
setts Bay Colony earlier, which was actually the beginning of
a republic; our memory of Quincy Adams, partly; especially
our memory of Abraham Lincoln; our memory of Franklin
Roosevelt: These kinds of things are what identify United
States. And anyone who’s conscious who cares in the United Dr. Clifford A.

Kiracofe: “The BushStates, thinks in terms of these points of reference.
Administration’s alienWe think in terms of our relationship to European culture.
neo-imperial mindsetMost Americans came from Europe. They came from every must be rejected by

part of Europe. They found a land of opportunity (prior to Americans concerned
about a future worth40 years ago). They became a part—the United States is a
looking forward to.”repository, chiefly of European culture. It’s nowgetting, also,

an Oriental, Eastern Asian culture as well; but it’s primarily
a European culture. We represent a distillation of European
culture.Our instinctive reaction towardEurope, is to say, “It’s future worth looking forward to, and Lyn is certainly leading
good.” Well, our ancestors came from there—most of our the way on that one.
ancestors came from Europe. And so, when we look at Eu- Today, major geopolitical developments are taking place
rope, our attitudes are of that type. at the great power level, as well aswithin regions, andEurasia

So, if you have a government like Bush’s which doesn’t in particular, as the world defensively adjusts to a hegemonic
care, a reactionary fascist government, in fact—that’s there, American foreign policy. Intensified Chinese relations with
it’s true.But, theAmericanpeople are not like that.TheAmer- Iran, ASEAN, and Latin America suggest prudent strategic
ican people, unfortunately, over 80% of them, think like un- calculations as do intensified relations betweenRussia, India,
derlings, largely because ofwhat has been done to them, espe- and China; as well as India’s most recent arrangements with
cially since 1971. And that’s bad, and it’s sick. But, they’re Iran, in the all-important energy sector.
good. And they can be reached; they’re reachable—except Will the United States continue a neo-imperial foreign
for a few nuts. And any European can reach them. They have policy during the second George W. Bush Administration?
a conscience: Just approach them the right way. Observers who expect continuity say yes, while others note

So, you don’t have a problemwith the United States. You the shifting correlation of forces at the opening of the 21st
have a problem with the government of the United States. Century may well constrain Washington’s advocates of an
And it’s a thing we have to deal with. extreme forward policy. An understanding of several promi-

nent schools of strategic thought in United States policy de-
bates—primacy (also termed dominance), cooperative secu-
rity, and selective engagement—is essential to realistic

Dr. Clifford A. Kiracofe, Jr. answers to such fundamental questions.1 Structural domestic
factors influencing United States policy, particularly in the
Middle East, also must be taken into consideration. A frank
assessment may well indicate that it is beyond the power of
the United States to pursue further a neo-imperial policy andThe U.S.A. Confronts
that such a policy undermines its long term national security
interests. Nonetheless, the second Bush Administration ap-A Multipolar World
pears poised to continue the policy of its first four years, and
strategic thought in the United States is in disarray owing to

Dr. Kiracofe, a former senior professional staff member of lack of consensus and theoretical sophistication. This lack of
the U.S. Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, teaches at consensus itself raises questions about the ability of the
Virginia Military Institute, kiracofeca@vmi.edu. He pre- United States to develop and effectively implement a long-
sented this paper to the Berlin seminar on Jan. 12. term comprehensive, systematic, and integrated national

strategy to advantageously manage its security interests in an
I amdelighted to be here todaywith you in Berlin and heartily increasingly complex multipolar world.
thank our hosts for this fine opportunity for constructive When the so-called “bipolar world” ended with the col-
dialogue. lapse of the Soviet Union during 1990-91, a sharp policy

In an increasingly multipolar and multicultural world, a debate emerged in the United States. At issue was the nature
recurrence to constructiveAmerican foreign policy traditions of the post-Cold War international system, “unipolar” or
is necessary ifWashington is to avoid increasing isolation and
irrelevance. The Bush Administration’s alien neo-imperial 1. Barry R. Posen and Andrew L. Ross, “Competing Visions for U.S. Grand

Strategy,” International Security, 21 (1996/87).mindset must be rejected by Americans concerned about a
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“multipolar,” and the implications for United States policy. the “superpower” category overrated or distorting, as the cri-
terion usually considered is primarily military. The UnitedWithin this context, there were profound differences about

the implications of the systemic change for United States States has well-known and significant economic problems,
that Lyn has been very forceful on emphasizing, such as per-foreign policy and grand strategy. Three strategic options

emerged: “primacy”, “cooperative security,” and “selective sistent budget deficits, unsustainable current account deficits,
unemployment, deindustrialization, and a low savings rate.engagement.” Isolation, although not a serious strategic op-

tion for the United States, has its advocates at the margins of Additionally, the United States has significant internal social
issues such as mass illegal immigration (and we’re talking inthe policy debate.

The Clinton Administration adopted cooperative secu- themillions), crime and growing prison populations, an aging
population (demographics), and rising poverty. Finally, “softrity, which stresses multilateralism but also recommends co-

ercive diplomacy and intervention. And we’ve discussed the power” assets of theUnited States are increasingly called into
question as world opinion rejects Washington’s perceivedBalkans here, today, in the Yugoslav case. Selective engage-

ment stressingmoderation, prudence, and acertainmultilater- neo-imperial foreign policy, imposition of economic global-
ization, and imposition of alien cultural “values.”alism was the earlier approach of the George H.W. Bush Ad-

ministration, as reflected by Secretary of State James Baker. The international system, therefore, well may be consid-
ered to contain a number of great powers of varying weightBut the George W. Bush Administration adopted primacy, a

neo-imperial strategy which had in fact been promoted at and varying regional and global reach. As international life is
dynamic, not static, international relations are conducted in athe end of the George H.W. Bush Administration by then

Secretary of Defense Richard Cheney and his assistant Paul constant flux and the older Russian term “correlation of
forces” is not without a certain utility today in a world ofWolfowitz. The strategy of primacy is closely associatedwith

the extremist neo-conservative policy network which oper- rapid change.
ates in both political parties, among hardline Republicans as
well as among hardline Democratic circles. Friedrich Meinecke

Aswe aremeeting inBerlin, I think it appropriate to recallThe extremist neo-conservative policy network was
guided, in part, by Zbigniew Brzezinski’s geopolitical ideas, a great German historian, FriedrichMeinecke.With the Bush

Administration’s neo-imperial Machtpolitik [power politics]particularly as he expressed them in his 1997 book, calledThe
Global Chessboard—and the central concept of that, is of in mind, let us consider a few key points made by Meinecke

in the wake of World War I.course the strategic encirclement of Russia. This extremist
foreign policy network was endorsed and protected by Vice The fundamental modern European academic analysis of

“reason of state,” the realist theory of politics, is Die IdeePresident Richard Cheney, in the first George W. Bush Ad-
ministration, which is why this particular network of intellec- der Staatsräson, which was written by the German historian

Meinecke in 1924.3Meineckewas the student of the toweringtuals has had such great influence. It’s protected by the Vice
President himself, who for decades has relied on these indi- figure of German historical realism, Leopold von Ranke.

Meinecke, the German realist, is clear about the relation ofviduals for his own defense and foreign policy positions. For-
mer National Security Advisor Condoleezza Rice—a student the state to the international system.He says, “It is onlywithin

the family-like community of States that the individual Stateof the father of Mrs. Albright, another Secretary of State of
ours—who is now our Secretary of State, was supposed by itself can prosper in the long run”—the point, I think, that

Lyn certainly was making earlier in the day.many to be aligned with the selective engagement camp, but
she quickly fell into line with the primacy or the hegemonic Indeed,Meinecke affirms that theEuropean sense of com-

munity, “which provided the underlying assumption forcamp. It is an open question today whether the second Bush
Administrationwill be constrained during the next four years, Ranke’s assessment of the European power-conflicts, and

which was the fine beneficial after-effect of the mediaevalby external and internal factors, to move away from primacy
and toward selective engagement in a multipolar world. My ideaof aCorpus Christianum,must be recovered once again.”

Meinecke the German realist does not reject the idea of anown comments today, proceed from the view that the post-
war international system is multipolar. international organization to promote peaceful relations

among nations, and Meinecke the German realist does notThe thoughtful British specialist Barry Buzan suggests
the emergence of an international system—“international so- reject reason. He says of the ideal of the League of Nations,
ciety” as he phrases it—composed of one superpower and
four great powers (EU, China, Russia, Japan), with India as a

3. Friedrich Meinecke, Machiavellism, The Doctrine of Raison D’État and“rising transregional” power.2 Some, however, may consider
Its Place in Modern History,Douglas Scott, trans., (London: Routledge, and
Kegan, Paul, 1957). A helpful analysis of Meinecke is presented in Richard
W. Sterling, Ethics in a World of Power, The Political Ideas of Friedrich2. Barry Buzan, The United States and the Great Powers. World Politics in

the Twenty-First Century (Cambridge, England: Polity Press, 2004). Meinecke (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1958).
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that it is “part of the very essence of reason that it should strive NietzscheanMachtpolitik ofNaziGermany andCarl Schmitt,
and does not square with the traditions and practice of theto exert its influence over nature and set up such an ideal

for itself.” United States, which has respected the role of law in interna-
tional relations and sought to enhance it.Meinecke rejects the glorification of violence and the

power struggle, stating, “the naturalistic forces of historical We’ve talked a little bit about American history today.
I’d like to perhaps conclude with two historical points, tryinglife will be sufficient to ensure that we do not achieve peace

onEarth soquickly; there isnoneed to strengthen themfurther to tie us into the European cultural experience. I would point
out that in the 19th Century, American international legalwith any doctrine which glorifies war and power-conflicts,”

which is precisely the doctrine that neo-conservatives are op- thought and diplomatic approach was influenced in no small
way by the studies of state systems, the international systemserating on in Washington, today. Further, Meinecke rejects

crude Darwinian and Spencerian analogies employed in de- of different periods, by distinguished professors at Göttingen
University. I am referring, particularly, to the work of Prof.scribing the international system.He says that themoral justi-

fication of the strong over the weak “could now be easily Arnold Hermann Ludwig Heeren (1760-1842) and hisHand-
buch der Geschichte des Europäischen Staatensystems. Inmisused” and it could be “replaced and coarsened by a Dar-

winistic naturalism—all the more so when the Nietzschean this regard, I would note that an English translation of this
work was published in the late 1820s by Prof. George Ban-doctrine of the Superman arrived.” Meinecke, in 1924 said,

“Together with the false idealization of power politics, there croft (1800-91), the greatAmerican historianwhohad studied
under Heeren and others at Göttingen himself for two years,must also cease to be a deification of the state.”
and who had also received his Ph.D. there. Bancroft was a
friend of many great German scholars, including WilhelmInternational Law

The rejection of international law and international insti- vonHumboldt.AndourCongress selectedProfessorBancroft
to give the official eulogy on the death of Abraham Lincoln.tutions is another feature of the Bush neo-imperial agenda.4

Why? This is very important to understand. This traces back
to the influence of Carl Schmitt, the Nazi professor of law Toward Recovery of American

Diplomatic Traditionand juridical studies, on the contemporaryAmerican intellec-
tuals and the neo-conservative movement. If you want to Thepolitical, economic, andmilitary struggle of theEuro-

pean powers—Portugal, Spain, Holland, France, and En-knowwhyMr. Gonzales, who’s now nominated for Attorney
Generalship, rejected the Geneva Conventions, you have gland—for supremacy in the New World was the cauldron

from which the United States ultimately emerged. As Prof.only to examine the relationship between Carl Schmitt’s
legal philosophy, and the neo-conservative—and also, some Armin Rappaport has pointed out, a study of the diplomatic

history of the United States “does not properly begin in 1776of our law schools have even gone so far as to start teaching
and reviving Carl Schmitt’s legal doctrines, if you can imag- with the declaration of American independence but reaches

back into the colonial period to the time of the earliest settle-ine that, here in Europe; it’s hard enough for us to imagine
that, at home. ments.”6 Indeed, Prof. Max Savelle has emphasized the early

origins of American realism, a realism that does not excludeAs one of the greatest American authorities on interna-
tional law and United States diplomacy, John Bassett Moore, elements of “idealism,” such as a commitment to the principle

of legality. Savelle argued the “earlyUnited States diplomacywrote a century ago, “besides exerting an influence in favor
of liberty and independence, American diplomacy was also becomes a synthesis of American, English, and European

elements.”7 During the first half of the 17th Century, theemployed in the advancement of the principle of legality.
American statesmen sought to regulate the relationsofnations Thirty Years’ War was raging in Europe and the Westphalia

settlement was achieved. “It is particularly in this first half-by law, not only as a measure for the protection of the weak
against the strong, but also as the only means of assuring the century of settlement,” Savelle wrote, “that the peculiarly

American policies may be said to most clearly to have hadpeace of the world.”5 The Bush Administration’s rejection
of international law as mere “legalism” is in line with the their origin.”

A recovery is needed of earlier American perspectives
informing its former constructive non-imperial foreign policy

4. For an insightful analysis of the evolution of the law of nations see, Garrett tradition, as best embodied by President JohnQuincyAdams,
Mattingly, Renaissance Diplomacy, Chapter XXVIII, “Law Among Na- once our former minister to both Prussia and to Russia. Such
tions,” pp. 245-256.On contemporary use of force from a European perspec-
tive, see Barbara Delcourt, “Usage de la Force et Promotion des Valeurs et
Normes Internationales Quel(s) Fondement(s) pour la Politique Européene 6. Armin Rappaport, ed., Essays in American Diplomacy (New York:

Macmillan, 1967), p. 1.de Sécurité et de Défense?” Revue Études Internationales, 34 (2003).
5. John Bassett Moore, American Diplomacy (NewYork: Harper and Broth- 7. Max Savelle, “Colonial Origins of American Diplomatic Principles,” Pa-

cific Historic Review, 3 (1934).ers, 1905), pp. 251-252.
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a recovery would include a review of the positive relations
Prof. Stanislav Menshikovdeveloped with India, China, Russia, Japan, and the Middle

East during the 18th and 19th Centuries. At that time, the
United States operated quite comfortably within a multipolar
and multicultural international society.

Iwould point out to our friends here from India andChina, Future Prospects for
that our commercial relations with both India and China both
began in the year 1784. And thanks to our French friends in U.S.-Eurasia RelationsIndia,wewereable to negotiate for commerce inPondicherry,
in that particular time—so it was through our French friends,

Professor Menshikov, doctor of economic sciences, is affili-rather than our British rivals.
The first commercial voyages abroad after the War of ated with the Central Mathematical Economics Institute of the

Russian Academy of Sciences and is co-chair of EconomistsIndependence and Revolution were to China and India in
1784. The first American ship to reach India in this era was Allied Against the Arms Race. He is the author of major works

on the world economy and the Russian economy. He wasthe United States, which cleared Philadelphia on March 24,
1784 and reached Pondicherry on Dec. 26, 1784.8 Trade with introduced by Jonathan Tennenbaum, who opened the panel

on Jan. 13 with reference to Johannes Kepler’s revolutionaryRussia reached back as far as the days of Peter the Great,
whenVirginia tobaccowas soldviaLondon.9During the same thinking about astronomy. Here is Prof. Menshikov’s presen-

tation. Subheads have been added.era, in theMiddle East andNorthAfrica, relationswere estab-
lishedwithMorocco and later withOman. Constructive com-

I want to start with saying that seminars like this, or confer-mercial and cultural relations were further developed in the
Middle East during the 19th Century.10 ences which I attended before, are always—for me, person-

ally (I don’t know about others), a source of inspiration. AndWe can only imagine how shocked George Bancroft, and
many other great Americans of the past including President I am thinking not so much of stars, at this moment, but of

what is happening in today’s world. The world is full of dis-JohnQuincyAdams, would be by the depravity of the present
Bush Administration, by its neo-imperial policy, and by its cussion of what’s going to happen with the dollar and all this

discussion is, of course, at a very low level.reckless disregard for not only international law, but for the
long term national interest of the United States itself. That’s one reason why I took my stick and came here,

because I knew that here, the discussion would be at a highHopefully conferences such as ours today will provide a
basis for a continuing dialogue among cultures and for the level—or at a deep level (whichever way you want to look at

it). And so it is. And it is, in two respects.construction, in the tradition and spirit of Westphalia, of an
international system concerned with the peace and progress
of the sovereign states that comprise it. In this regard, I might Rethinking the U.S. Situation

Before I go to the “scholarly” side of it, I want to say, thatmention one example of international cooperation, which
sometimes people do forget, is the level of scientific coopera- for me, some of the discussion here was an eye-opener, about

the political activity of the LaRouche movement. Some oftion that’s been achieved with Antarctica. And that was even
at a time during the so-called Cold War. you were present yesterday, remember when I first spoke, I

came up and said, “Look, I’m a pessimist, because I don’t seeThank you for your kind attention.
that anything is going to change in the United States. I don’t
see those changes coming. Now that Lyndon is not going to
run any more for the Presidency, I don’t see any chance for

8. G. Bhagat, Americans in India 1784-1860 (NewYork: NewYork Univer- any great changes.”
sity Press, 1970), pp. xxiii-xxvi. And then, listening to what happened after that, particu-
9. Alfred W. Crosby, Jr., America, Russia, Hemp and Napoleon. American larly to Jeff Steinberg’s intervention,1 I really understood
Trade with Russia and the Baltic, 1783-1812 (Columbus:Ohio StateUniver-

what the movement was doing today. And I think it is ex-sityPress, 1965), pp.2-3;BenjaminPlattThomas,Russo-American Relations
tremely important, that people around the world know more1815-1867 (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Press, 1930).
about that aspect of it. Not just about the scientific aspect; not10. George Antonius, The Arab Awakening (Beirut: Khayat’s College Book

Cooperative, 1955); E.A.Speiser,The United States and the Near East (Cam- just about the in-depth analysis of what’s going to happen,
bridge,Mass.:HarvardUniversity Press, 1947);WilliamR. Polk,The United with the dollar and the world economy—and of course, with
States and the Arab World (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, the world politics, geopolitics, and so on.
1965); Hermann Frederick Eilts, A Friendship Two Centuries Old: The But also with what is being done now, to make GeorgeUnited States and the Sultanate of Oman (Washington, D.C.: Sultan Qaboos
Center, TheMiddleEast Institute, 1990);W.MorganShuster,The Strangling
of Persia (New York: The Century Company, 1912). 1. See EIR, Jan. 28, 2005.
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