W' ve got to |ead
here--1eadership. Is that inportant, or can we pass the baton and have
sone ot her people do sone | eadi ng?

>> Leadership is terribly inmportant, and | hope we have our share of it
in Arerica in the years ahead. It seenms to me the world cries out for

| eadershi p. Where are the great |eaders of the past that existed 50
years ago around the world? W don't see them W don't seemthemin
the United States, and we don't seemthem around the world. | think
nost people would agree with that. W' ve got to encourage people to

t ake | eadership positions. W' ve got to chall enge younger people to
aspire to | eadership.

>> Krogh: And maybe ot her countries.
>> And all over the world--all over the world, we've got to get people

to aspire to leadership. | think people find the | eadership offices
politically in the political world so difficult and so personally



damagi ng or potentially damaging to reputations and to--and in so many
ways that they sinply don't aspire to it. Renenber the era 50 years ago
when every nother wanted her son to be president someday? And every son
was told to aspire to be president. Wll, now | don't think you find
every nmother telling her son to aspire to be president. It's a very
tough job, and so are all kinds of other |eadership positions, not only
in the political world but in business and in every wal k of l|ife.

>> You know, | ook, | remenber in 1993, '95, when Bosnia was the
critical issue in the world. And the Cinton administration had just
begun office. In 1993, '94, dinton and the adm nistration were
criticized for not exercising enough | eadership. Then after the Dayton
Peace Agreements, after we bombed in Bosnia and then in Kosovo and
ended that war, we were criticized for too nmuch | eadership. W' re going
to get criticized either way. | would rather be criticized for too much
| eadership than too little | eadership, but |eadership nmeans peopl e have
to foll ow you, which goes right back to the beginning. If you do things
unil aterally and you don't have enough followers, you'll pay a price.
The ot her point to underscore is what John alluded to. Anerican

| eadership is an indispensable ingredient in the world because of our
strength, our resources, the values of our ideas. W nust be that
beacon of |iberty and freedomthat has attracted people fromall over
the world for several centuries. But |local |eadership is also critical
On the level of corruption, the bad management of some of the world's
nost difficult countries fromlLatin America to Africa to south Asia and
into east Asia is a serious problem and Anerican | eadership cannot
make up for that problem

>> Krogh: We're alnmpbst out of time here, but a lot of this seens to get
back to style. How do you translate power into consensus? That involves
a certain diplomatic style. Do you think we've been wanting there?

>> You have to listen nore to other people to begin with, and you have
to be ready--you have to choose between doi ng things exactly the way
you want to do them and having no one do themw th you, just |ike--just
like kids in school, or getting together with people and sayi ng,
"What's our comon goal ?" You can't be--you can't just say, "This is
the way we're gonna do it," and expect people to automatically foll ow
you.

>> | pointed out the Cold War as an exanple of what di pl omacy and the
careful use of power can acconplish. For 45 years, bipartisan--both
parties kept the Cold War cold. It was a remarkabl e achi everent.
Renember, during the peak of the Cold War, we had t housands of Russian
intercontinental ballistic missiles pointed at sites in the United
States 20 minutes in flight away froma massive expl osion, and we stil
kept that war cold. Think of the Cuban Mssile Crisis where we had
Cuban m ssiles--or thought we had--pointed at the United States. The--
and the fact that, for 45 years, that war kept cold. And we finally
basically won it because the Russians sort of threwin the towel and
admtted that their systemsinply wasn't working for their people and
woul dn't be able to work. So that--to ne, that was a great
acconpl i shment for diplomacy. And when you conpare that to the process
of entering Iraq, for exanple, it seems to ne, we weren't patient
enough. And we nust be very patient. W nust try diplomacy until the
very end, and that's what will bring world peace and a better world
for all nations.



>> Krogh: I'mafraid, gentlenen, we've run out of tinme. Thank you for
your wi se counsel, Richard Hol brooke and John Whitehead. Thank you, our
audi ence, for this special edition of Geat Decisions 2004. |'m Peter
Kr ogh.

>> announcer: To |earn nore about topics discussed on Great Decisions,
visit our website at: www fpa.org To order a Citizen's Guide to U.S.
Foreign Policy, a nonpartisan guide to El ection 2004, or a DVD set of
this series, or to join a Great Decisions discussion group, contact
the Foreign Policy Association. Geat Decisions is produced by

the Foreign Policy Association. Funding for Great Decisions is provided
by the GCitigroup Private Bank, one of the |argest private banking

busi nesses in the world. The Citigroup Private Bank provides

personal i zed weal th managenent services for clients globally.
Captioning and audi o description provided by the U S. Departnent of
Educati on.

>> Krogh: Join ne and ny guests, Richard Hol brooke and John Wit ehead,
for a discussion of American foreign policy. Wat are we trying to
achi eve and what conbination of unilateralismand nultilateralismwill
work best? On a special edition of Geat Decisions 2004.



