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Introduction

JOANNE MYERS: Good morning. I’m Joanne Myers, director of Merrill House Programs, and on behalf of the Carnegie Council I’d like to welcome our members and guests and to thank you for joining us, as we welcome Joe Nye to our Books for Breakfast program. 

Today he will be discussing his book, Soft Power: The Means to Success in World Politics. His book is available at the end of the program. 

Well, it is an election year in America. While foreign policy and national security have not always been the predominant issues in American presidential campaigns, perhaps this is the year they will have their just due. Saddled as we are with a foreign policy that largely relies on the hard power of our military and economic might, rather than capitalizing on the soft power of shared values, we would all agree that America’s recent foreign policy initiatives are seen as less than successful in the eyes of the world. 

However, as long as we realize that it is not American power per se that is a problem, but rather how that power is utilized, Americans can begin to engage in a serious debate about our foreign policy objectives and the importance of using not only military strength but soft power to achieve our long-range goals. 

As we move forward this election year and begin to seriously ask what we must do to remain the global superpower we are without alienating the rest of the world, it is with confidence that we turn to our guest today to tell us why America should be making more use of its soft power so that we can achieve success on the world stage. 

Mr. Nye first developed the concept of soft power in Bound to Lead, a book published in 1990 that disputed the then-prevalent view that America was in decline. At that time he pointed out that the United States was not only the strongest nation in military and economic power, but also in a third dimension he called soft power. He defined this as “the ability to get what you want through attraction rather than through coercion.” He went on to note that this power “could be cultivated through relations with allies, economic assistance, and cultural exchanges.” He argued that this would result in “a more favorable public opinion and credibility abroad.” 

He returned to this theme again in 2001 with the publication of The Paradox of American Power, a book you may have heard him discuss here, a book that cautioned against sounding the trumpets of triumphalism. 

Given the history of recent events, it is no surprise that the concept of soft power has resurfaced and is repeatedly invoked once again in foreign policy debates today. 

Professor Nye first served in Washington during the Carter Administration as Deputy Under Secretary of State for Security Assistance, Science, and Technology, and later in the Clinton Administration as Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs, and Chairman of the National Intelligence Council. His years in government provided him with the invaluable experience and the political vision to address the challenges we face today. 

So when he tells us that it is soft power that will prevent terrorists from recruiting supporters from among the moderate majority and it is soft power that will help us deal with critical global issues that require multilateral cooperation among states, we should listen carefully and use his most recent work, Soft Power, as our guide. 

At this time it gives me great pleasure to welcome back the current Dean of the Kennedy School of Government, Joe Nye, to our Books for Breakfast program. 

Remarks

JOSEPH NYE: Thank you. 

As we look at the situation in the world today, let’s step back from the front pages, although we will get back to them I’m sure in Q&A, and think back to September 11th and what that meant. 

September 11th had the effect of a flash of lightning on a summer evening, suddenly revealing a difficult and treacherous landscape to cross before it goes dark again. 

We are now trying to pick our way across that landscape which was created by two deeper changes that have been occurring in world politics in the latter part of the 20th century. One was the great increase in globalization. September 11th illustrated that in the case of Afghanistan. If you had asked many Americans about Afghanistan in the 1990s, they would have said, “Conditions in Afghanistan are dreadful, but what does that mean to us?” September 11th revealed that conditions in a poor, weak country halfway around the world can make a very great difference to us. 

The other deep change was the extraordinary advances in technology that are sometimes summarized as the “information revolution.” They may be best illustrated by the fact that computing power declined in cost 1,000-fold from 1970 to 2000. A similar drop in automobile prices would mean that you would be able to buy a car today for $5.00. Any time you have an extraordinary reduction in price, the barriers to entry go down, and that means opportunities for many more players in the game. The nongovernmental players who became involved, like the various NGOs, had a benign effect, but some of the new nongovernmental actors, such as transnational terrorist groups, were quite malign. 

Terrorism isn’t new. It’s been around for decades, indeed centuries. But technology was giving terrorists agility and lethality that they hadn’t had before, the ability for an al Qaeda, for example, to communicate and organize across fifty or sixty police jurisdictions or national jurisdictions, and the ability to use miniaturized weapons or airplanes as weapons. 

This led to the privatization of war. On September 11th, transnational terrorists were able to kill more Americans than the government of Japan did with its attack on Pearl Harbor in 1941. And if terrorists get hold of weapons of mass destruction, particularly nuclear or biological, instead of the destruction of just two towers in the south of Manhattan, we might see the loss of the whole southern half of Manhattan. This would be profoundly challenging to our civilization, to people’s willingness to live in cities, to support cultural institutions like museums and theaters that are a part of cities. This privatization of war is a challenge well beyond anything we have faced. 

President Bush was right to reorient American foreign policy from the rather narrow realistic focus that he had campaigned on in 2000 to a broad new strategy that said that we do involve ourselves in nation-building, we do have to worry about poor weak states failing, we do have to treat terrorism and weapons of mass destruction as a new type of challenge. 

But the means chosen to implement this shift place much too much emphasis on American military preeminence and not enough on the other dimensions of power. Power always depends on context. To describe the context of power in the 21st century, I would use the metaphor of a three-dimensional chess game: on the top board of the three-dimensional game, the United States is the world’s only superpower, and we are unlikely to see a balance in military power for the next decade or two, or perhaps even more. 

But if you go to the middle board, of economic relations between states, there is already a balance of power. The United States cannot get a trade agreement or an antitrust solution if the European Union acts collectively, and without that balance and agreement, you can’t achieve the desired outcomes. It is a bit anomalous to call international economic relations “American hegemony” or “empire.” 

But if you go to the bottom board of transnational relations, problems across borders outside the control of governments, whether it’s infectious diseases or drug smuggling or terrorism, no one is in charge; power is chaotically organized or distributed. The only ways to deal with these issues is by cooperation among governments. To call that “American empire” or “American hegemony” or “unipolarity” makes no sense at all. You are taking a metaphor from the top board and applying it to the bottom board, and it doesn’t fit. 

New threats are arising from the bottom board of transnational relations. While military power can be of some use occasionally on the bottom board, more often you will need other forms of power, particularly soft power. 

The trouble is that a group of people within the Administration, who came into power and looked at American military preeminence, devised the view that Charles Krauthammer has called “the new unilateralism:” that the United States is so powerful that we can do as we wish and others have no choice but to follow. They have used that view as a way of applying American military power to all sorts of problems. 

The problem is that this is a one-dimensional view in a three-dimensional world. If you play one-dimensional chess on one board only and it’s a three-dimensional game, in the long run you will lose. That is my great fear about the way in which we have implemented the strategy. 

What about soft power? The basic concept of power is the ability to influence others to get them to do what you want. There are three major ways to do that: one is to threaten them with sticks; the second is to pay them with carrots; the third is to attract them or co-opt them, so that they want what you want. If you can get others to be attracted, to want what you want, it costs you much less in carrots and sticks. 

The Bush Administration has neglected using our American soft power. In this new world of transnational threats and the information age, it is not just whose army wins, it’s whose story wins. They have not been very attentive to the question of whose story wins. 

If you look at the results of their strategy, the polls are quite chilling. Not only do you find situations like Europe, where the United States has lost on average thirty points of attractiveness in all European capitals, including countries that supported us in the Iraq war, but if you go beyond that to the Islamic world, the decline of American attraction is quite appalling. 

In 2000, in Indonesia, the largest Islamic country, three-quarters of the people said they were attracted to the United States. By May 2003, that had dropped to 15 percent. And yet these are the people that we will need for cooperation against organizations like al-Gama’a at-al-Islamiyya and other offshoots of al Qaeda in the region. 

If you look at trends in polls in countries like Jordan or Pakistan, which are allegedly somewhat more friendly towards the United States, we see that larger majorities are attracted to Osama bin Laden than to George Bush or Tony Blair. Again, this is a bit chastening when those are the people whose cooperation we will need to deal with this new type of threat. 

The new unilateralists’ reaction is: “Not to worry. You should never base foreign policy on polls. Popularity is ephemeral. We have been unpopular in the past -- look how unpopular the Americans were during the Vietnam War, and yet we recovered. We should keep on track and decide what we think is right, pursue it, and then let the chips fall as they may.” 

This skepticism about the role of soft power, quite frequent among neo-conservatives, is a very powerful view. The great danger is that it sells short the importance of being able to attract others. 

And it ignores the fact that a country’s soft power can affect its hard power. If you take the example of Turkey a year ago, the Americans wanted to persuade the Turkish government to send the Fourth Infantry Division across Turkey to enter Iraq from the north. The Turkish government might have been willing to concede, but the Turkish parliament said, “No,” because the United States had become so unpopular, its policies perceived as so illegitimate, that they were not willing to allow this transfer of troops across the country. 

The net effect was that the Fourth Infantry Division had to go down through the Canal, up through the Gulf, and arrived late to the war, which made a difference in the number of troops on the ground in areas like the Sunni Triangle. Neglect of soft power had a definite negative effect on hard power. 

The question is sometimes further rebutted by the skeptics who say: “Yes, that may all be well and good, and it may also be true that the Americans and the West used soft power to prevail in the Cold War, but it has nothing to do with the current situation of terrorism. Terrorists are a new type of threat and are not attractable. The idea that we will defeat bin Laden or al Qaeda by attracting them is sticking your head in the sand.” 

To some extent that is true. If you ask, “Are we going to attract bin Laden or people like Mohamed Atta, who flew into the World Trade Towers?” No. You do need hard power to defeat these people who are irreconcilable. 

But the important role for soft power is to be found in the larger context. If you think of the war on terrorism as a clash between Islam and the West -- Huntington’s “clash of civilizations” -- you are mischaracterizing the situation. It’s a clash within Islamic civilization, between a group of people at the extreme who are trying to use force to impose their view of a pure version of their religion on others, a majority who want things that are similar to what we want: a better life, education, health care, opportunities, and a sense of dignity. 

The key question is: how do you prevent those extremists from prevailing as they try to radicalize the majority, the moderates? Soft power is essential to be able to attract the majorities to the values that I just described -- not necessarily to being Americans, but in a diverse and pluralistic world to better opportunities, education, health care, and a sense of dignity. We can appeal to these values and try to inoculate them against the appeal of the extremists. 

We will not prevail in this struggle against terrorism unless the majority wins, unless the moderates win. And we will not prevail against extremists unless we are able to attract that majority, those moderates. That is the role of soft power. 

In addition, even when you need to use hard power against the hard-core terrorist, you will need cooperation from other governments in a civilian matter. You will not solve this by bombs alone. You will need close civilian cooperation -- intelligence sharing, policy work across borders, tracing financial flows. 

To some extent other governments will share information to deal with terrorists out of their self-interest, but the degree of sharing you get depends upon the degree to which you are attractive to other countries. For example, if being pro-American or sympathetic to the Americans or being seen to cooperate with the Americans is the kiss of death in domestic politics, you will get less cooperation from those governments -- witness the Turkish example I just gave. 

So for both reasons, both to attract the moderate majority and to reach a context or setting in which governments can cooperate more fully with us to deal with the hard core, soft power is key to being able to wage this struggle against terrorism. 

How are we doing? Not well. We are not doing well for several reasons. 

One is the style and substance of our policies. Soft power grows out of a country’s culture; it grows out of our values -- democracy and human rights, when we live up to them; it grows out of our policies. When our policies are formulated in ways which are consultative, which involve the views and interests of others, we are far more likely to be seen as legitimate and to attract others. And certainly the style of the new unilateralists in the Bush Administration has decreased the legitimacy of American policy. So to restore our soft power, we need to change both the substance and style of our foreign policy. 

We also need to find better ways to present this policy. This country, the leader in the information age, supposedly the greatest communicating country in the world, is being out-communicated by people in caves. This is a bizarre situation. 

With the end of the Cold War in the 1990s, we wanted a peace dividend not only in military expenditures but also in our public diplomacy, and so we cut back dramatically. The U.S. Information Agency had half the number of people that it had at the height of the Cold War when it was folded into the State Department, itself a big mistake. 

International exchange programs were cut by a third. Look at how poorly we do in broadcasting -- for example if you take Urdu, the lingua franca of Pakistan, the Voice of America broadcasts two hours a day in Urdu, and yet Pakistan is allegedly a frontline country in this struggle against terrorism. 

Ambassador Djerejian, who chaired a bipartisan panel on Public Diplomacy in the Islamic World, argued that the United States spent $150 million on public diplomacy for the whole Islamic world last year, and that is about the equal of two hours of the defense budget, an extraordinary imbalance. The United States spends 400 times more on its hard power than on its soft power, if you take all the exchange programs and broadcasting programs and lump them together as a measure of soft power. 

If we were to spend just 1 percent of the military budget on soft power, it would mean quadrupling our public diplomacy programs. There is something wrong with our approach. 

In short, the challenge that we face in dealing with this new threat of terrorism, particularly the danger of their obtaining weapons of mass destruction, is a challenge which is very new and real in American foreign policy. But beyond the United States, it is a challenge for all of modern urban civilization. If this spreads, and we find that people will no longer live in cities because of fear, we will live in a very different and less favorable world. 

At the same time, our approach to the problem has relied much too heavily on one dimension of a three-dimensional world, one instrument between hard and soft power. 

The answer is not to pretend that hard power doesn’t matter -- it does and we will need to continue to use it -- but realise that to use hard power without combining it with soft power, which has all too often been the practice in the last few years, is a serious mistake. 

The good news is that in the past the United States has, as in the Cold War, combined hard and soft power. The bad news is that we are not doing it yet. But since we have done it once, presumably we can do it again. When we learn how to better combine hard and soft power, then we will be what I call a smart power. 

JOANNE MYERS: Thank you very much. 

I’d like to open the floor to questions. 

Questions and Answers

QUESTION: Is the visceral criticism of American foreign policy which characterizes much of the discourse in this country, particularly in an election year, not itself potentially destructive? 

I was very struck by your point about the way in which American policy was rapidly reoriented after September 11th. In that context, particularly on the Korean Peninsula, the United States was dealt a strong hand when it came into office, threw the cards in immediately and left itself very exposed in an area of the world where the situation is every bit as crucial as in the Middle East. That is part of the transatlantic tyranny that goes on here in New York. 

Since then, the Administration has pursued Korea policy admirably, working extremely effectively with the Chinese. But the risk is that if the whole of American foreign policy is dismissed as frequently as it is, both this Administration and successor administrations will be tempted to become more isolationist, more inward-looking, the very reverse of what the world needs from the United States. 

Expenditure on public diplomacy is useless unless you’ve got the message right. I agree that the U. S. Administration hasn’t always got the message right, but spending money on a bad message is a waste of money. 

JOSEPH NYE: On your last point I fully agree. It is not enough to advertise if you don’t have a good product. The best advertising won’t sell a bad product. On the other hand, if you make a good product and you don’t advertise, you don’t do too well either. 

Going back to your first point, if the criticism were to suggest that the United States is so profoundly divided that we cannot act coherently in international affairs, it could have a dangerous effect. 

But I don’t detect that sort of criticism. I think we’re hearing criticism of the means and not the focus of policy. But there are differences on means. If you took seriously what the President said about weapons of mass destruction, you would have put Korea first on your list, not Iraq. 

The criticism is not a profound criticism, which would lead to isolation. There is an acceptance that we cannot, because of these effects of globalization and information technology, escape from the world. We may not be interested in the world, but the world is interested in us, and Americans are beginning to realize that. 

If we focus on improving the means by which we deal with these ends, criticism can be healthy. And after all, if our message, or part of our message, is that we are a democracy, seeing a healthy democratic debate is good for American soft power. 

QUESTION: If America spends too much time and energy on hard power and not enough on soft, then what of other countries in the world -- Canada; France; Germany? Is the reverse true? 

JOSEPH NYE: My chapter on “The Soft Power of Others” points out that soft power is available to all. Bin Laden has soft power for those who want to follow him or are attracted to him. 

Many small countries have been very adept in using soft power. Canada and Norway are good examples. Norway, which doesn’t have the advantage of the English language, is not a member of the European Union, nonetheless, as the British put it, “punches above its weight,” because it has identified itself with the interests of others -- peace processes in the Middle East and Sri Lanka; international development assistance. This has given Norway a better image, better access. It doesn’t make Norway a superpower, but it makes it more powerful than it would otherwise be. 

The same is true of Canada. The Canadian association in the past with peacekeeping and international development has increased its soft power. I have sometimes argued that Canada should spend a little bit more on hard power. It’s not enough to rely on soft power alone. The ability to combine the two is the best solution. 

QUESTION: Applying soft power to European nations is one thing, attempting to reach accommodation on matters of mutual interest, but what is your application of soft power to theocracies, revolutionary governments, plutocracies, various other kinds of dictatorships, where those in power are not necessarily so concerned with providing for their citizens the peaceful life, food and education, but are more interested in the consolidation of power and the rifling of the treasuries? 

How do you deal with these situations? 

JOSEPH NYE: There are all too many governments in the world today where the interest of the elite in stealing and feathering their own nests is totally separate from the interests of the people. It may be that you have to deal with those through hard power. 

Sierra Leone or Liberia were cases where the exploitation of the people was such that without the application of force you were not going to be able to attract a Charles Taylor. It’s important to realize that soft power doesn’t solve all problems. 

On the other hand, theocracies may be a bit different. If you look at Iran today, for some Iranians, particularly the ruling mullahs, American culture or Western culture is repulsive. A Hollywood film is a work of the great Satan, but there is nothing more that teenagers want than an American Hollywood video to watch in the privacy of their home. 

Afar Mafiosi’s Reading Lolita in Tehran shows that behind the veils many Iranian women are trying to preserve an area for their own independence of freedom, and nothing could be more symbolic of that than to read Lolita in Tehran. 

Soft power may not work in plutocracies. It may work in theocracies. 

QUESTION: Is one of the implications that too much is being spent on hard power, that the deficit is too high, that much of the increase in military expenditure has nothing to do with fighting terrorism, and that if funds were released for additional expenditure on soft power, it would be logical to cut back on military expenditure? 

JOSEPH NYE: Some items in the defense budget are probably not wise investments. For example, the rate at which we push ahead with missile defense is unduly expensive. I am not opposed to missile defense, but rather than spend inordinately on a system mostly for political symbolic purposes, much of that money might be better invested in the budget of the Broadcasting Board of Governors. 

You may argue that I’m wrong, that we should spend everything or not reallocate within the defense budget, yet we didn’t have to give away the tax base. This is a country rich enough to afford guns and butter, and the idea that we can’t afford to double the budget on public diplomacy from $1 billion to $2 billion with a $1.5 trillion economy is simply because we gave away the tax base. 

You can’t have guns, butter, and a huge tax reduction at the same time. The dilemma -- the Administration has tried to have all three. They should have chosen two out of the three, and I wouldn’t have chosen what they chose. 

QUESTION: Does the current national structure, a system where there is a superpower predominant in military, also economics and other fields as well, make it likely that the United States will neglect using or promoting soft power? 

JOSEPH NYE: There is a structural problem, which is that with the type of preponderance that the United States has, there is a danger of succumbing to the new unilateralists’ view. If you read Charles Krauthammer or the editorial pages of the Weekly Standard, the view is: “We are legitimate because we are democratic, we know our intentions are good, we know we’re right. We have tremendous power. Why are we allowing ourselves to be held back by these institutions that were created during the Cold War when we had to deal with competition with the Soviet Union? The UN, NATO are leftovers from the past which simply Gulliver-size us, tie us down with a lot of little threads. And since we know we are right, since we know we are good, and we have the power, just use it, and the others have no choice.” 

That is not a caricature but close to the logic of their argument. For the reasons I gave earlier, it is profoundly wrong. 

QUESTION: Do you regard the United Nations as an instrument of soft power; and, if so, how do could it be reformed to better serve and advance America’s interests? 

JOSEPH NYE: The UN has a great deal of soft power of its own. In other words, it is attractive, and that gives it a certain amount of power. 

What the UN can convey that is particularly important is legitimacy, an important part of soft power. Its soft power can go up and down, it can be tarnished, but it does exist and it is important. Other countries, including the United States, should find it in their self-interest to work with and through the UN, because they need that legitimacy for their own soft power. 

QUESTION: I would like to return to the point that it is not enough to spend on public diplomacy without getting the message right. Would you talk a bit about the U.S. message, if it’s pursuing soft power in a more conscious way, and whether there are particular difficulties for the United States? 

Public diplomacy was part of the Cold War effort, but the world is a more complex place than at that time. The markets into which you have to sell a U.S. soft power message are more fragmented and diverse, and that represents a challenge. And perhaps it will always be particularly difficult for the superpower to carry credibility precisely because it is the superpower. And then there is the structural problem, that it is harder to attend to the soft power messages if you can reach for your gun more quickly. 

JOSEPH NYE: The United States after the end of the Soviet Union had no balancer, and that is a rare occasion in world politics or history. When you have one country which is much larger than the rest, which can’t be balanced militarily, it is bound to engender resentment and envy. 

The problems did not start on January 20, 2001, with the inauguration of the Bush Administration. After all, al Qaeda was created in the 1990s. Indeed, it was created and they planned the World Trade Center attacks while Clinton was doing his best to negotiate a settlement on the Middle East peace process. 

A degree of resentment, envy and hatred comes with being a preponderant or preeminent power. But it is not true that there is nothing that you can do about that. 

There have been times when the United States has been as preeminent as it is now, and yet we weren’t quite as unpopular as we are now. Just witness the public opinion polls in the mid and late 1990s compared to 2003. So the argument that because there is a structural element to this, we should just take our lumps, as some of the neo-conservatives say, is not supported by the evidence. 

The way you formulate your policies to include the interests of others and the style with which you apply them can take some of the sharpest edges off of this resentment, not perhaps for the al Qaedas, but at least for those whom al Qaeda has to try to recruit or appeal to. 

Much of what is going on in world politics today, in a world in which we say “whose story wins?” depends on credibility. In a world in which we are all inundated with information what really matters is not information but attention, and the attention goes to those who are regarded as more credible. That makes the politics of credibility more important than ever before in world history. 

The way in which we talked about the reasons for the Iraq war were extraordinarily damaging. The U.S. Vice President went on television to say, “Iraq has reconstituted its nuclear program,” when that’s not what the intelligence said. It’s one thing for the intelligence to be wrong and policymakers to work on that. But when you go beyond the intelligence and exaggerate it to develop political support, that’s inexcusable, and that is what happened in many of our democracies. This was a huge mistake and extraordinarily costly in terms of soft power. 

How can the United States regain its credibility? Partly by what we are doing now with the 9/11 Commission -- by washing our dirty linen in public, by doing mea culpas. One of the good things about a democracy is the cacophony of voices and views that help to restore a degree of credibility. 

That we are now debating these things openly may help to restore a bit of that credibility. But nonetheless it was terribly damaging, beyond that which would be expected to be normal resentment of a superpower, for us to have exaggerated as we did. 

QUESTION: If we stay on your course on psychological impact here, on the message, what would have been the response from the world community if this Administration had put more emphasis at the beginning towards the democratization of Iraq, rather than as a spin-off to what it claimed were weapons of mass destruction? If it had said in effect, “This is a destabilizing country in that very difficult part of the world, and there is a danger there, but moreover we think it imperative to establish a democratic state there,” would the world community have responded and said, “You’re blowing smoke,” or might this have been a better approach? 

JOSEPH NYE: Three basic arguments were used to support the invasion of Iraq. 

1) Weapons of mass destruction. This appealed to traditional realists, and was a legitimate argument. I can imagine using force against Saddam Hussein rather than allowing him to have nuclear weapons because of the type of leader he was. The same was not true of chemicals and they do not pose the same threat. It is also a mistake to lump together nuclear, biological, and chemicals under the category of weapons of mass destruction. 

2) The connection between Saddam Hussein, al Qaeda and 9/11. There were some connections between Saddam Hussein and al Qaeda. We have not, however, seen connections to 9/11. 

The first two arguments turned out to be largely dry holes. 

3) Transform the Middle East to dry up the wellsprings of the Mohamed Atta’s of the future. There is something in that, but not in the way we did it. You don’t impose democracy from the barrel of a gun. 

Saddam was a nasty dictator, but there are lots of nasty dictators, and if we are going to use military force to remove them all, we will quickly be overextended. 

The question is: why didn’t we start talking seriously much earlier about how to advance democracy in the region? Helping other countries develop their civil society, improve their educational systems, open themselves up to world trade, join the WTO -- a whole process that takes decades should have been done long ago in the Middle East and we should be doing more of this now. 

Fortunately, President Bush is talking about that, but we have done it the wrong way. Instead of going to the Arab Human Development Report and saying, “Here’s your own analysis done through UNDP of what you need. How can we help either through the government or civil society?” -- we said, “We’ll figure out what the problem is, discuss it with the other European great powers, and then tell you the answer.” This is upside-down. 

Democracy is an argument, but not the in which way we have gone about it. 

QUESTION: Iraq is the paradigm example of the use of hard power and the ignoring of soft power. As you pointed out, there are many arguments on the other side for doing just that, and the people who have those arguments have the power at this point. We will find out in fact, and they will find out, whether they are right. 

JOSEPH NYE: It’s an interesting argument that you pose. Trying to do the assessment of the Iraq war is extremely difficult one year after. With any large historical events you need more time to do a proper balance sheet. You know the famous quip of Zhou Enlai when Kissinger asked him his view of the French Revolution: “It’s too soon to tell.” That is surely true of the war in Iraq. 

Imagine that five or ten years from now we see a stable democratic Iraq which has begun to reverberate through the region so that it is imitated by its neighbors. We might say, “Yes, it was a success.” 

The question is: how likely is that? The neo-conservatives argued that this would happen. Measured at year one on this ten-year scale, it doesn’t look plausible. But it is not out of the question that in ten years we would come to a different assessment. 

One should always entertain the hypothesis that we don’t yet know the true balance sheet. On year one the balance sheet appears to be on the positive side of the ledger that we got rid of a miserable tyrant who was terrible to his people and a threat in the region. On the negative side, we probably increased recruitment by al Qaeda throughout the Islamic world -- so we made things better on the top board, made them worse on the bottom board -- and we also reduced American soft power; and we are now paying quite a high price for it in hard power, in blood and treasure. 

The other question is: even if you did have an optimistic year ten, could you have done it at a lower cost? Suppose, for example, you had followed the example of Bush 41, instead of Bush 43, and taken more time and built a broader coalition. If you did feel that you had a case for removing Saddam by the use of force and you had the legitimacy of a very broad coalition instead of being imperial occupier, the reconstruction of Iraq would have been seen as a collective public good. Even if we had gone in, as we did, with a narrow coalition and then in May 2003, as I urged in an article in the Herald Tribune, and we had said: “Okay, now let’s let bygones be bygones, we invite you all in. We want the UN involved, the French, Russians, Chinese, everybody. You’ll get your share of contracts, but this is a common task to reconstruct Iraq.” The eventual cost on the balance sheet would have been lower. 

QUESTION: Is it too late in the case of Iraq for the exercise of soft power, or can soft power be used to attract people who have not been involved in this project so far? If so, just exactly how would you do this, because that appears to be the only effective critique of the Administration’s current policy -- not that we shouldn’t be there, not that we never should have been there in the first place, but how we get the rest of the way forward? 

JOSEPH NYE: We may have already squandered our best opportunities to use soft power. One would have been this idea last May of inviting others in, of making it a collective activity. 

A second would have been to be far better communicators when we were there. The United States set up a TV station that communicated four hours a day, mostly with communiqués from the CPA, while Iran and al Jazeera were 24/7 with popular programming. 

When people are fighting and dying in the streets, it is hard to use soft power. If you look at the tactics that the Marines who were just brought in a few weeks ago were planning to use, it was to focus much more on hearts and minds -- building schools, giving out candy bars. You can’t do that when you’re fighting for your life. 

The solution looking forward is to strike a political deal. It will not to produce a Western-style democracy. It will probably require striking a deal with Sistani and al Hakim and others of the Shiite, trying to get them to control al Sadr, and it will require a degree of autonomy for the Kurds, perhaps short of independence. If you can provide some political framework or deal, it might be possible to get to a situation stable enough that you can begin to use some of the instruments of soft power. 

The solution is not to bomb mosques and go street by street through Iraqi cities; that use of hard power alone will not work. 

QUESTION: In that bolt of lightning that illuminated the landscape after 9/11, many policymakers came to the conclusion that the doctrine of preemption should guide our foreign policy in the future, that it simply wouldn’t do to sit back and wait through a long history of terrorist acts against the United States. Is there a basic incompatibility with preemption and soft power, or would you rule out preemption as a doctrine? 

JOSEPH NYE: I would not rule out preemption. I would rule out elevating it into a doctrine. Preemption itself, striking when you are in imminent peril before you are hit, is an extension of the right of self-defense, and in my view consistent with the UN Charter. 

Where the mistake was made, was in blurring the difference between preemptive and preventive war, and of elevating it into a grandiose doctrine which we are unable to fulfill. We are not about to attack North Korea or Iran. 

By taking a reasonable concept, a longstanding practice consistent with international law and order, and making it into a doctrine, they created a threat to the fabric of international order which others can use for their purposes, and unnecessarily created a great deal of fear, thereby undercutting American soft power. 

What they failed to do was remember Teddy Roosevelt’s advice, which is if you have a big stick, speak softly. 
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Introduction

JOANNE MYERS: I’m Joanne Myers, Director of Merrill House Programs, and on behalf of the Carnegie Council I’d like to thank you all for joining us as we welcome Zbigniew Brzezinski to our Books for Breakfast program this morning. He will be discussing his book The Choice: Global Domination or Global Leadership. 

Since his earliest days as a political scientist, Zbigniew Brzezinski has intuitively understood the need for America to be the architect of its own destiny. Towards that end he believes that America, because of its unique standing in the world, should be at work building a global community of shared interests. 

Several administrations have come and gone since Professor Brzezinski served as National Security Adviser under President Jimmy Carter. Nevertheless, many of his ideas from that time now seem more relevant, more prescient, and more urgent than ever before. 

Today, as we all know, there is an ongoing debate about what America’s role in the world should be and how we should go about attaining our goal. In The Choice, Professor Brzezinski articulates his vision for the strategic challenges that America faces now and in the future. 

Although The Choice could be read simply as a timely and provocative commentary on the Bush Administration’s efforts in the realm of foreign policy, it would be an error for you to do so, as Brzezinski’s concerns and formula for the future go much deeper. I believe the proposals set forth will be viewed as one of the more important works on which to construct a reasonable foreign policy for generations to come. 

Over the years Professor Brzezinski has taught us that speaking out about what one truly believes in, even while others are given to reciting platitudes, confers its own mantle of moral and political authority. So when he challenges us to consider the role we wish to play in the world and asks Americans whether we wish to choose between dominating the world or leading it, we should listen carefully to his wise counsel. 

Professor Brzezinski, we are honored by your presence here this morning. We look forward to listening to your ideas and benefiting from your experience so that we too will have all the information we need to make the right choice this year and in the years to come. 

Please join me in giving a very warm welcome to our guest, Zbigniew Brzezinski. 

Remarks

ZBIGNIEW BRZEZINSKI: Good morning. 

As a point of departure, I would like to share two grave concerns that I entertain regarding America’s contemporary role in the world. The first is that we are running the risk of basing our foreign policy writ large on a fundamental misdiagnosis, demagogically proclaimed, of the defining challenge of our time at this juncture in history. And secondly, that in that context the U.S. could become dangerously bogged down in a huge geo-strategic quicksand. The cumulative effect of both of these risks could be profoundly dangerous to American security, challenge American global leadership, and contribute to greater international chaos. 

The first of these two dangers, the misdiagnosis, is already producing a crisis of credibility regarding America’s word and America’s definition of the world. It is also producing increasing American isolation, probably more extensive isolation than ever before. This is measurable in public opinion polls or in UN votes, where not infrequently these days the United States finds itself voting alone with just three other states -- Israel, Micronesia, and the Marshall Islands -- a fact gently underplayed in the American press. 

The second danger, engagement in a huge geo-strategic quicksand, could threaten our power and our ability to use that power for national security purposes. 

The misdiagnosis pertains to a relatively vague, excessively abstract, highly emotional, semi-theological definition of the chief menace that we face today in the world, and the consequent slighting of what I view as the unprecedented global challenge arising out of the unique phenomenon of a truly massive global political awakening of mankind. We live in an age in which mankind writ large is becoming politically conscious and politically activated to an unprecedented degree, and it is this condition which is producing a great deal of international turmoil. 

But we are not focusing on that. We are focusing specifically on one word, which is being elevated into a specter, defined as an entity, presented as somehow unified but unrelated to any specific event or place -- and that word is terrorism. The global challenge today on the basis of which we tend to operate politically is the definition of terrorism with a global reach as the principal challenge of our time. 

I don’t deny that terrorism is a reality, a threat to us, an ugly menace and a vicious manifestation. But it is a symptom of something larger and more complicated, related to the global turmoil that takes place in many parts of the world and manifests itself in different ways. 

That turmoil is the product of the political awakening, the fact that today vast masses of the world are not politically neutered, as they have been throughout history. They have political consciousness. It may be undefined, it may point in different directions, it may be primitive, it may be intolerant, it may be hateful, but it is a form of political activism. 

And it is a product of things we all know. Literacy makes for a higher level of political awareness, TV makes for proximity and for an immediate awareness of enormous disparities in the human condition, the Internet makes for instant communications, and all of that creates an unprecedented sense of intimacy, but also friction. 

Much of this is also spurred by America's impact on the world. We are a society that by its very existence and its ability to project itself outward is able to transform the world. We have an unsettling impact, because we are economically intrusive, culturally seductive. It creates envy, resentment, aspirations, hostility. 

Much of it is also fueled by globalization, which the United States propounds, favors and projects by virtue of being a globally outward-thrusting society. But that also contributes to instability, and is beginning to create something altogether new: namely, some new ideological or doctrinal challenge which might fill the void created by the disappearance of communism. 

Communism was the mobilizing doctrine of the 20th century. At one point it had enormous appeal. It led the Russian people into seventy years of misadventure, with devastating consequences for themselves. It was an illusion -- a deceptive illusion, but captivating. 

But it is now totally discredited, and we have a pragmatic vacuum in the world today regarding doctrines. But I see the beginnings, in writings and stirrings, of the making of a doctrine which combines anti-Americanism with anti-globalization, and the two could become a powerful force in a world that is very unequal and turbulent. 

We must recognize that terrorism is not an entity, but a technique of conflict favored by the weak. It is spurred and spawned by objective and subjective historical and political conditions in specific and diverse parts of the world. If wedded eventually to weapons of mass destruction, it can have devastating consequences. 

It is in this context that our national security must be redefined. We as a people have been accustomed to the notion that national security is the norm. Henceforth national insecurity will be the norm for America, and that is an enduring reality. There is no returning to the era of a sovereign, separate national security for us. 

Global security, therefore, has to be our objective, and global security means a recognition of the seamless web of expanding interdependence in the world, which it is in the American national security interest not to undermine, but to institutionalize. Therefore, there is a connection between global security and our security, and we are now part of the world, in that we share an insecurity which has been so customary in the lives of almost all other nations, unlike ourselves. 

I fear that current American policy, by focusing almost exclusively on terror, will increase the probability that global hatred for the United States will intensify -- we see evidence of that, tragically, since 9/11 -- and sporadic terrorist attacks on the U.S. may become a more frequent reality. 

One of the points in the March 16 New York Times article entitled “A Leaner, Meaner Jihad,” was that many more disparate groups have become active in an anti-American jihad since our operation in Iraq. This phenomenon gives us pause. 

We may be facing wider global turmoil and more anti-American coalitions in a setting of percolating instability. We will not be able to deal with this situation if we respond to it simply by focusing on terrorism alone, use catchy, abstract, but ultimately meaningless, slogans about “evil,” and if we refer to terrorism as a single entity. 

The President, speaking on the anniversary of the war in Iraq, said: “the world is divided into two visions about the value of life,” “there is no neutral ground between civilization and terror,” “there can be no separate peace with the terrorist enemy.” 

Remove the word “terrorist” from those phrases and substitute “Nazism” or “Stalinism” and they make a great deal of sense, because we are then dealing with an enemy that was cohesive, coherent, visible. Here he is speaking about elusive, unreachable, difficult-to-define, unspecific groupings, but he categorizes them as a single entity. 

If we fail to ask ourselves specifically who are the terrorists and where they come from, we will not begin to understand how to fight them effectively by military means in order to extirpate them, and by political means in order to undercut them. It isn’t enough simply to say to the country that the defining difference between us and them is “we love things, they hate things,” a phrase which somewhat mystifies me, but which nonetheless is designed to mobilize public emotions. 

Without recognizing the complexity inherent in the global political awakening of 4 billion people hitherto passive, and without addressing the specificity of the phenomenon of terrorism, we will neither be able to engage it nor to uproot it. 

The Vice President recently said that the hatred of terrorism “is not directed at any one government or nation or religion, but it is against all governments, nations, and people.” 

If you look at what has been happening in Ulster, it is not addressed at the Norwegians or the Finns, but as a specific target: the British Government, with London as very frequently their favorite object. If you look at Kashmir, it isn’t Argentina that is involved, but India and Pakistan. If you look at Palestine, it is not the whole world, but specifically the Palestinians and the Israelis. 

If you fail to identify the source of the violence and its particular historical and social setting, you are addressing terrorism in a fashion not very different from condemning lung cancer without ever mentioning smoking or tobacco. We have to know the symptoms, the pathology, and the roots of the problem. Only by addressing all of them can we not only extirpate the terrorists by force, but also undercut their base by political means. 

I am troubled by the fact that in the two years since 9/11 we haven’t heard a single thoughtful analysis at the highest level of the phenomenon that we confront, of the danger we must face, specifically of the enemy whom we have to defeat by force and by politics. We live in a complex world in which that is very much needed. 

It is related to my second proposition, which is that not being able to diagnose correctly runs the risk of maximizing our difficulties in dealing with the specific geo-strategic challenges that we now confront, the most obvious of which is our involvement in a huge part of the world from the Suez to Xinjiang, from the southern frontiers of Russia to the shores of Pakistan on the Indian Ocean. I call this area the “global Balkans” because it is like the Balkans of Europe -- driven by conflicts within, creating a suction effect for external powers to come in -- and we have come in, and we don’t have much choice. 

But we are now involved in an area of 550 million people who are religiously inflamed, ethically conflicted, densely populated, demographically explosive, massively poor; but rich in energy and, therefore, control over the area has enormous strategic implications for future influence on Europe and the Far East. We are and will be engaged in that area for at least a decade, and if we don’t handle it well, we could become absorbed to a degree that it begins to undermine our power. 

We must deal with four interlocking problems in this area, each enormously complex and difficult, each containing great potential for violence: 

· The stability and future of Afghanistan and Pakistan, because these two problems are now interlocked. Think of the scale of that problem alone in terms of the challenge that it may create for us in money, men and blood. 

· The problem of adjoining Iran, with its aspirations, which has an impact and influence on Afghanistan. 

· Our presence in Iraq, from which it will take time to extract ourselves, which is affected by Iran. 

· And finally, the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, which destabilizes the Middle East and mobilizes Arab hostility towards us, and which is interconnected with the problem in Iraq where there is no disengagement. If the Israeli-Palestinian peace process is not moving forward because it would disengage, the subsequent Iraqi government, even if democratic, will be anti-American and anti-Israeli, and therefore even more legitimate in its attitude than the previous one that we overthrew.

We will have to address all four of these problems if any single one of them is to be resolved. 

We cannot do it entirely on our own. We need others with us, in particular the Europeans. They are close, they are well off, they have historical interests, their security is also affected, they have views on this subject, they have men and money. 

But they are not hired hands. If we want them there, we have to treat them as allies. We have to engage them, support efforts at their unification, and we have to understand that the Europeans also have views and interests which we must take into account if they are to be involved. 

There are several implications of the points I have discussed this morning. 

The first is that we cannot prevail in this time of complexity without having serious allies -- not just "coalitions of the willing", which tend to be expedient and opportunistic, but alliances based on conviction, shared values, as well as convenience -- and the Europeans are the obvious partners. 

But we will not have the Europeans as allies on a critical issue so close to them if we continue to hold the Manichean view “if you are not with us, you are against us,” which has been the most frequently cited slogan in the course of the last year. “If you don’t follow what I say, you are my enemy” is hardly a prescription for generating a strategic dialogue with Europeans about “where are we at this juncture of history?” 

We are not infallible. Neither are they. We may have a more activist vision than they, their views may be too accommodating, but if we want to act jointly we have to fashion a joint perspective. We can only do so by a serious dialogue with Europeans, and not by name calling or trying to divide them into good guys and bad guys on the basis of who is newer and who is older. That will simply contribute to continued division and absence of support. 

We also cannot prevail in the present context if we are leading by misleading. To be a democratic leader at home and abroad, on must be trusted. Unfortunately, the Iraq issue has created a real crisis of credibility. And credibility, whether in private life, in business or in academia, is based on an enduring sense of trust. 

Why hasn’t the Administration attempted to find out who fabricated documents on uranium in Niger? If I had been misled, I would like to know who has been misleading me, and why. And yet, there is a curious disinterest in asking: “Who did this, and why?” 

We have said, “The British gave us those documents.” The British are now washing their hands and saying, “We didn’t really produce them. We got them from the Italians.” Let’s go to the Italians then, let’s twist their arms and ask, “Why did you produce them? And if you didn’t produce them, who gave them to you?” 

There are other similar issues. There has been testimony that we have been misled by foreign services. What foreign services? How did they mislead us? What did they tell us? 

We need to ask these questions to restore trust. President Kennedy instructed [former Secretary of State] Dean Acheson to talk to De Gaulle in the middle of the Cuban missile crisis and say to him, “America is going to go to war against the Soviet Union, and therefore all of NATO will go to war, and there will be nuclear war unless it removes nuclear missiles from Cuba.” When he had finished, he said to De Gaulle, “And now I want to show you the evidence.” De Gaulle looked at him and said, “I don’t want to see your evidence. The word of the President of the United States is good enough for me. Tell him France stands with the United States.” 

Suppose tomorrow we send an emissary somewhere and say, “Iran has nuclear weapons and is poised to attack Israel or Europe.” Would that be the answer of any rational foreign statesman? I suspect that they would quietly say, “Show us the evidence, and leave it with us so we can carefully examine it.” 

That is a major cost in terms of leadership. 

We cannot prevail if we are not careful about how we generalize about the enemy. If we want Europe with us and if we don’t want the world of Islam against us, we have to address the problems of the Middle East. We cannot maintain a hands-off posture, which results in the deaths of more Palestinians and Israelis. 

Our position has been to wait and simply watch, or occasionally to utter pious noises when violence occurs. We gradate these noises: some acts of violence we condemn explicitly without any qualification; others we say are “excessive but in some measure perhaps justified”; and yet others meet with, “we are deeply concerned.” And the violence continues and that ambiguity persists. 

Today no Israeli and no Palestinian knows what peace might mean and how to define it. Because they cannot define it, their extremists can, and we know what their definitions are: a larger Haaretz Israel full of settlements, with the Palestinians in Bantustans here or there, on the one side; and the extremists on the other saying “no Israel.” 

I have been in the Arab world many times. I have heard some Arab leaders say to me when I was pushing them for more action towards peace: “We’re in no rush. The Crusaders were in Jerusalem for ninety years, and look where they are now -- they’re gone. So what is the rush?” 

The parties cannot move towards peace. Sharon is no better than Arafat. Arafat is no better than Sharon. Both sides are locked into a relationship of hostility in which the roadmap alone is a path to nowhere, in which there is an enormous incentive on each to trip up the other in the process. And hence, the roadmap becomes a series of maneuvers designed by each to discredit the other, unless it is wedded to some clearer definition of the eventual outcome -- and that’s where the United States and Europe can play a more active role. 

The Geneva Accords are a vision of peace which has been negotiated by a group of Israelis and Palestinians. The document outlines a peace that is more or less reasonable and enduring, with significant security precautions. A clearer identification of that objective is something that the Americans and the Europeans could jointly promote, thereby undercutting some of the support for terrorism. 

If we don’t do that, it is almost inevitable that we will become globally what Israel has become regionally, a hated garrison state. Because we will get terrorist acts here now -- not like the World Trade Center, which was an unusual coincidence of ability and luck, but individual suicide attacks in the United States, which will affect the quality of life. We will become an extension of the Middle Eastern conflict. 

And hence, we have a vital interest in doing something with the Europeans. We owe it to the Israelis, we owe it to the Palestinians, because both peoples would welcome a peace but right now neither can generate a serious movement towards peace. A joint American-European approach would help to move the parties, because they would at least recognize the option to this endless and increasingly bloody conflict. 

But we also cannot prevail if we remain blind. One of the aspects of the Iraq crisis is that we know now how weak our intelligence is. One dollar spent on intelligence is a greater contribution to our safety than ten dollars spent on Homeland Security, because we cannot protect everything, but if we know more we can preempt. But to preempt, if we pursue a doctrine of preemption, we have to know what we are doing, we have to have an intelligence that is effective. 

Right now we have a doctrine of preemption, based on suspicion, and that is not good enough in the nuclear age of considerable global turmoil. It’s a prescription for international instability. Unless we begin to tackle the problem of intelligence seriously, we will remain semi-blind. 

The Administration says, “We have all been misled,” and then, “But we have very good intelligence, and we don’t fire anybody; therefore we don’t do anything.” The intelligence wasn’t clear-cut about what they did or didn’t have, but if the Director of Intelligence and some of his associates were fired, they would probably spill the beans. This kind of accommodation preserves the status quo. 

We need a shakeup of the intelligence community, better human intelligence and an independent Director of Central Intelligence, like the head of the FBI: fixed term, but not a presidential appointment. 

And finally, we can prevail only if our foreign policy returns to a bipartisan, centrist orientation. This is the first time since the onset of the Cold War that we have a foreign policy of one extreme. Neither the extreme left nor the extreme right can provide the basis for a sustained American foreign policy that mobilizes support elsewhere. 

I hope these elections will lead to a serious discussion about foreign policy, and contribute eventually to greater moderation. I would hope that the next President would make a foreign policy appointment that symbolizes and personalizes a return to bipartisanship. 

It would be absolutely terrific if Kerry, if he were to win, was to appoint the Chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Senator Lugar, as his Secretary of State. Think of the message this would send. Or if he wants to be more daring, Hagel. 

Bush would feel quite at home with Senator Lieberman, a centrist Democrat who supported him on Iraq, as his Secretary of State. Or perhaps even someone like Biden. 

We will not be able to use our power intelligently, nor to inspire confidence, either on the basis of extreme leftism, which abjures power, or extreme right wing, which revels in power. We need to think seriously about this because of our position in the world, because ultimately at stake is not only our leadership but what the absence of that leadership can do in a world dominated by turmoil. 

JOANNE MYERS: You make it all seem so obvious. I have to say dzie,kuje to you. 

I would like to open the floor to questions. 

Questions and Answers

QUESTION: It is an enormous relief to hear such a lucid exposition of the problems in the world from somebody with your authority and experience. 

I would just propose two small amendments: “Suez to Xinjiang” is not wide enough if we consider the events in Casablanca last year and who are the main suspects in the Madrid bombings. To preserve your alliteration, I suggest “Xinjiang to the Sahara,” or maybe “Turkistan to Tangier.” 

My other amendment would be that the roadmap be allied to a long-term vision of what peace in the Middle East should look like, defined in Security Council resolutions, including the one passed in 2002, that says “there should be two states, Israel and Palestine, living side by side in peace within their own frontiers.” The question is: are the parties able or willing to proceed along that road, and is the international community doing enough to hold them to their ostensible commitments? 

You have laid out a wonderful policy prescription to your fellow Americans. You have repeatedly referred to their need for allies and for a global approach. What is your advice to people like myself, a European working in an international organization, or indeed the governments and spokespeople of those allies? 

A year ago, we saw a number of them standing up to the United States in the Security Council. They are terrified, or at least intimidated, by the results of what happened then. And since then, observing them in the Security Council and elsewhere, we see that nobody wants to pick a fight with the Administration elected by the people of the most powerful country in the world. 

But how in that case would you advise the would-be allies and partners of the United States to conduct themselves in dealing with an Administration that has the policies and the misdiagnoses that you have described? 

ZBIGNIEW BRZEZINSKI: First, let me deal with the two preliminary points. 

I like the alternative alliteration, “Sahara to Xinjiang,” but it doesn’t really do justice to the point I am making, because I am talking specifically about the United States having plunged headlong into an area from the Suez to Xinjiang. 

Yes, the Sahara is important, and there has been violence in Morocco and instability in Algeria, but we don’t have armies deployed there, we are not spending billions of dollars, we are not engaged in escalating violence which we may find difficult to control. The area where we are in a quicksand is from Suez to Xinjiang. 

On the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, in the resolutions that you refer to, what does it mean, “two states side by side?” Where are those states? You can have a Palestinian state in three pieces together representing 40 percent of the West Bank and Gaza, and the West Bank and Gaza already are only 22 percent of the original mandate of Palestine. You can have a nonsensical entity divided into three parts which imitates a state but isn’t a state. Or you can have a state made up of 20-22 percent roughly of the old state, which will have 5 million people, living next door to a state which possesses close to 80 percent of the land and having 6 million people. 

Which of the two is more viable? The Geneva Accords addressed that in some detail, and they provide many provisions for dealing with the difficult issues which have to be addressed far beyond the Resolution. And that is where specificity is needed, because until people understand the specific nature of the deal, they have no particular incentive to be committed to peace and a great deal of reason to mistrust, fear and hate each other. 

On the larger issue, there is a problem in defining a strategic dialogue with our friends, and particularly Europeans, in that the Europeans are still at a stage in which they have to speak with a number of voices. But that should not preclude the possibility of a strategic dialogue, nor the fashioning of an approach that is jointly undertaken. It is in our interest to get the Europeans to participate more with money and men in Afghanistan, in Iraq, but also in helping us on the Israeli-Palestinian front. 

The Europeans, instead of simply criticizing and attacking us, would do better if they were willing to say that they will be actively engaged, more than they are already, in these issues, if at the same time the United States is willing to participate in the pursuit of certain objectives. 

We are doing the right things, but always too late in Iraq, including the gradual movement towards sovereignty, into nationalization. 

We could do much more in clarifying to the Israelis and the Palestinians the nature of the peace to which we are pointing, because ambiguity is counterproductive. Ambiguity serves the extremists on both sides. The extremists on the Palestinian side want to keep open the option of destroying Israel or doing it piecemeal by the right of return. The Israeli extremists absolutely don’t want any specificity in the peace process, which would confront the extremists with the need to give up the settlements and their desire to further expand into the West Bank at least, if not Gaza. 

We and the Europeans could make progress if we were willing to be more specific. And it does not even require American pressure on Israel, because once the peace is articulated, it will begin to galvanize both the support of the American Jewish community, which is predominantly liberal but will not stand up and confront Israel for historical reasons, and to create more support politically in Israel, which will make it easier for the Palestinian moderates to be more assertive. 

Right now we are providing an umbrella for continued violence with pious declarations of self-justification for so doing, and that is not a policy. 

QUESTION: I agree that your analysis is very compelling, and certainly the phrase “the awakening of mankind” is very powerful, because it shows how the world has changed fundamentally. 

But you returned to specific narrow prescriptions instead of a universalist, fundamental prescription. You say: “Hey, the world has changed; we have to change fundamentally.” 

I also notice that you didn’t suggest that the United States itself as a country overall may have to make fundamental sacrifices or changes to cope with the world that has completely changed. For example, would there need to be domestic changes in policy, changes in education, driving fewer SUVs to avoid energy dependence? Do all these consequences also flow from your description of what happened? 

ZBIGNIEW BRZEZINSKI: My answer is not flippant, but the reason I don’t do the things that you mentioned is that I am interested in politics and power realities and not in intellectual abstractions. 

If you are dealing with a marital conflict and you tell one side “you have to change fundamentally, you have to rebuild yourself from A to Z,” you will not be giving very practical advice on how to deal with it. 

We deal with the world as it is and we are as we are. If we are to use our power intelligently and if we are to move in the right direction, we have no choice but do it incrementally. The objective in the long run is there, and the implications of that objective would point to some of these basic changes that you advocate. But if you start by saying, “We’ve got to change the world fundamentally, and to do so, we have to change fundamentally ourselves,” you can close that book on page two, because the rest is no longer relevant to reality, or you can read the book thereafter as an exercise in intellectual fiction. 

If the United States is to lead, it can only lead by being what it is, and it can only deal with the world as it is, but incrementally move it in the right directions. The implications of that, however, over time could become what you favor. 

For example, dealing with other people in a somewhat different fashion than “if you are not with us, you’re against us” is a step in that direction, because it means you begin to anticipate and take into account the views of others. 

I was recently on “The Public Record,” and I had some impact in attacking the democracy initiative for the Middle East. I attacked it on the grounds it was patronizing, it was developed by us viewing the region as a bunch of students and we are going to go and teach them democracy. That’s not the way to do it; we have to engage the people in the region, we have to engage the Europeans also, and then maybe we’ll move towards democracy. But as we move in that direction, we also have to recognize that democracy without political dignity is unreal, and therefore we have to deal with political problems to create a predisposition towards democracy. 

One of the reasons why I don’t view myself as an academic entirely is that while I’m interested in ideas, ideas can be an element of power, but to be an element of power they have to be related to power and to reality and not operate on the level of abstraction or utopianism. 

QUESTION: To follow up on what you just said on Iraq as a democratic state, if it’s a delusion, that’s one thing. But if the process works and in three-to-five years there’s a viable democratic state in Iraq, would that not somehow help the process along in that part of the world, or would it in any way mitigate the turmoil or increase the chaos, or is the whole idea illusional and irrelevant? 

ZBIGNIEW BRZEZINSKI: Democratizing Iraq is a possibility. If you think of Iraq in a static snapshot as democratic three years from now, which by implication means that it is governed like Norway or Great Britain or Canada, then that is not very realistic, and there is little point in speculating about that. 

But democratizing Iraq with some complex internal balance of power is a process that is attainable, but it is a changing process related to the environment. We will not have such an Iraq if the Israeli-Palestinian conflict continues, and I’m not sure you will even have such an Iraq if there is intense antagonism between the United States and Iran because of the Shiite connection. Sistani comes from Iran and speaks Iraq Arabic with a strong Farsi accent. 

We have to recognize that, because of our large-scale involvement, the problems of the region have become conflated and we will have to be sustained in our efforts to move on several fronts at the same time, and not expect an ideal state, but some progress on all fronts. But to do so, we must be deliberate, focused, very clear about our objectives. 

QUESTION: You have identified yourself as a realist, and the realistic searchlight you have shone on this stark and complex landscape in the world is enormously interesting and convincing. 

But you identified this political awakening, and the defining challenge of our times as how we provide a vision for that newly politically awakened world, particularly in the global Balkans. 

Your prescription is not about creating that vision for those politically awakened citizens of the world, but rather forming a global community of shared interests. 

If you are talking about creating a new vision which will fill the vacuum, and thereby destroy the roots of terrorism, you must win over hearts and minds. That’s exactly how the United States was able to lead so successfully in the second half of the 20th century. Faced with a different global challenge, it provided not only leadership and power but a convincing vision, which too many people thought had worn out after Francis Fukuyama coined the phrase “the end of history.” Can you address how you see the interplay of interest and values? 

You talked as if the prescription could be implemented by the transatlantic community, but you yourself said that the great Middle East initiative is too paternalistic. If you want to create that vision, doesn’t that mean engagement way beyond the transatlantic community, with China and India on the other end of your global Balkans, and perhaps even with those in the global Balkans? Shouldn’t they have ownership of what you’re trying to create? Shouldn’t engagement go much further than the transatlantic community, which risks being paternalistic and creating something which would be rejected? 

ZBIGNIEW BRZEZINSKI: We have to differentiate between the global picture and the more specific geo-strategic challenge which I define as being in the global Balkans. That is a geo-strategic challenge in that it’s engaging American power right now very directly, and, if mishandled, can blow up in our face in a destructive fashion and undermine our ability to operate. 

If you were now in charge of the American armed forces, you’d be very worried about availability of follow-on forces in the event of additional crises. You will have a serious problem with escalating manpower costs in a defense budget which is already monstrous. 

And it all pertains to that one area, and that’s why one has to talk about those problems as practical geo-strategic problems and why we have to ask ourselves specific questions: What do we do about Afghanistan and Pakistan; how do we try to stabilize it? What kind of changes do we effect? How do we mesh external force with a growing internal capacity for self-rule? How do we isolate the extremists in Pakistan without causing an explosion? -- what happens if Musharraf gets killed? We can go through a whole set of questions regarding Iran, Iraq, Israeli-Palestinians. 

On the larger scale, there is the problem of how do we move towards a larger community of eventually shared interests of cooperative states. That has much more to do with our policy on globalization, foreign aid, humanitarian assistance. 

I focus on these two issues: definition of the problem and geo-strategic response. The other problem is much larger, and will consume us for the rest of our lives and our children’s lives. The problems I talk about are more immediate, perhaps the defining problems of the next decade. 

Within the geo-strategic area that I define as the challenge, yes we have to have others engaged -- the Europeans above all; to some extent the Asians or Japanese can be helpful; the Chinese on some margins, particularly vis-à-vis Pakistan. I don’t see the Chinese and others joining us in trying to help to democratize the Middle East; they are not qualified to be particularly instructive in that respect. 

But we can certainly do it, and should do it, with Europeans and with the countries in the region, and particularly also with people like the Turks and the Moroccans, and at some point the Iranians. The Iranians are far more democratic, in spite of the dominant intolerant theocracy, than our mass media conveys to the American people, and probably after Turkey, Iran has the best prospect for political change once the theocracy fades from the scene. 

Those are the more immediate, specific problems within the area of geo-strategic concern that we should be addressing more with others. 

It should not be done just on the basis of patronizing, from the top down, American-type engagement. It should be done with the parties concerned. This is why the process of peace is so important, because you cannot do it in the context of continued violence in which we are seen as the indirect partner, and by some as the indirect sponsor, of that violence. 

QUESTION: Your point about focusing on the sources of terrorism as well as its manifestations is well taken, but it also begs the question of what exactly is the proper use of military force. Most of the discussion at the 9/11 hearings are not just when did we know, but why didn’t we go in faster, what could we have done if we had known enough. 

Against this particular threat, is military force something that you hold in reserve? The current Administration has adopted preemptive force. Where do you stand on the issue of how to use American military power, either in concert with allies or alone? 

ZBIGNIEW BRZEZINSKI: I have no problem with using American military power if we know what we are using it for and whom we are using it against. The problem of late has been that we aren’t very clear about who the enemy is, and we certainly didn’t know where the enemy was. This is why intelligence is such an important ingredient in the effective use of military power, unless you’re engaging in a conventional war in which two armies collide and you have operational intelligence from the field. 

That’s not the kind of warfare we’re in today. Once you have more effective intelligence, military preemption is fully justified if you know what you’re doing, if you know whom you are going after. 

But it must be accompanied by a political process which makes certain that the enemy once destroyed is not replenished, and he will not be replenished if you begin to eliminate some of the variety of promptings and roots that caused his appearance. The interconnection between power and intelligence is critical. 

As I look at the hearings that are being conducted, I am much less interested in who is responsible and who is pointing a finger at whom. What I am interested in is that it shows how woeful our intelligence has been. 

The situation in Iraq remains serious, not because the top leadership lied to the country and to the world, but because they didn’t know what they were lying about. If the enemy was armed with weapons of mass destruction, as we were told at the highest level that they were armed with the most destructive weapons mankind has ever devised, then if I were the military commander, I would want to know: “If my enemy is armed with the most destructive weapons mankind has ever devised, please tell me how are these weapons distributed? Do the regiments I face possess weapons of mass destruction, or are they located at the brigade level, or is the command restricted to the division level? What are the principal depots? What are the operating principles under which the enemy operates using weapons? What is their order of battle?” 

There is no such thing, except for civilians, as weapons of mass destruction which are somehow deus ex machina. You have to train people to use them. These are not simple toys. You must have military doctrine and tactics for their use. Good intelligence would have told us something about these weapons. And if it didn’t, that was also saying something. 

We know very little. When I was National Security Adviser, I was the principal funnel of intelligence to the President. We knew so much about the Soviets’ military capabilities, where they were, their operating doctrines. We knew enough to be fairly confident that if push came to a monstrous shove, we could have done a great deal to make sure that their weapons would not work well. 

Why? Because they were competing with us in a realm in which we excel, which is scientific and technological, and our intelligence was heavily focused on technological/scientific means and countermeasures, where we are absolutely fantastic. 

When it comes to human intelligence and dealing with permeable countries like Iraq, we are scandalously inadequate. So we listened to Chalabi, who was being paid by some branches of the U.S. government for his evidence that they wanted to hear, and sources of that sort -- Saddam Hussein’s nephew told someone in interrogation, and his niece was saying the opposite, so we chose whichever one we liked. We knew nothing. 

We know very little about the terrorist groups. We cannot do that unless we have an effective clandestine service that is systematically developed over the years, that has operating traditions, that has a certain freedom of action. But if you don’t know, what are you going to do, just lash out or simply give blanket support to others who lash out? Where is that going to take you? 

And wait until you start getting some nephews of somebody who has been blown up in Iraq or in Palestine as collateral damage blowing themselves up here in shopping arcades. Just think what the reaction will be about the use of power. And then where do we use that power? 

JOANNE MYERS: You may no longer be a funnel, but you certainly are a window into clear vision of the challenges for the future. Thank you very much for being with us. 
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