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November 10, 2005

How Firm is
America’s Grasp

on Global Supremacy?

It has become a cliché to say that the United States is the most powerful country
since Rome, and for the past 15 years or so it’s been obvious why that cliché has
taken hold.  The United States has been in an unprecedented position relative to

other powers.  We produce about 25 percent of the world’s goods, our defense
spending is equal to the rest of the world
put together, we spend more on military,
research and development than any other
country spends on its entire military es-
tablishment, and we have a leading role
in international institutions like the U.N.
the World Bank, and the International
Monetary Fund.  Our cultural and media
institutions cast a very large shadow over
the rest of the world as well—something
I probably don’t need to emphasize this
close to Hollywood—but it’s worth not-
ing, for example, that the top 25 grossing films of all time are all American produc-
tions and that’s only counting foreign ticket sales.  We cast a very large shadow
over the world.

Given that position, for most Americans the question has been, well, what should
we do with this extraordinary position?  What positive ends can we achieve?  But
turn that question around. Imagine for a minute that you are the president of France,
or that you are President Putin in Russia, or Kim Jung Il, or Ariel Sharon, or Prime
Minister Musharraf of Pakistan.  For you the question is a little bit different.  The
question is, what do you do about American power?  How do you use American
power to your own ends?  How do you resist the pressure that American power
might put you under?  So in Taming American Power I’ve tried to look not at what
the United States is doing with its power, but rather what the worldwide reaction to
that has been, both among our friends but also, in some cases, among our enemies.

I talk about three main issues: why does American primacy make others uncom-
fortable?  Why don’t they just welcome the position of power that we are in?  Sec-
ond, what can they do about it?  What are the different strategies that they can
adopt to try and make life more difficult for us, or to gain some advantages over us,
or at least get  more of what they want and perhaps less of what we want.  The
bottom line is that actually there are a lot of options available for others in dealing
with us.  Finally, given what they’re doing, what should we do in response? What
does this imply for U.S. foreign policy?  I want to trace all three of those things
briefly tonight.

Let me start by asking the question:  why is it that people don’t just welcome
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American primacy? We thought they
were going to.  If you think back to the
end of the Cold War, the fall of the Berlin
Wall, the 1990-91 Gulf War—the Ameri-
can position was really quite remarkable.
Not only did we have this extraordinary
position of power, but we had virtually
the entire world, with a few minor excep-
tions, seemingly united on our side.  To-
day, of course, it seems quite different.
There’s a general sense on both sides of
the aisle in Washington that something
has gone somewhat awry in all of this.
Today, in fact, there’s quite a large gap
between how we see our global role and
how that role is seen by others.  If you
ask Americans whether American foreign
policy considers the interests of others,
about 70 percent say that we do—that
we formulate our foreign policy thinking
about the interests of others as well as
our own.  If you ask that question around
the world, there is not a single country
where a majority says yes.  The highest
number is in England at 44 percent, and
it goes down from there.

In January 2005, the BBC conducted
a poll in 21 countries asking the question
of whether American influence in the
world was positive or negative.  A major-
ity said negative in 16 out of the 21 coun-
tries.  In June of this year, the Pew Global
Attitude Survey found that China had a
higher favorability rating than the United
States in the following countries:  Rus-
sia, the Netherlands, Spain, Germany,
France, Britain, and Canada—and by the
way, Russia and China rate far ahead of
the United States in the Arab and Islamic
worlds as well.
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If you ask Americans if the world
would be better off if another country
were to rival our military power, the an-
swer is a resounding no—about four to
one.  But if you ask people in England,
it’s 58 percent [yes], 42 percent the other
way.  In Poland it’s 68 percent to 32 per-

cent; in Russia it’s 74 to 26; In India and
Turkey 81 percent think that the world
would be better off if another country
rivaled American military power, and the
numbers are even more lopsided in
France, Jordan and Indonesia.

The question is, what’s going on
here?  If we really think our role in the
world is benevolent, why don’t others
agree?  Let me suggest there are three
causes here.

First, our power makes others ner-

vous because they can’t be sure how we
are going to use it.  That’s sometimes
hard for Americans to understand be-
cause we think we’re the good guys.  But
ask yourself how we would feel if some
other country stood in relation to us the
way we now stand to the rest of the

world.  Would that make
us uncomfortable?
Would that makes us ner-
vous?  Of course it
would, which is why one
of the main goals of U.S.
defense strategy in for-
eign policy has been to
stay number one as long
as we possibly can.  But,
of course, if we like be-
ing number one because
of the advantages it con-
fers, we can understand
why others don’t.  More-
over, even states that
aren’t fundamentally
anti-American have to
worry how the United
States will use its power
because our actions can
harm others even when
we don’t mean to.  For ex-
ample, suppose the
United States were to do
something in the Middle
East—never mind
what—but something
that had the effect of driv-
ing up global oil prices.  I
know it sounds far-

fetched, but it could happen.  Every oil
importing country in the world is affected
by that action, not because the United
States intended to make oil more expen-
sive, not because we wanted to harm their
economies, it’s just an inevitable conse-
quence of something we did.

Similarly, the attacks that took place
yesterday in Jordan are another case
where the United States took an action
which may have repercussions.  There’s
good news and bad news here.  The good
news is, of course, that the Jordanians

are incensed by the fact that Al Qaeda
appears to have attacked them in Jordan.
But they have also expressed some re-
sentment because they see this as an out-
growth of what America did in Iraq.  We
took an action not intending to harm Jor-
dan, but it may have had that effect.  So
other states worry about American power
because they know that whatever we do,
it’s going to have a big impact.  The late
prime minister of Canada, Pierre Trudeau,
put this very well a couple of decades
ago.  He said, “Being near the United
States is like sleeping with an elephant.
No matter how well-intentioned or well-
behaved the beast is, you are still affected
by every twitch and grunt.”  Because of
our power in the world today, our
twitches and grunts are felt in every cor-
ner of the world and that’s one reason
why American power bothers others.

The second reason is specific ob-
jections to things we do—certain ways
we’ve behaved in the past or things we
are doing today.  So, it’s not just what we
are, how powerful we are, but it’s also
the things we do with that power.  Presi-
dent Bush is fond of saying that terror-
ists have attacked us and other states
don’t like us because they hate our free-
dom, but there’s just not much evidence
to support that.  Again, according to the
few global surveys in general, hostility
towards the United States is shaped more
by what it does in the international arena
than by what it stands for politically and
economically.  According to the
Pentagon’s own study of public diplo-
macy released last year, Muslims do not
hate our freedom; rather, they hate our
policies.  In fact, there’s lots of admira-
tion for the United States around the
world.  Other countries admire our scien-
tific and technical achievements, they
admire our economic vitality, they like our
system of higher education a lot.  There’s
even a lot of admiration for the American
political system, if you can believe that,
and lots of countries would much prefer
to have our political system than the one
they actually have.  What they don’t like,
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of course, is specific policies, whether
it’s our rejection of the Kyoto Protocol
or opposition to the International Crimi-
nal Court, or our refusal to sign or ratify
the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, or
our specific policies in various parts of
the world.  By the way, I’m not saying
that our policies are necessarily wrong;
I’m just suggesting that there’s a
basis, there’s a conflict of interest,
there are genuine disagreements
over things we are doing.

Reason number three, hypoc-
risy.  All people are involved in a
certain amount of hypocrisy and all
countries indulge in a certain amount
of hypocrisy, and I don’t want to
suggest that the United States is
uniquely hypocritical.  But we do
have a problem with this, especially
given how big we are and how much
attention everyone pays to what we
do.

I’m going to give you three ex-
amples.  First, nuclear proliferation.  We
oppose it when India and Pakistan test
nuclear weapons, we go to war in Iraq to
keep Saddam from getting weapons of
mass destruction, and we’re now trying
to prevent a number of other countries
from doing that.  It makes perfect sense—
except we also maintain an arsenal of sev-
eral thousand nuclear weapons of our
own and show no sign of getting rid of
them.  This is why Mohamed El-Baradei,
the head of the International Atomic En-
ergy Agency and recent recipient of the
Nobel Peace Prize, said the United States
was like someone with a cigarette dan-
gling from his mouth, loudly telling ev-
eryone else in the room not to smoke.
Now, it may make sense from our point
of view, but it doesn’t look very consis-
tent to others.

Similarly, we say we’re committed to
the rule of law, but then something like
Abu Ghraib happens or the more recent
revelations that U.S. soldiers were burn-
ing bodies in Afghanistan, and nobody

is held responsible for this except a few
low-level soldiers.  This shows contempt
for others, and it’s hardly surprising that
the rest of the world doesn’t see this as
particularly consistent.

And finally, my favorite example of
this, in recent memory at least.  In the

2002 National Security Strategy there’s a
passage about China where we say that
for China to pursue a military buildup
would be a huge error—they would be
pursuing an outdated path to national
greatness.  Now, think about that for a
little bit.  The United States spends 42
percent of the world’s military spending
and we’re telling China that’s an outdated
path to national greatness if they were
to do the same thing.  Now, I can under-
stand from an American perspective why
all three of those policies might have
happened, but they don’t look very con-
sistent and it’s another thing that drives
other people around the world crazy, be-
cause we’re suggesting there’s really one
set of standards and one set of rules for
us but a different set of rules that we’re
trying to hold everyone else up to.

Then the question is, does any of
this really matter?  For some we’re so
powerful it really doesn’t, and foreign
policy isn’t a popularity contest anyway,
so it really doesn’t matter if other coun-
tries around the world grow a little bit
upset with us.  We’re the 800 pound go-

rilla after all, and the 800 pound gorilla
does whatever it wants. Let me try to
suggest that this isn’t the right way to
think about it, and I’ll drive this point
home with four concrete examples of why
the global response to our power should
concern us.

First, North Korea.  We have had a
long confrontation going back over
a decade with North Korea over its
nuclear weapons program.  First of
all, this shows you how a very weak
state, a state that is a failure on vir-
tually every dimension, can none-
theless successfully blackmail the
world’s most powerful country, be-
cause that’s basically what North
Korea has been able to do.  We tried
to pay them off once in 1994; we are
back, and essentially trying to find
the terms of the deal by which we
will bribe them or pay them off so
that they will abandon their WMD

programs.  It also shows how other states
sometimes join forces, not just to pres-
sure countries like North Korea, but also
to put a leash on the United States. The
six-party talks in North Korea have two
purposes:  one purpose is to bring a
group of countries together to deal with
North Korea, but some of the other coun-
tries are just as interested in making sure
that the United States doesn’t do any-
thing unilaterally.  Even within negotia-
tions you find coalitions forming to op-
pose things that we wanted to impose
on North Korea and limit our ability to
get what we want.  So there’s one incred-
ibly important issue where we see a suc-
cessful effort to tame U.S. power.  I might
add that we see similar dynamics in the
international effort to deal with Iran’s
nuclear programs where, again, [there is]
the same combination of bringing sev-
eral countries to put pressure on Iran but
also to keep a little bit of a leash on the
Untied States.

The second example, and I’m sure
you knew I’d get here eventually, is Iraq.
Now, American power has been central
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for dealing with Iraq for over a decade.
That’s how Saddam was defeated in ’91
and that’s what kept him in a box through-
out the 1990s, but notice when we de-
cided to go to war in 2003 we couldn’t
get international support.  We couldn’t
get Security Council approval, and we
couldn’t get that because three coun-
tries—France, Germany and Russia—
joined forces within the Security Coun-
cil and because they linked arms and
opposed us and made it made it pos-
sible for the other members of the Secu-
rity Council to oppose us as well.  It
was a form, if you will, of soft balanc-
ing—not quite a formal alliance against
us, but a way of denying us interna-
tional legitimacy for that.

The result is we didn’t get much
international help.  The coalition of the
willing was largely symbolic.  The re-
sult is that we had to do it all ourselves.
We didn’t get any financial support for
it.  By they way, the ultimate price tag
according to one of my colleagues, a
former assistant secretary in the Com-
merce Department who teaches financial
budgeting for the Kennedy School, has
calculated that the long-run price tag of
the Iraq war will exceed a trillion dollars
once you add up all the costs associated
with the war, going out a couple of de-
cades or so.  At the same time, the Iraqi
insurgency didn’t want to take on the
United States the way Saddam did in
1991, so they adopted an asymmetric tac-
tic—a guerrilla war response, as a way
of keeping us bogged down there.  Mean-
while, Syria and Iran, not sorry to see us
bogged down in Baghdad either, have
reacted against our threats of regime
change by helping our enemies in Iraq,
again, suggesting that there are lots of
ways that other countries can deal with
a country as powerful as the United
States.

Let me give you an entirely different
example.  There is now an emerging glo-
bal effort to try to put the control of the
Internet in the hands of the United Na-

tions or some other global agency but
not in the hands of ICANN, the Internet
Corporation for Assigned Names and
Numbers—a California-based nonprofit
organization, which currently essentially
runs and manages the Internet.  Other

countries see this as a way in which the
United States manages to profit from the
Internet, and most recently the EU has
announced that it no longer supports
ICANN.  By the way, Kofi Annan has no
interest in running the Internet.  He’s
made that clear, so to turn it over to the
United Nations is not something that he
wants, but it suggests that here is an-
other realm in which other countries
don’t like an advantage we might have
and are looking for some way to try to
undermine us.

The fourth example:  Venezuela.
We’ve tried to get a group of Latin Ameri-
can countries to join forces to isolate
Venezuela’s strongman, Hugo Chavez, by
creating a democracy review panel within
the Organization of American States.
The problem is, of course, that most of
Latin America has a long history of Ameri-
can interference.  They tend to be very
wary of anything that looks like an Ameri-
can initiative.  At the same time that
we’ve been trying to get these countries
to line up to put pressure on Venezuela,
we’ve also been threatening to cut off

economic and military aid to these coun-
tries if they don’t reject the International
Criminal Court treaty.  This led the presi-
dent of Ecuador to respond that abso-
lutely no one, not even the United States,
was going to “make me cower,” and we
get the same reaction in other parts of
the world.  As one Kenyan politician put
it when we threatened to cut off eco-
nomic assistance and military assis-
tance to Kenya if they didn’t reject the
treaty, “the Americans can keep their
dollars.  It’s time we started looking at
the EU, China, South Africa and Japan
for military training.”

Number five, local terrorism.  Think
of the amount of money we are now
spending on homeland security.  Think
of the amount of time and inconve-
nience we’re all spending at airports.
This is a response to 9/11; it’s a response
to Al Qaeda, but of course Al Qaeda is
the response to American policies in the

Middle East and the Persian Gulf region.
I am not defending Osama bin Laden, or
suggesting that his policies are justified,
but it is part of the price tag we are pay-
ing for the global role we have had and,
of course, it’s a classic response of the
weak, it’s the classic asymmetric response
of going after the areas where democra-
cies might be vulnerable.  So, again, ter-
rorism itself is one of the responses to
America’s primacy.

A couple more points and then I’ll
try to suggest what we might do about
this.  We should not lose sight of the
fact that anti-Americanism can also have
economic effects.  According to Keith
Rheinhart, the Chairman of EDB World-
wide, a big American advertising firm, a
number of U.S. companies are now ac-
tively looking for ways to de-brand them-
selves from the United States.  It’s not
good for their market share in some key
foreign markets if their products are seen
as American products.  This is an un-
usual development and, in fact, there’s a
little bit of anecdotal evidence to sup-
port this in the so-called group of eight
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countries, primary industrial powers—at
least one survey where 18 percent of the
respondents said that they now try to
actively avoid U.S. brands.  I personally
think that number is exaggerated, I don’t
think it’s anywhere near that bad, but
what if it’s only five percent, or six per-
cent of people actively making consumer
choices based on avoiding American
brands?  This can start to have signifi-
cant effects on American businesses as
well.

The last point I would make here is
just to note that there are some other
things that have undermined American
standing around the world that we
shouldn’t lose sight of, and the one that
comes to mind most quickly is the free-
doms.  If you look at the foreign press
coverage of Katrina, it was remarkably
similar to the American press coverage
in the sense it was very critical, but it
also had other elements.  First of all, it
led a lot of countries to question Ameri-
can values—how could they leave their
own citizens in such conditions?  And
second, there were a lot of commenta-
tors around the world who say, gee, those
Americans don’t look particularly com-
petent.  How can they lead the world
when they can’t even deal with a disas-
ter like that?  We understand when a
third or fourth world country can’t deal
with a natural disaster, but the United
States of America?  This is not good for
us.  Our international influence rests a
lot on people agreeing with what we’re
doing, agreeing with our values, but also
having confidence that we know what
we’re doing, and something like Katrina
doesn’t help.

So, what should we do about all of
this?  Let me suggest several different
responses that won’t completely elimi-
nate the problem, because the 800-pound
gorilla is never going to be as popular as
it would probably like to be, but I’ll sug-
gest at least a few ideas.

First, a policy of offshore balanc-

ing—playing essentially more
of a balance of power politics,
not using military force to im-
pose our political preferences
on others or occupy large
chunks of the world.  I mean
limiting U.S. military interven-
tion, especially large-scale
ground force deployments, to
only those situations where
America’s vital interests are
threatened.  There’s no real
need for large ground forces in
Europe any longer.  Europe is
stable, democratic, and a free
market; no real threat at the mo-
ment except some internal
threats for which the American
military is not the solution.  We
have some need for power pro-
jection in some parts of the
world, but that can be done pri-
marily with air and naval forces,
and primarily from the conti-
nental United States or in part-
nership with a number of re-
gional allies in different parts of the
world.  I’ll just remind you that this was
America’s traditional grand strategy.  We
didn’t garrison the world until the Cold
War, and that was probably a wise policy.
That’s a policy that recognized that na-
tionalism is very powerful, that other em-
pires that have tried to control large
chunks of the world have generally gen-
erated fierce resistance, and it also rec-
ognizes that in the modern world a large-
scale foreign military presence is a very
powerful source of terrorism and even
suicide terrorism.  In fact, if you look
where most suicide terrorists come from,
it’s almost always a response to what the
terrorists regard as an illegitimate form
of military occupation, whether it’s the
Russians in Chechnya, the majority
group in Sri Lanka—the Tamil Tigers see
that as illegitimate—the Israelis in the
West Bank or in South Lebanon, the re-
sistance to the Russian occupation in Af-
ghanistan back during the Cold War, and
our own occupation in Iraq now.

A policy of offshore balancing im-
plies playing a little hard to get, and that
actually works pretty well.  In the early
1990s there were a lot of questions about
whether the United States could still re-
main militarily engaged in Asia.  Because
other states in the region wanted us to
stay there, they started doing lots of nice
things for us to encourage us to stay.
Singapore built us a naval base, for ex-
ample, to make is easier for the United
States to maintain a military presence.
So, instead of insisting that we are the
indispensable country and imposing our-
selves on others, playing hard to get ac-
tually might work pretty well.  Secondly,
and this is sort of a corollary for what I
just said, when you are as powerful as
the United States is you have a problem
with reassuring others about your wis-
dom.  They worry about your power, and
what you want to do is convince them
that you will use it judiciously.  That
means being slow to use our most dan-
gerous capabilities, asking questions first
and shooting later.  That means that
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adopting a preemptive military doctrine,
and even worse publicizing it—making it
the centerpiece of our foreign policy—
was exactly the wrong thing to do.  You
never want to give up the option of pre-
empting an imminent threat.  That option
is always there, but when others are al-
ready worried about your power, broad-
casting that to the rest of the world may
not have been the right thing to do.

There is now a widespread agree-
ment that we’re not doing a very good
job of public diplomacy.  You could ar-
gue that Karen Hughes has the most dif-
ficult job in the world.  It’s also worth
noting that she’s the third person to hold
that job since 9/11.  Let me just say a
couple of things about public diplomacy.

First of all, there’s a limit to what you
can do with advertising and spin.  You
have to have a good product to sell.  If
people really disagree with our foreign
policy it’s going to be hard to persuade
them it’s really good for them if it’s not
legitimately good for them.  Secondly, we
tend to think of public diplomacy in ad-
vertising terms or in the same way we
think about election campaigns.  It’s in-
teresting that Karen Hughes is now in
charge of it, she was an election advisor
for President Bush.  She’s very familiar
with how you run elections in America,
but what we’re trying to do is not just
like running an election.  An election is a
one-time only event and you just have

to get 50.1 percent to win.  You don’t
have to be really popular.

Public diplomacy is about changing
attitudes over time.  It’s about creating
enduring regard for America in other
populations.  It means giving people
something more tangible, more perma-
nent, and helping them understand that
the world might be a lot worse if the

United States were not there and not
actively engaged.  That requires a
much broader national effort to ex-
plaining ourselves and communicat-
ing with others, more language train-
ing, more resources devoted to things
like the U.S. Information Agency used
to do, broadcasting like Radio Free Eu-
rope and Radio Liberty used to, and
not what we’re currently doing which
isn’t very effective.

Let me put this in comparative terms.
In 1962, at the height of the Cold War
when we really thought we were in an

intense ideological struggle for hearts
and minds around the world, the
United States non-military interna-
tional affairs budget was actually one
percent of GNP.  Today it’s .2 percent
of GNP.  We spend 20 percent of what
we used to spend as a share of our
national wealth.  We’re spending 80
percent less.

One other element in this is that
we need to keep the United States
open to foreign visitors and especially
keep American universities open to
foreign students.  For the first time
since 1953 the number of foreign stu-
dents studying in the United States
dropped last year.  It didn’t drop by
much, only about a percentage point
and a half but still a worrisome trend
when you think about it.  What’s been
the reaction to 9/11?  To impose lots of
visa restrictions, and especially visa re-
strictions from places like Pakistan, Saudi
Arabia, Jordan and Egypt, and all the
places from where we most need to get
future leaders to come to the United

States, learn what the United States is
really about, not to believe the carica-
tures they might have been told, but to
learn about democracy, learn about free
markets, learn that it’s actually okay for a
society of people to disagree with one
another openly from time to time.  All of
those things are good.

I’ll just give you one concrete ex-
ample of how this might pay off.  The
Foreign Minister of Libya, who was one
of the architects of Libya’s decision to
return to the community of nations and
give up its weapons of mass destruction,
has a PhD in economics from the Fletcher
School of Law and Diplomacy in Bedford,
Massachusetts.  We need many more
people like that in positions of influence
around the world.

Finally, let me suggest that on the
issue of nuclear weapons there’s one
thing we ought to do.  If you think about
it, all the things I’ve talked about would
pale in comparison to the possibility of a

terrorist getting hold of a nuclear weapon
and detonating it somewhere in the
United States.  It’s hard for me to imagine
any single event that would have a
greater impact on life here in the United
States than something like that.  It would
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make 9/11 seem like a minor incident by
comparison.  I think if a nuclear bomb,
even a small, crude nuclear device, was
detonated by a terrorist and we didn’t
know who had done it, or how many other
weapons they might have, lots of things
would change here very quickly.  I can’t
really imagine what they might all be, but
I suspect none of them would be particu-
larly desirable.  That means we have a
major interest in making the possibility
of that happening as low as possible.  To
do that we need a much more robust re-
gime in the world to control nuclear ma-
terials in all countries; control loose
nuclear materials in places like the former
Soviet Union; get much better interna-
tional regulations on other types of
nuclear commerce, and probably revise
the non-proliferation treaty to close some
of the loopholes there.  We have a lot of
work to do diplomatically, and the prob-
ability is that we’re not going to get the
rest of the world to help us put those
regulations into place unless we’re will-
ing to do something they would like.  So
I would like to see a grand bargain be-
tween us and the rest of the world where
we get a more robust global regime to
control these materials and we agree to
give up most of our nuclear arsenal in
order to get it.  That’s the bargain and
that’s a bargain we can live with, because
we have no need for 4,000 strategic
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nuclear warheads, particularly now that
the Cold War is over.  We never needed
that many anyway.  I didn’t say give up
all of them, by the way, just most of them.

I think the United States is going to
be the number one world power for a long
time—maybe the next 20 or 30 years at
least—but the question is whether or not
the United States is going to be the num-
ber one world power for most states
where most people agree with our basic
laws and principles and see American
primacy as more or less a desirable thing.
Not agreeing with us on everything, dis-
agreeing at times, but basically seeing
our position as more or less beneficial.
You can think of that as a rather permis-
sive world, not perfect, but permissive.

Or, the United States could be num-
ber one in a world where states fear us,
resent us, and are looking for opportuni-
ties every day to make life a little bit more
difficult for the United States of America.
They’re balking, they’re resisting,
they’re forming loose coalitions that
thwart our aims on various issues.  This
is a highly resistant world, a world filled
with friction, a world where it’s harder
for the United States to accomplish
things it might like to do.  I think it’s ob-
vious we would prefer the first world, not
the second.  My concern, of course, is

that we’re acting in ways that are creat-
ing that second world—or least making
that more likely.

Think back to the 2000 presidential
election, to the campaign debate between
candidate George Bush and candidate Al
Gore when George Bush said that other
nations would be attracted to the United
States if it were strong but humble.  They
would be repulsed, he warned, if the
United States acted in an arrogant fash-
ion.  I think he was exactly right.  There
was great wisdom in that statement.  I
think his policies have departed from that
in a number of respects.

There will always be some tendency
to envy and resist the dominant power.
The good news for us is that the domi-
nant power also has lots of ways to try
to mitigate those reactions.  If we act
properly, most other states will under-
stand the value of American leadership
and be reluctant to challenge it, and
that’s really the bottom line of the book.
The worse we act, the more others will
try to tame American power; the better
we behave, the more we acknowledge and
respect the interests of others, the more
they will welcome the positive role that
American power can play.

Thank you very much.
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