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PROCEEDI NGS

TED GALEN CARPENTER

CATO | NSTI TUTE

MR. CARPENTER: It's certainly a pleasure to be here
this afternoon. | want to talk first about the foundation of
Anerican foreign policy, because any structure is only going to
be as sound as the foundation on which it is built. And I
bel i eve the foundation of America' s ought to be a rigorous
defense of vital interests.

Now, in recent years, the concept of vital interests
has cone into sonme disrepute. |In certain circles in the United
States and in nany other countries, it is alnbst considered bad
manners and evi dence of narrow-m ndedness to bring up the concept
of vital interests as the basis of American foreign policy. And
the flipside to that is the tendency to define nearly everything
as a vital interest. So if the Eastern Sl obovians are
m streating the Western Sl obovians in Lower Slobovia, that
sonehow becones a vital interest of the United States. And if
you want to substitute Bosnia for Lower Slobovia, feel free to do
so.

| think that vital interests are absolutely essenti al

if the United States is to have a sound and coherent foreign
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policy. But the concept is not self-defining. W do have to
have sone boundaries to it. And | define a vital interest as
sonething that has a direct and substantial connection to
America' s independence, its physical safety, its liberty, and, |
woul d add in addition to what | have in the |ecture docunent, the
overall econom c prosperity of the country.

Both the notion that it nust have a direct and a
substantial connection, those notions are extrenely inportant.
Peopl e who want to define everything as a vital interest engage
in what | call daisy-chain reasoning -- that if an inprobable
devel opnment takes place, and then anot her inprobabl e devel opnent
t akes place, and another three or four or five or six inprobable
devel opnents take place, then we have a threat to a vital
interest. Well, that's gane-pl aying.

| f a devel opnent truly nenaces a vital interest, it has
to have a direct connection to that interest. And it also has to
have a substantial connection. |f an adverse devel opnent takes
pl ace, it nmust be sonething nore than just an annoyance or an
i nconveni ence. It does have to threaten these itens that | have
listed.

| believe very strongly that Anerica's mlitary forces
shoul d be used solely for the defense of American vital
interests, not for other goals, however desirable in the abstract

t hose goals m ght be.
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Taking this foundation, building Arerican foreign
policy on a foundation of the defense of vital interests, | have
devel oped three key rules of an intelligent foreign policy. The
first one could be described in technical |anguage, but | think

one of ny colleagues put it best when he said, "Don't sweat the

smal |l stuff.” And that is an inportant principle. Focus on the
big i ssues -- devel opnents that can truly threaten vital
i nterests.

And two of those devel opnents really stand out. One is
terrorismdirected against the United States. And | think, if we
want to | ook at what constitutes a vital interest, it's
i nteresting how t he debat es about whether Bosnia or whet her
nation-building constituted vital interests |argely di sappeared
on Septenber 11th, 2001. Wen we were attacked, we knew what a
vital interest |ooked like. W didn't have to have agoni zi ng
debat es about whether sonmething was a vital interest or not.

This was a vital interest, and it has required a change in
strategic thinking in the United States.

| know for a fact that the overwhel m ng majority of
civilian policymakers and mlitary officers, on Septenber 10th,
2001, woul d never have imagined that the primary duty of the
American mlitary would be to protect the Anerican honel and and
to retaliate for an attack on the Anerican honel and. For nore

than five decades, Anerican mlitary power had been used solely
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as an instrunent of Anerican foreign policy, often in far-flung
regions of the world. That has had to change, and change
dramatically. This is the nunber one threat to Anerica’ s vital
interests. It is likely to be the nunber one threat for a good
many years to cone.

| was witing on this back as far as 1995 and 1996,
warning that this was going to be the primary security threat the
United States would face. And unfortunately that has cone to
pass.

But there is another devel opnent that we cannot ignore
entirely as we focus on the threat of terrorism And that is the
i kelihood, in the com ng decades, that we are going to see the
rise of new great powers or the resurgence of old ones, and the
possibility that one or nore of those great powers may be hostile
to the United States. W do have to anticipate that. W do have
to develop strategies for dealing with it

We have the luxury that that is not |likely to be a
problem for the next 10 or 15 years at least, but it will happen
sone day, and we have to be aware of the devel opnent. The nost
i kely candidate for a peer conpetitor, if not an outright
adversary, is of course the People's Republic of China. And how
well we handl e defense of vital interests is going to be heavily
contingent on how well we nanage relations with China over the

next decade or two.
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Now, those are the kinds of devel opnents that affect
vital interests, and it is inportant to nmake that distinction.
The behavior of a major power like China, |like Russia, |ike
India, |like the major powers of the European Union, |ike Japan,
matter to the United States autonmatically. Wether Arnenia or
Azer bai jan control s Nagorno- Karabakh need not and shoul d not
matter to the United States. Those are the kinds of issues we
can safely ignore. Nation-building, humanitarian interventions,
and trying to export denocracy, again, however nuch they m ght be
desirable in the abstract, are not big issues and they do not
warrant serious U S. conmmtnents.

The second rule is to recognize that there are nany
forms of engagenent, and that one of the luxuries of being a
superpower is that we have choices. Qur superpower status is
measured by our strengths, our intrinsic characteristics. The
fact that we have a $10 trillion econony, the fact that we have
t housands of nucl ear warheads, the fact that we have a
conventional mlitary force that conpletely dwarfs any capability
by any other power, the fact that we have a culture that is
pervasive in the world and gives us influence in many subtle
ways, that is why we are a superpower.

| amso weary of people who argue that unless we
undertake m ssions in obscure regions of the world that have no

connection to Anerica's vital interests that we will retreat into
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an isolationist cocoon, that we will adopt a Fortress Anerica
strategy, cut ourselves off fromthe world, and raise the
drawbridge. Please... the choice is not solely one between
prom scuous gl obal interventionismon the one hand and the kind
of policy, unfortunately, we have had in recent years, and
isolationismon the other. There are many other alternatives.

Recogni ze that there are various types of engagenent in
world affairs. MIlitary engagenent is certainly one, and | would
argue it is probably the single nost inportant one. But a close
second i s econom ¢ engagenent. And di plomatic and cul tural
engagenent, while nore subtle, is also inportant. These are
di fferent axes of engagenent. And there is no need to have
i dentical positions along each axis of engagenent.

Nor do we have to assunme that on the political/mlitary
one we have to be at one extreme of the spectrumor the other.
There are various positions along that spectrumthat we can
choose. And again, being a superpower nmeans we have the | uxury
of choice, a luxury that nbst powers in the international system
have not had historically and do not have today.

The third rule I would present is to recognize that
mul ti-polarity in the world is not necessarily a bad thing for
the United States. Indeed, the rise of other centers of power in
the world can benefit Anerica in inportant ways. A strong,

cohesive security entity wthin the European Uni on woul d be able
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to manage crises in strategic backwaters |ike the Bal kans,
i nstead of having a NATO centric policy in which the United
States is expected to take the lead in such m ssions.

A nore active Japan could be an inportant stabilizer in
East Asia and be the front-line power for dealing with crises in
t hat region, instead of having the United States playing the role
of point man in every crisis.

There is sonething truly bizarre about such things as
dealing with North Korea when we consider that North Korea is
surrounded by South Korea, China, Japan, and Russia. And yet, do
any of those countries take the lead in trying to deal with a
troubl esome North Korea? No. They all look to the United States
to deal with the problem

Encouragi ng, not just nerely accepting, the rise of
ot her centers of power, particularly denocratic, status quo,
conservative powers, wll provide enornous benefits to the United
States. By protecting their own vital interests and stabilizing
their own regions, such powers would provi de indirection security
benefits to the United States. Their exertions would create
security buffers between the United States and the rise of
security threats. In other words, they woul d have every
incentive to try to take care of those threats before the threats
reach the point where they could actually nenace Anerica's

security.
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Unfortunately, Anerican policymkers have tried to
di scourage, rather than encourage, the energence of other power
centers. The npbst notorious exanple of that was the draft of the
Def ense Departnent’'s planni ng gui dance docunent in 1992 that said
it should be a goal of the United States to di scourage other
regi onal powers fromeven aspiring to play larger roles. And
they were not tal king about Russia and China; they were talking
about the nations of the European Union and Japan. That to ne is
an incredi bly shortsighted policy.

The role of the United States in the international
system shoul d be that of balancer of l|ast resort, not intervener
of first resort. Don't volunteer to be the point man. Keep your
power in reserve. Put it into the balance when it becones
necessary to nmeet a serious security threat, but don't vol unteer
to take care of every matter, trivial as well as serious.

| want to say a few words about the war on terrorism
al t hough you're going to hear a | ot nore about that in our
presentati on next week. But let ne just say a few things about
that. First of all, I think it is inperative to understand the
proper nature of our war against the people who commtted the
Septenber 11th atrocities. W need to keep our eye on the prize.
The adversary is OGsama bin Laden and his al-Qaida network and
their Taliban allies. And that war is not even close to being

finished. W like to pretend it is.
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Al -Qai da and the Tali ban have been badly danaged. They
have been deprived of their base in Afghanistan. But there are
al -Qaida cells in nunmerous countries around the world, and there
are significant concentrations of al-Qaida and Taliban fighters

in Pakistan. And it is one of the bitterest ironies of this war

against terrorismthat we seemto be willing to do al nost
anything -- go to war against Iraq, send training mssions to the
Phi li ppi nes and CGeorgia -- but the one thing we won't do is

di sconfort our noble ally in Pakistan, the mlitary dictator of
that country, General Misharraf, by going after where the Taliban
and al-Qaida are now | ocated. That needs to be the next stage of
the war on terrorism

We nust not allow the war agai nst the Septenber 11th
attackers to becone an anorphous war against terrorism per se.
There are lots of insurgent novenents in the world. Most of
them fromtine to time, use terrorist tactics. But they have
adversaries other than the United States.

The Irish Republican Arny may still be a bit of a
problemfor Geat Britain. The Basque separatists nmay be a
probl em for Spain. The Kashmri insurgents certainly are a
problemfor India. The FARC rebels in Colonbia are a problemfor
that governnent. But they do not generally attack Anerican
targets. They are not necessarily our adversaries. And if we

declare a war on terrorismper se, we nmake other countries

ARTI Transcripts
(225) 389-0016 and wwwe.artitranscripts.com



1

enenm es into our enemes. And | would argue we have enough
enem es of our own; we don't need to acquire others needl essly.

In addition -- and again, you will hear far nore of
this next week -- the war on terrorismshould not becone a
pretext for such things as settling old scores agai nst Saddam
Hussein. A war against lIraqg would be a dangerous distraction for
the United States. | would argue that if we go to war agai nst
| rag, the happiest person in the world, assuming he is stil
alive, would be Gsama bin Laden, because we woul d take hi m out of
the center of the bull's eye and focus on Iraq and Saddam Hussein
instead. And we would nove one step closer to transformng this
war froma war against the nurderers of Septenber 11th into a
general struggle between the West and the Islamc world. And
that is exactly what bin Laden wants.

Finally, what is needed for the United States is a new
foreign policy of strategic independence. And it has a basic
principle -- don't get involved in other people's fights unless
Anerica's own vital interests are at stake.

Now, generally speaking, in the security realm that
means unilateralismrather than nultilateralism but it does not
necessarily foreclose nultilateralismin some specific instances.
It is generally unilateralism but it is a restrained

unilateralism in marked contrast to the kind of nuscul ar,
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belligerent, inperial unilateralismadvocated by sone
neoconservatives and others in the United States.

Specific i ndependence rejects the role of Anerica as
the world's policeman, and it equally rejects the role of Anerica
as the world' s social worker. |t would husband Anerica's great
econom c, political and strategi c advantages -- and we have them
beyond anyt hing any other great power in history could ever
i mgi ne. W ought to exploit those and not waste them
frivol ously.

And finally, | would argue that strategic independence
is the only foreign policy consistent with the values of a
constitutional republic. And to ne that is a very inportant
point. America was not designed by the Founders to be an enpire.
W are not well suited to be an enpire. And if we try to play
that role, we are going to transformthis country donestically as
well as internationally, and do so in npbst undesirable ways. The
reality is nobilizing for war, always staying nobilized for war,
and wagi nhg wars incessantly, will have crucial donestic
consequences.

That kind of nobilization nmeans inevitably, regardl ess
of anyone's intentions, that power flows fromthe private sector
to governnent. Wthin the governnent sector, it flows fromthe

State and |l ocal level to the Federal level. And at the Federal
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level it flows fromthe judicial and |egislative branches to the
executive branch. That is not healthy for a pluralistic society.

The distinction we ought to nmake is one that Secretary
of State John Quincy Adans nmade back in 1821, and his principles
are just as applicable today as they were then, when he
enphasi zed that Anerica did not go abroad in search of nonsters
to destroy, that it was the well -w sher to the freedom and
i ndependence of all, but it was the defender and vindicator only
of its own.

That quote has been cited on a nunber of occasions, but
Adans had sonething nore to say. And it showed that his
principles and the principles of the founding generation and the
next generation were not just designed for a weak Anerica, but
were designed for a strong America. Adans warned, if we ever
abandoned that distinction, Anerica, he said, mght becone the
dictatress of the world -- it was potentially that strong -- but
it would no |l onger be the master of its own spirit.

Aside fromthe prudential considerations that we have
to make when we adopt a foreign policy, that is an absolutely
fundanmental consideration. W don't want to transform Anerica
into the new Rone -- and | nean the Roman Enpire not the Ronan
Republic -- and yet, | think we have a grave danger of doing

exactly that.
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| will close with that and turn it over to ny
col | eague, Doug Bandow, who will go into nmuch greater detail
about the things we don't need to worry about.

Thank you.

(Appl ause.)

DOUG BANDOW

CATO I NSTI TUTE

MR. BANDOW | think that Ted's conment about Anerica
becom ng a new Rone is a very apt place to begin. Because if you
| ook at the United States and you think about Anmerica's role in
the world, it's hard to think of a tinme in human history of a
country that has been so dominant as the United States except
inmperial Ronme. If one thinks about the |l ack of a hegenonic
conpetitor, one thinks about the fact that the United States is
allied with every major industrialized state on earth; one thinks
about the fact that the U S. accounts for about 40 percent of al
mlitary spending on earth, that we spend as nuch as the next
ei ght countries conbi ned, six of whomare close friends; where
the U. S. spends as nuch to defend a country like South Korea as
Sout h Korea spends to defend itself; where the U S. spends 20
times as nmuch as the rogue states that we view as our npst

obvi ous enem es, such as lraq; that the President's proposal to
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increase mlitary spending in 2003 by $46 billion, and that that
anount of noney is nore than any other nation on earth currently
spends in toto, other than Russia.

The United States' position is extraordinary in termns
of its dom nance around the globe. And that gives us, as Ted
i ndi cated, an opportunity to nmake choices that other nations
cannot make, but it also shows the dangers that we face in terns
of what Anmerica' s role should be and the inpact on Anmerican
soci ety at hone.

There are no traditional security justifications to
justify this kind of dom nance. There is sinply no conpetitor in
the way that we had during the Cold War. There is no Sovi et
Union. There is no there there, as Gertrude Stein once said of
Cakl and, where Russia's mlitary has essentially inploded, where
Chi na, though over the long termis potentially a very serious
conpetitor, renmins today a very poor country, once you get
outside of the urban areas. It retains a mlitary that remains
fairly backward and undevel oped.

And beyond that, the hostile states out there that we
tend to focus on, such as North Korea, threaten not the United
States but Anerican allies. And they threaten Anerican allies
whi ch have enornous resources to defend thensel ves. South Korea,
for exanple, has 40 times the GDP of the North, 2 tines the

popul ation, a vast technol ogi cal edge, and indeed has been
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recei ving weapons from Russia to help pay off old debts of Russia
to South Korea. In this world, one has to ask, why is the United
St ates defendi ng South Korea, 50 years after the Korean War?

So one has to | ook, then, beyond traditional security
justifications to maintaining this kind of new inperial order
that we seemto be heading into. And the tenptation that we seem
to be falling into, encouraged by many very actively, is
nation-building. The notion that the United States needs to
reorder the globe. The belief is that the U S. has to rebuild
failed states, has to bring denocracy around the world, has to
spread Anerican ideals, by force if necessary. O course, the
potential targets in a world of tragedy are many. But the
justifications of engaging in this kind of policy, | would argue,
are few.

One of the argunents that is brought forth is the
notion that it is in Anerica' s interests to naintain gl obal
stability, and that therefore we have an interest -- again, the
kind of interests that Ted nmentioned in terns of Upper or Lower
Sl obovia -- that the United States has a vital interest in
mai ntaining stability, and that that stability has to be
preserved, in fact, all over the globe. Yet the world has al ways
suffered from pockets of instability. And distant pockets of
instability have rarely had any di scernable inpact on Anerican

nati onal interests.
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More fundanmentally, trying to maintain stability in
such places generally requires a political solution to
deep-seated political problens, not sonething that is easily
i mposed from outside, inposed by an outside power, and inposed,
frankly, by an outside power that often has absolutely no
under st andi ng of the deep-seated conflicts that it is trying to
deal wth. And unfortunately, attenpting to inpose order very
often creates its own fornms of instability.

|f, for exanple, one goes to the Bal kans and provi des
an air force to the ethnic guerrilla group, the Kosovo Liberation
Arny, one has in fact enpowered the nost aggressive, the nost
expansi ve and expansi oni st novenent in the region. And what one
gets out of that then is massive ethnic cleansing. Under our
wat ch in Kosovo, one sees organized crine, one sees problens of
actually Muslimterrorismthere. One sees an underm ning of the
stability of Macedonia, a neighboring state, all com ng out of
this attenpt apparently to inpose stability on the region.

Far better to exanples like this is to basically create
firebreaks to war, to recognize that there is nothing that
warrants the getting involved of any najor power. And | would
argue in fact that that worked very well in the Bal kans before
the U S. decided that it had to try to save Bosnia and get
i nvolved in Kosovo. For the Yugoslav civil war actually went on

| onger than Wrld War |, wi thout any major power getting
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i nvol ved, because all made the correct judgnment that nothing
warranted war in that case.

I ndeed, all of themin certain ways harkened back to
t he ol d Bi smarcki an aphorismthat the Bal kans are not worth the
bones of a healthy Poneranian grenadier. There is nothing in
fact that warranted getting involved in those kind of conflicts,
so all the major powers stayed out.

Anot her argunent for kind of nation-building and gl obal
meddling is the whole notion of maintaining international nornms,
that there are principles of international |aw that nust be
mai nt ai ned and uphold them around the globe. Yet, it is very
hard to see in Washington's policy very nuch principle
consi stency anywhere. |In Bosnia, for exanple, in which it was
said this was aggression because Bosnia itself was an independent
state, of course it was an artificial country, created with
i nternational support out of a civil war. And usually the United
States has taken the position in the past that we don't support
secessi oni st novenents. In this case we happened to do so.

| ndeed, the West decided in the Bal kans that Sl ovenes,
Croats and Muslins all were entitled to secede from
Serbi an-dom nated territory, but that Serbs had no right anywhere
to secede fromeven the nost brutal co-ethnic groups, such as the
Croats and the tender nercies of Franjo Tudjnman in Croatia. And

what we find is that the Kosovars and Montenegrins are entitled
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not to full independence, but they are entitled to halfway. They
can have autonony, but they cannot have the independence that
they desire. There is no principle here. Wuat is going onis
sonme very strange belief in terms of perceived national interests
on Anerica's part and sonme m shmash of international principles
that frankly nakes no sense.

And yet, if one |ooks further abroad, one |ooks for
exanple at the Kurds, one finds that the United States is very
supportive of protecting the Kurds' lives, liberty and property
inlraq, but the U S. is very supportive of Turkey's efforts to
crush Kurds within Turkey. It is very hard to find the principle
t here.

The problemis in fact, if you |l ook at conflicts Iike
this, given the deep-seated nature of those conflicts, it is very
hard to cone up with any right answer in any particular case. It
is very hard for us to discern the proper noral response. And it
is particularly problematic in practice to try to m cromanage
conflicts like that, to cone out of it and give us exactly the
result that we want.

It is no surprise that the Kosovars want i ndependence
and not autonomy, and it is very hard to see over the long term
how we are going to naintain today's situation. And you can

multiply that in other areas where we m ght try nation-buil di ng.
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Anot her argunent, and in many ways ny favorite, is the
whol e notion -- and | think Ted touched on this -- that we have
to exercise global |eadership. Nobody else will take care of
this. The Bal kans of course is a classic exanple. |[If the
Eur opeans won't solve this, we nust do so. |If nobody else wll
deal with this problem we nust do so. The nmere fact that other
countries won't act does not nean that the U S. has to act. It
doesn't nean that it's a problemthat requires American
attention.

U S. leadership is inevitable. W have the | argest,
nost productive econonmy on earth. W have a gl obally dom nant
culture. W have a political philosophy that is enornously
attractive abroad. This country is going to be a superpower
al nost in spite of itself.

Real |eadership nmeans using all of its attributes with
di scernnment, choosi ng between viol ent peripheral interests,
carefully weighing costs and benefits. |t does not nean junping
into every conflict, every dispute, every source of instability,
and trying to solve it. It is particularly inportant to
recogni ze that 280 mllion Amrericans have no nonopoly on the
know edge and under st andi ng necessary to try to resolve conflicts
around t he gl obe.

Mor eover, we must recogni ze that other nations and

peopl es don't necessarily view thensel ves as bei ng usel ess nounds
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of clay, sitting around to be nolded by the United States. That
very often, people in other countries and places have a very
different vision in terns of how their society should | ook and
may not take kindly to America's attenpt to build a nation for

t hem

The danger of this kind of fatal conceit that Friedrich
Hayek tal ked about is readily evident when it cones to donestic
social engineering. It is even nore problematic when we go
international. Indeed, if you start |ooking around the world at
Anerica' s attenpts at nation-building, it is very hard to find
successful exanples. Wen we point to Bosnia or Haiti or Kosovo
or Lebanon or Sommlia, where are the great successes?

In Bosnia, we have an artificial state where two-thirds
of the people would like to get out inmediately; a state which
exi sts only because we have inposed a high representative who
makes the decision in terns of what the flag will ook |ike, who
deci des what the national anthemw || be, who decides on the
currency, and who has the power to throw out elected officials
that he doesn't like and to demand that the media run video clips
of the Anerican Secretary of State. Well, this may be denocracy
| suppose, but it is nore Boss Tweed denocracy than anything I
woul d prefer to recogni ze.

Haiti, we managed to nove frommlitary dictatorship to

presi dential dictatorship.
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Kosovo has given us an experience where we saw a
gquarter of a mllion Serbs, Jews, Gypsies, and even non-ethnic
Al banian Muslins ethnically cleansed after we were technically in
char ge.

Lebanon was a wonderful success of getting 241 marines
bl own up at the U S. barracks.

Somalia remains in chaos.

Were are the successful exanples of nation-buil ding?

About the only exanples one can argue worked in any
sense are Germany and Japan. The problem of course in this case
is these were countries that were totally defeated at war. Their
political |eaderships had been conpletely discredited. There
were significant reservoirs of tradition there in terns of |egal
and cultural and econom c that could be called upon. These were
et hni cal | y honbgeneous societies that were in fact real countries
t hat had had real governnents, in contrast to nost of the places
around the gl obe where we are trying to do nation-buil ding.

Very few potentially failed states to be built have
even one of these characteristics, let alone all of them So, to
point to these as exanples of what Anmerica could do in Iraq or
Anerica could do in Afghani stan points very far afield.

The argunent that we have now today about
nation-building is to forget all the other things we' ve ever

t hought, we need to nation-build to stop terrorism This of
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course is the issue of Afghanistan. W | ook at Afghani stan and,
boy, this shows why we have to nation-build, because |ooked what
happened there. But Afghani stan shows the limts of the argunent
interms of going to nation-building. There is of course the
charge that the U S. made a maj or m stake by abandoni ng

Af ghani stan after the Soviets were forced fromthat country.

But it is not at all clear to nme what Washi ngton was
supposed to do once the nujahedin had driven out the Soviets. W
woul d what, put in a mjor mlitary force to inpose a centra
governnent -- rather |like the Soviets had tried? That didn't
seemto work very well.

We woul d sinply hand out, what, nore noney to the sane
groups that we funded to actually drive out the Soviets? That
woul d have put nore noney into the hands of radical Mislins who
today are terrorists.

What policy could we have conceivably followed at the
end of that war to have built that nation? It's very hard to
i magi ne.

| ndeed, Afghanistan's problens result fromfar too nmuch
outside intervention, a coup d état, Soviet intervention, its
Paki stani support for the Taliban. It was America funneling its
aid through the worst and the nost radical elenents there. There
was far too much outside intervention. The problemwas not that

we didn't intervene enough. The problemwas that everybody
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outside got involved and destroyed that donestic political
process.

O course today what we find is that terrorismcan
arise in tw different circunstances where you could argue we
have kind of failed states and we have essentially candi dates for
nation-building. The first is a situation of chaos, where there
is sinply no central power -- no power to stop terrorists from
bei ng acti ve.

The second case is where you have governnent support
for terrorists, as we had with the Taliban. But of course these
are both very different circunstances. In the case of chaos,
yes, terrorists can go there, but of course they are uniquely
vul nerable. Wthout state support, the best answer is mlitary
action against them Take themout. Quite bluntly, kill them

In the other case, where you have government support,
it strikes ne the best response is to focus on the governnent
with a policy of deterrence. The ruling elites in societies that
support terrorists should understand they will no |onger be
ruling elites. That's very clear. Certainly that's the |esson
of Afghanistan. You're the Taliban. You harbor those people.
You will no longer rule that country. And that is a | esson we
wll apply to other nations.

Unfortunately the notion of nation-building as a

solution, well, nunber one, nation-building nmay be far harder
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than trying to stop terrorism Nor is nation-building likely to
be sufficient to try to stop terrorism Consider the fact that
al-Qaida is estimated to be active in 68 different countries in
one formor another. Are we going to nation-build every one of
those? And how about the 42 other terrorists groups that are
active out there in different countries, how many candi dates of
nation-buil ding do we want to take on?

| would far nore prefer to focus on stopping terrorism
than on nation-building. Wat we want, frankly, is victory and
deterrence; we don't want nation-building. |If nation-building is
really necessary, let's doit. But that is not the goal; it's
the nean. The goal has to be to stop terrorism

There are some kitchen sink argunents that one often
hears. W certainly saw that in the issue of Kosovo. | was kind
of astounded at the tinme, where a nunber of people argued that we
had to go into Kosovo to save NATO. Wat role was there for
NATO, it was said, if we don't go into Kosovo?

Now, ny view has al ways been that you have alliances to
stop war; you don't go to war to save alliances. You nake a
decision. Do you need NATO? Now, if you don't need NATO, you
certainly don't go to war to save NATO  You certainly don't go
to war, as Bob Hunter conpl ai ned, because it would | ook bad to

have your anniversary conference going on in NATO over in Europe
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while conflict is raging in the Bal kans. That's a rather poor
reason to go to war in Kosovo.

The strongest argunent, the best argunent, for
nation-building is the purely humanitarian one, which is that you
want to save lives. W |ook around the globe, and it is a world
of tragedy. There is no doubt. Hundreds of thousands, mllions
of people, die in hideous conflicts around the gl obe.
Unfortunately this has never had any rel evance to Anerican
policy. The whole notion that Anerican policy is humanitarian
grounded I think is sinply belied by the facts.

At the tinme the U S. decided it had to bonb Serbia to
save Kosovars, hundreds of thousands of people were being
sl aughtered in Sierra Leone. Now, the Secretary of State nade
great, wonderful appeals about the outrage of the internationa
community in Kosovo. At the same tine people were being mained,
having their arms cut off and were being slaughtered in Sierra
Leone, you heard not one peep, not one interest, not one threat
to bonb anybody -- no interest at all. |Indeed, the greatest
sl aughters around t he gl obe, where hundreds of thousands, or even
mllions, are killed have never gained the slightest interest
anong Western policynakers.

| saw no nmgjor petition signed by forner secretaries of
state and fornmer prinme mnisters denmanding that we get involved

i n Rwanda or Burundi or Angola or Nepal or any other place where
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you had many being killed. It turned out that the concern of
t hose who claim humani tarian notive, well, they are concerned
when white Europeans are being killed. They are concerned if
t hose deaths are on TV. And they are concerned if those doing
the killing are countries that are uninportant or adversaries of
the United States.

So if Russia is involved in Chechnya, you certainly
won't do anything. It's a major country.

| ndonesia kills people in East Tinor, you certainly
won't threaten to use force

| f Turkey kills Kurds, you certainly aren't going to do
anything there. |Indeed, we will sell them weapons so they can
kill nore Kurds

What we find then is American policy has absolutely
nothing to do with humanitariani sm

Now, if one wants to do sonething on hunmanitarian
grounds, you have to conme up with a policy that isn't cynicism
but that is genuine charity. |If you do that, you really either
have to intervene everywhere or you have to cone up with sonme set
of criteria that nmakes sone sense. But the question is, what
woul d t hat be?

VWll, there was an attenpt three years ago -- Stephen
Sol arz, former Congressman, and M chael O Hanlon, of the

Brookings Institute, had a very interesting article in the
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Washi ngt on Post Qutl ook section. They argued, they said, this is
right, we need sone criteria. They suggested that Anerica
intervene for humanitarian grounds if the death rate in another
society is higher than the Anerican nurder rate.

So, can you inmagine this in operation? A new nmayor
takes office in New York and the nurder rate falls, we have to
suddenly intervene in 20 other countries.

(Laughter.)

MR. BANDOW But now, the next election, they flip, and
t he new guy cones in and nesses up the policing system Lots
nore Anericans are being killed. W can wthdraw from around the
world. Now, this is an interesting argunent, but is this really
serious foreign policy? No, of course not.

| think the nost fundanental issue in terns of
humani tarian intervention is that, in the end, the greatest
obligation of the U S. Governnent is to its own citizens. It is
not that the lives of other people around the world don't count.
It is not that Americans intrinsically are nore inportant or nore
wort hwhi | e than anyone el se. The point is that politica
officials of the United States of Anerica have their greatest
obligation to their own people, including those in uniform And
you should risk those citizens and risk those people only when
there is sone fundanmental interest at stake for their own

political community.
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One does not wander around the globe, treating soldiers
and service people as kind of ganmbit pawns in sonme grand chess
gane. In the end, it has to cone back to fundanmental Anerican
interests before you are willing to risk those lives in sone sort
of a conflict.

Now, while |I view the benefits of nation-building as
quite limted at best, there are a nunber of costs that are
potentially very significant. And those have to be taken into
account when thinking about engaging in nation-building. The
first of course is, if you want to do it, it is expensive. The
mlitary budget is the price of your foreign policy.

I f you want to run the world, that is, garrison the
world. If you want to garrison failed states, and not just for a
year or two but decades -- | nean, Bill dinton said we woul d be
in Bosnia for one year, and we're still there -- if you want to
do that, you need soldiers, you need force structure. It is
expensive. It is going to cost you noney. And certainly the
burden that we see today on service people is fairly significant.

That burden has had an inpact not only in terns of
their own personal lives -- and | can speak from experience; ny
brot her-in-law spent six nonths in Saudi Arabia, hardly a garden
spot for an Anerican -- but what you find is we see a problemin

terms of retention and recruiting, where people say, | ook,
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don't want to be six nonths on station here. This isn't why |
j Oi ned.

You find potential soldiers and their famlies saying,
you know, it's one thing to defend the country, but it is quite
sonething el se to do sone of this other stuff. And the | onger
t he depl oynments and the nore places we depl oy people, along with
the spread of weapons of destruction, nmeans it is nore likely
that Anericans will be dying. And we have been very |ucky so
far. In Bosnia, not one death as a result of conflict. But over
time, we can't expect that kind of luck to |ast.

But | think the nost inportant problemin the context
of 9/11 is that nation-building itself can foster nore terrorism
There are many reasons why people hate Anerica. And nost of
those don't lead to people killing and being willing to kill in
their attenpt to kill. But one reason they do so is if they
percei ve thenselves to be at war with the United States. And we
see that with Israel. W see that with Sri Lanka. W see that
with India. Al countries that have suffered not only violent
terrorism but suicidal terrorism where people have been wlling
to kill thenselves in an attenpt to kill others.

Al'l of those places, the terrorismflows out of
political disputes, hatreds and grievances. WIlIl, we generate
that when we intervene around the world. It is not justified; it

is horrid. But we have to take into account that Anmerican action
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itself may unintentionally foster terrorismagainst us. So we
have to take that fact into account in developing policy. Is it
worth it?

That nmeans it nmakes a | ot of sense to intervene to stop
people fromkilling us. It nmakes a |lot | ess sense to intervene
to kind of prom scuously try to nold the gl obe, where com ng out
of that may very well be additional attacks on the United States.

In the end, | would argue the United States has to, in
ternms of foreign policy, relearn the virtues of restraints, that
not all international nesses can be cleaned up. They certainly
can't be cleaned up at acceptable cost. And there is no need for
the United States to try to clean up many of them especially
where ot her regional powers are quite capable of doing so and
have far greater interests at stake.

So Anerica should engage in nation-building only if it
furthers a fundanmental goal of the United States. It should not
engage in nation-building for its own sake. Prom scuous neddling
in an attenpt to remake the globe is sinply a fool's errand and
one that is going to simultaneously sacrifice the principles upon
which this nation was built as well as risk the lives and freedom
of Ameri cans.

Thank you.

(Appl ause.)

(End of Remarks.)
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