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Margaret Thatcher became Britain’s first woman Prime Minister
in 1979, a post she held for eleven and a half years. Her partoer-
ship with President Ronald Reagan was the driving force of a
conservative revolurion which transformed the political landscape
of the West, achieved a crushing defeat of communism and so
brought liberty and prosperity within the grasp of millions who
had never known them.

Since leaving office Lady Thatcher has written two volumes of
memoirs (The Downing Street Years and The Path to Power). She
has travelled extensively in America, Europe and Asia, delivering
lectures on international issues and keeping in touch with world
leaders. She also plays a continuing role in British political atfairs.
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Introduction

For as long as there have been states, there has been discussion
of statecraft or statesmanship.” The emphasis has changed over
the centuries, as ideas of the state itself have changed - from the
Greek city-state (or polis) with its narrow (and naturally all-male)
citizenship; to the vastness of the Roman Empire with its
enthronement of law; to the idealised, if not always idealistic,
rulers of medieval Christendom; to the rumbustious politics of
Renaissance Italy, home to Machiavelli’s Prince; to the absolute
monarchies of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, the ages
of Richelieu and Frederick the Great; to the French Revolutionary
Wars and Napoleon, the clashing European empires, and the com-
peting nationalisms of the nineteenth century; and to the demo-
cratic concepts and the welfare state of the twentieth century. To
plot the course of statecraft over so long a period would require
skills that I, for one, do not possess.T Yert just the sense of so much
history lying behind the rasks and goals of statesmen roday is
sobering and provides perspective.

*

Statecraft and statesmanship are, according to the dictionary definition, inter-
changeable. Bur the former has a more practical ring to it, emphasising activity
rather than rhetoric, strategy not just diplomacy. All too often, statesmanship
turns out simply to be political action of which we politicians approve —
frequently our own.

t But Henry Kissinger does, as he reveals in his magisterial study Diplomacy
(New York: Simon and Schuster, 1994). The opening section of Dr Kissinger’s
book provides an account of statesmanship as it has evolved since the seven-
teenth century.
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The carly twenty-first century also has its distinctive features
that govern the nature of statecraft now. These can conveniently,
it not altogether satistactorily, be summed up by the expression
‘globalism’. In the course of the rest of this book I shall examine,
test and explore the realities behind that term in its application
to strategy, international interventions, justice and economics. And
T shall do this for different countries and continents.

1 must start, though, with the state itself. If you were to heed
some commentators you would believe that globalisation spells
the end of the stare as we have known it over the centuries. But
they are wrong: it does not. What it actually does is ro prevent —
in some degree — the state from doing things which it should never
have been doing in the first place. And that is somerthing rather
different.

A world of mobile capital, of international integration of
markers, of instant communication, of informarion available to
all at the click of a mouse, and of (fairly) open borders, is certainly
a long way from that world favoured by statists, of whatever
political colour, in the past. It is nowadays, as a result, more
difficult for governments to misrule their peoples and mismanage
their resources without quickly running into problems. Unfortu-
nately, though, it is sull not impossible. Many African govern-
ments get away with kleptocracy. Several Astan governments get
away with disrespect for fundamental human rights. Most Euro-
pean governments get away with high taxation and over-
regulation. Bad policies inflict damage on those who practise them,
as well as those on whose behalf they are practised, but bad
government is still eminently possible.

That somewhat gloomy reflection should be balanced, though,

by three much more positive ones. States retain their fundamental
importance, first, because they alone set legal frameworks, and
having the right legal framework is enormously important - prob-
ably more important than ever - for both society and the economy.
Second, states are important because they help provide a sense of
identity — particularly when their borders coincide with those of
a nation — and the more ‘globalised’ the world becomes the more
people want to hang on to such identity. Third, states alone retain
a monopoly of legitimate coercive power ~ the power required to

XViii
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suppress crime at home and to maintain security against threats
abroad.” This final coercive function of the state, although it may
in practice involve a degree of conrracting out 1o private enterprise,
can and must never be yielded up. The state is something different
trom society; it is ultimately the servant not the master of indi-
vidual human beings; its potential for inflicting horrors remains
as great as ever. All these things are true. Bur we need states and
we always will.t

It is on the state’s role in the maintenance of international secur-
ity that I concentrate in this book. This, in itself — at least until
the events of Tuesday, rr September 2001 — was slightly
unfashionable. Today’s politicians, at least in the democracies,
had become almost exclusively interested in domestic politics. Of
course, in one sense that was understandable. In a democracy we
first have to win the votes of the electorate before we strut the
world stage — unless we are European Commissioners. As Disraeli
once put it, a majority is the ‘best repartee’, and he might have
added the *best basis for diplomacy’. But the fact remains that the
great issues of war and peace which traditionally commanded the
attention of statesmen down the ages should again command them
today — and to a greater extent than they have in recent years.
Riots, epidemics, financial crashes - all can be very frightening
and disruptive, But war is still the most terrifying and destructive
experience known to man.

Foreign and security policy, though, concerns much more than
the two opposing poles of war and peace. It concerns the whole
range of risks and opportunities which the far-sighred statesman
must appreciate and evaluate in the conduct of his craft. Above
all, foreign and security policy is about the use of power in order
to achieve a state’s goals in its relations with other states. As a

* These arguments are developed at greater length in a stimulating essay by
Martin Wolf, “Will the Narion-State Survive Globalization?’, Foreign Affairs,
January/February 20071,

t It might be argued that the atracks on America by Osama bin Laden and his
network suggest that power has passed from states to terrorists, But even 11
September 2001 shows how important is the role of states: bin Laden could
not have functioned effectively if he had not first been provided with bases
and protection by the Taliban regime in Afghanistan,
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conservative, | have no squeamishness about stating this. I leave
it to others to try to achieve the results they seek in international
affairs without reference to power. They always fail. And their
failures often lead to outcomes more damaging than pursuit of
national interest through the normal means of the balance of
power and resolute defence would ever have done. It is, indeed,
a recurring theme in Western liberal democracies, this mixture of
naive idealism with a distaste for power — and we should be on
our guard against it.*

One example. In 1910 Norman Angell, the Nobe] Prize-winning
economist, wrote a celebrated book called The Grear lusion. In
this he argued that because of global economic interdependence
- particularly between the great powers — and because the real
sources of wealth that lie in trade cannot ultimately be captured,
warfare conducted for material advantage is always pointless.
There is a small kernel of truth in this. Peace, not war, promotes
commerce, and commerce is the driving force for prosperity —
other things being equal. But in the real world other things are
quite often not at all equal. Aggression may make perfect sense
to a tyrant or a well-armed fanatic in certain circumstances. It
may even appeal to a whole nation. Trade protectionism, which
stops countries from having access to the commodities they need
for their industries, may also lead political leaders to launch
‘rational’ wars. In any of these conditions there is precious little
point in either victims or onlookers protesting that everyone would
be better off without war. The only alternatives on offer are to
fight, or to raise the white flag. Concerns for a safer world and
attempts to secure it are admirable. But when, as in the case of
Norman Angell, they lead a writer to believe, four years before
the most terrible conflict the world has known, that ‘it is absolutely
certain — and even the militarists . . . admit this — that the natural
tendencies of the average man are setting more and more away
from war’ — then something is badly wrong.t

* For a further example — that of the League of Nations - see p. 29.

t Norman Angell, The Great Hlusion: A Study of the Relations of Military
Power in Nations to their Economic and Social Advantage (London: William
Hewemann, 1910}, p.3o1.
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It is sometimes suggested, or at least implied, that the only
alternative to such dangerous high-mindedness as this in foreign
policy is the total abandonment of moral standards. The thought
behind Sir Henry Wotton’s well-known definition of a diplomat
as ‘a good man sent abroad to lie for his country’ has been applied
more widely.” Yet [ am not one of those who believe that statecraft
should concern power without principle. For a start, pure Realpoli-
tik — that is, foreign policy based on calculations of power and
the national interestt — is a concept which blurs ar the edges the
more closely it is examined. Bismarck, its most famous prac-
titioner, once remarked over dinner that conducting policy with
principles would be like walking along a narrow forest path while
carrying a long pole between one’s teeth. But even the Tron Chan-
cellor had principles of a kind: after all, he accepred without demur
that his loyalty was to his royal (and later imperial) master rather
than to the German people — a large section of whom he left
excluded from the Reich.d He upheld the system and the values
of the Prussian state, not those of a liberal democratic Germany.
Whatever you think of this policy, it was not mere pragmatism.

Moreover, in the age of democracy the pursuit of statecraft
without regard for moral principles is all but impossible, and it
makes little sense for even the most hard-nosed statesmen to ignore
this fact. Since Gladstone’s Midlothian Campaigns in 1879 and
1880 — launched on the back of denunciations of Britain’s foreign
policy as ‘immoral’ - politicians who try to appeal exclusively to
national interest have repeatedly run into trouble with national
electorates. And the rise of America, as a great power with an
easily troubled conscience, has confirmed that trend.

The years of the Cold War also had a deep and lasting effect.

*

Sir Henry Wotton (1568-1639), poet and diplomat. He wrote this cynical
inscription on the flyieaf of a book, wiile on a mission to Augsburg in 1604;
it was subsequently made public. Wotton’s indiscretion displeased his superiors
and he lost preferment as a result. But he finished his days as Provost of Eton.
The definition here — and there are other possible definitions ~ is Henry Kissin-
ger’s, from Diplomacy, p.137.

Bismarck’s unification of Germany in 1870 excluded Germans living under
Habsburg rule, as part of his policy of ensuring that the German state was
based on Prussia not Austria.

=+ —+
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In that period, when the world was divided into two armed blocs
with opposing ideologies - capitalism and socialism — m.rm
upholding of national interest and the upholding of political prin-
ciples were for most of the time a seamless web. And though much
has been questioned since the end of the Cold War, there have been
few attempts to suggest that considerations of national interest are
all that matter in weighing up foreign policy choices.

For my part, I favour an approach to statecraft that embraces
principles, as long as it is not stifled by them; and I prefer such
principles to be accompanied by steel along with good intentions.
I accordingly suggest three axioms which the statesman would do
well to bear in mind today.

First, the extension of democracy through every country and
continent remains a legitimate and indeed fundamental aspect of
sound foreign policy. There are many practical reasons for this:
democratic states do not generally make war on each other;
democracy generally promotes good government; democracy gen-
erally accompanies prosperity. Bur I do mean true democracy —
that is a law-based state with a limited government, in which the
tyranny of the majority no less than that of a minority is banished.
Furthermore, as [ shall explain, I entertain deep reservations about
some initiatives taken in the name of human rights and democracy,
on grounds of both practicality and of legitimacy.* And I would
also caution against making the best {perfect democracy) the
enemy of the good (imperfect democracy).t Commonsense must
always temper moral zeal.

Second, a sound and stable international order can only be
founded upon respect for nations and for nation states. Whatever
the flaws of particular nationalisms, national pride and national
istitutions constitute the best grounding for a functioning democ-
racy. Attempts to suppress national differences or to amalgamate
different nations with distinct traditions into artificial states are
very likely to fail, perhaps bloodily. The wise statesman will cele-
brate nationhood - and use it.

Third, whatever stratagems of international diplomacy are

* See Chapter Seven.
t See, for example, the discussions on pp. 124-6.
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deployed to keep the peace, the ultimate test of statesmanship is
what to do in the face of war, Deterring wars, and being in a
position to win wars that are forced upon one, are two sides of
the same coin: both require continuous investment in defence and
a constant and unbending resolution to resist aggression. Our
present age is one in which even the thought of war has become
anathema. Yet at any one time wars of varying intensity are being
fought around the globe. For example, in 1999 alone there were
civil wars of one kind or another taking place in nineteen countries
around the world.* In addition there were four international
armed conflicts between governments over sovereignty and terri-
tory: the Kosovo conflict (and subsequent NATO intervention);
the war between Ethiopia and Eritrea; the clash between India and
Pakistan over Kashmir; and the Arab-Israeli conflict in Southern
Lebanon. Most such conflicts are in places remote from the daily
concerns of Western electorates and politicians. Bur in today’s
world, with its widely available weapons of mass destruction, its
ethnic and religious fault-lines, and its propensity for international
interventions, distant wars easily pose present dangers.

The first draft of this book was completed before the terrorist
attacks on America of Tuesday, 11 September 2001. Any study
of events always runs the risk of being overtaken by them.t This
happened to Statecrafi. In fact, so traumatic and far-reaching have
been the consequences of that day’s vile outrages that an author
may be tempted to follow some commentarors in concluding that
only entirely new approaches are relevant to an entirely different
world.

But [ resisted that temptation. Instead, I set about reconsidering
my thinking and revisited my conclusions in the light of what we

Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Azerbaijan, Burma, Burundi, Chad, Colombia,
Democratic Republic of Congo, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Kosovo, Mexico,
Rwanda, Somalia, Sudan, Turkey and Uganda (International Institute for
Strategic Studies, Strategic Survey 1999/2000).

1 This, for example, was true of Henry Kissinger’s superb study entitled Does
America Need a Foreign Policy? (New York: Simon and Schuster, 2001). Dr
Kissinger’s book contains only three references to terrorism — so much have
perspectives changed, and so fast,
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now know about the scale of the threat posed by Islamic terrorism.
I also reflected upon how the requirements of the global war
against terrorism, which President Bush and his allies have
declared, altered the way in which we should handle relations
with other world powers like Russia, China and India. 1 weighed
up the case for a radically different approach to the Middle East.
I tried to assess whether the crisis altered Britain’s role in Europe
or Furope’s role in the Western Alliance. In fact, 1 sought to test
everything.

On some questions [ did indeed find myself altering my empha-
sis. In giving priority — as we now must — to beating terrorism,
we inevitably give less attention to other issues. We have to achieve
a2 somewhart different balance between individual liberties and the
safety of the public at home. Abroad, our attentions will also be
refocused. In forging a coalition to defear one enemy we may
have, at least temporarily, to deal more closely with unsatisfactory
regimes which we have otherwise been right to criticise. But then,
having a conservative rather than a liberal view of foreign and
security policy, 1 agree with Winston Churchill, who once
remarked of his alliance with the Sovier Union to defeatr Nazi
Germany: ‘If Hitler invaded Hell I would at least try to make a
favourable reference to the Devil.” Thankfully, we are not con-
fronted with allies like Stalin, and the Devil’s hand is clearly recog-
nisable in the works of Osama bin Laden and his al-Qaeda
network.

Yet, all that said, 1 do not in fact find myself altering my analysis
in any very significant respect. And this is not mere stubbornness
on my part. Let me explain why.

In the wake of America’s tragedy, we heard it said again and
again that Tuesday, 11 September was ‘the day the world
changed’. The headlines proclaimed it. The newscasters repeated
it. The politicians, with a few exceptions, echoed it. It is easy to
understand why the statement came to be made. What happened
that day was the worst ever terrorist outrage. Westerners in gen-
eral, Americans in particular, never felt more vulnerable or less
prepared. The scale of the grief and the depth of the anger simply
have no equivalent.

For those who mourn, of course, reality had changed - for
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ever. In time, perhaps, they will find new lives, new sources of
consolation, blessed forgetfulness; but nothing politicians or gen-
erals do can recapture what they have lost.

But in a different way the world has stayed the same: it is just
that years of illusion have been stripped away. Ever since the end
of the Cold War, the West had come to believe that it was time
to think and speak only of the arts of peace. With one grear enemy
- Soviet communism — vanquished, it was all too demanding and
unsettling to think that other enemies might yet arise to disturb
our prosperous calm.

So we heard more and more abour human rights, less and less
about national security. We spent more on welfare, less on defence.
We allowed our intelligence efforts to slacken. We hoped — and
many were the liberal-minded politicians who encouraged us to
hope — that within the Global Village there were only to be found
good neighbours. Few of us were tactless enough to mention that
what makes good neighbours is often good fences.

Yet, the world we all view so much more clearly now, with
eyes wiped clean by tears of tragedy, was in truth there all along.
[t is a world of risk, of conflict and of latent violence. Democracy,
progress, tolerance — these values have not yet raken possession
of the earth. And the only sense in which we have reached the
‘end of history” is that we have gained a glimpse of Armageddon.

We now know thar bin Laden’s terrorists had been planning
their outrages for years. The propagation of their mad, bad ideol-
ogy — decency forbids calling it a religion — had been raking place
before our eyes. We were just too blind to see it. In short, the
world had never ceased to be dangerous. But the West had ceased
to be vigilant. Surely that is the most important lesson of this
tragedy, and we must learn it if our civilisation is to survive.

* For the phrase ‘the end of history’, see p. 30.

XXV




CHAPTER 1

Cold War Reflections

PICTURES AT AN EXHIBITION

At the dme of writing these lines 1 have just learned that my
portrait has been moved from the ‘Contemporary’ to the ‘Histori-
cal’ Room of London’s National Portrait Gallery. This is perfectly
fair. After all, eleven years have passed since I left Number Ten
Downing Street. The world has, as they say, ‘moved on’ in all
sorts of respects.

For example, in 1990 we could not have foreseen the huge
impact which the information revolution would have upon
business, lifestyles and even war. We could not have imagined
that the mighty Japanese economy would have stalled so badly,
or that China would have risen so fast. We could not have envis-
aged that perhaps the most chilling threat to Man’s dignity and
freedom would lie in his ability to manipulate genetic science so
as to create, and re-create, himself. Nor, needless to say, would
even the most far-sighted statesman have predicted the horrors of
11 September 2o001.

But it is always true that the world that is can best be understood
by those conversant with the world that was. And ‘the world that
was” — the world which preceded today’s world of dot.coms,
mobile phones and GM food — was one which saw a life-and-death
struggle whose outcome was decisive for all that has followed.

Of course, just to speak of the ‘Cold War’ nowadays is to refer
back to an era which seems a liferime, not a mere decade and a
half, ago. In truth, as I shall argue at many stages in this book,
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the underlying realities have changed rather less than the rhetoric.
But changes there have been — and, on balance, ones of enormous
benefit to the world.

DEBATES IN PRAGUE

People will continue to argue about the significance of the collapse
of communism for as long as there are hooks to write and pub-
lishers to print them. But on Tuesday, 16 November 1999 a
number of the main actors in those dramatic events — myself among
them — met in Prague to put our own interpretations. It was ten
years since the Czechoslovak “Velvet Revolation’ had led to the
fall of one of the most hardline communist governments in Europe
and its replacement by democracy.

I had not participated in the celebrations a few days earlier in
Berlin held to mark the tenth anniversary of the fall of the Berlin
Wall. I would have felt uneasy doing so. This was not because 1
felt any nostalgia for communism. The Wall was an abomination,
an indisputable proof that communism was ulrimately a system
of slavery imposed by imprisoning whole populations. President
Reagan had been right in 1987 to demand of the Soviet leader:
‘Mr Gorbachev, tear down this wall?’

But nor could I then or now regard Germany as just another
country whose future was a matter for Germans alone to decide,
without involving anybody else. A united Germany was bound
to become once again the dominant power in Europe. It would
doubtless be diplomatic, but it would also be culpably naive, to
ignore the fact that this German drive for dominance has led in
my lifetime to two terrible, global wars during which nearly a
hundred million people — including of course nine million Germans
~ died. The Germans are a cultured and talented people; but in the
past they have shown a marked inability to limit their ambitions or
respect their neighbours. ]

Awareness of the past and uncertainty about the future led
President Mitterrand and me, with not very effective assistance
from President Gorbachev, to try to slow down the rush to German
unification. In the end, we failed — partly because the United States

2

COLD WAR REFLECTIONS

administration took a different view, but mainly because the Ger-
mans took matters inta their own hands, as in the end, of course,
they were entitled to do. It was good that German reunification
took place within NATO, thus avoiding the risk that it might
have constituted a dangerous non-aligned power in the middle of
Europe. It was also good that Germans were able to feel that they
had won back control of their own country - as a patrior myself
I certainly do not deny anyone else the right to be patriotic. But
it would be hypocritical to pretend that I did not have deep misgiv-
ings about what a united Germany might mean. So I had no
intention of going to Berlin in October 1999 to spoil the party.

Prague, though, was a different matter entirely — this was one
party [ hoped to enjoy. The Czechs, of course, have suffered the
brunt of both Nazism and communism. And, having been failed
by the democratic powers in the face of both totalitarian aggres-
sions, they know a thing or two about the need for vigilance.

My favourite European cities all lie behind the former Iron
Curtain - St Petersburg (for its grandeur), Warsaw (for its hero-
ism), Budapest (for its leafy elegance). But Prague is quite simply
the most beautiful city I have ever visited. It is almost too beautiful
for its own good. In 1947 the historian A.J.P. Taylor asked the
then Czech President Edvard Benes why the Czech authorities had
not put up stronger resistance to the seizure of Czechoslovakia by
Hitler in 1939. Benes might, I suppose, have replied that the Czechs
were taken unawares, deceived by German promises. Or he could
have answered that the Czechs were outnumbered and so resist-
ance was useless. Instead, to Taylor’s surprise, he flung open the
windows of his office overlooking the irreplaceable glories of
Prague and declared: ‘This is why we did not fight!”

The Czech Republic has been one of the more successful post-
communist countries, thanks mainly to the visionary economic
policies of its former Prime Minister, my old friend and Hayekian
extraordinaire, Vaclav Klaus. But he could not have succeeded as
he did had the Czechs not retained an instinctive understanding
of how to make a civil society and a free economy work. They
gained these insights through the historical memory ingrained in
their culture — it is, after all, worth remembering that before the
Second World War Czechoslovakia enjoyed an income per head
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equal to that of France. The Czechs are a people who have never
forgotten how to combine knowing how to live with knowing
how to work. So, for all these reasons, when I was invited to
Prague with George Bush Sr, Mikhail Gorbachev, Helmut Kohl,
Lech Walesa and (representing her late husband) Mme Danielle
Mitterrand, [ eagerly accepted.

Our host was President Vaclav Havel. Czechoslovakia had been
immensely fortunate in 1989 to have Mr Havel - somcone of
total integrity and enjoying near-universal respect — to symbolise
popular resistance and eventually become its leader and the
nation’s president. President Havel is the sort of leader you could
not imagine coming to power in ordinary circumstances ~ which
some people may consider quite a recommendation. He is a con-
siderable playwright, an intellectual, a combination of gentleness
and courage — he spent over five years in jail for his views. He
speaks quietly but forcefully, no orator in the ordinary sense but
with something of the preacher’s ability to convey moral certainty
and to communicate inspiration,

Mr Havel’s office in the presidential wing of Prague Castle,
where we met that afternoon, looks out onto the river and the
old city beyond. The furnishing has doubtless changed since
Benet’s time. A large Egyptianesque nude female statue stands by
his desk: for the President’s tastes in art, like his politics, are not
altogether mine.

President Havel’s anti-communism is not in doubt. But he is a
man of the left and his view of the world reflects this. As he would
put it in a speech the following day: ‘The present calls for a new
perception of the contemporary world as a multi-polar, multi-
cultura! and globally interconnected entity, and for a consistent
reform of all international organisations and institutions in order
that they might reflect this new understanding.” This kind of
utopian language, even from one so eloquent, worries me.

Mr Havel and I, though, agree entirely, I think, abour what
was wrong with communism - a system which (to quote him
again) was ‘based on lies, hatred and coercion’. My first engage-
ment on Wednesday morning allowed me to gauge how the Presi-
dent’s fellow countrymen thought. I was to unveil a new starue
of Sir Winston Churchill — a life-size copy of that which stands
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in front of the Palace of Westminster in London. Also due to speak
were Vaclav Klaus and Sir Winston’s nephew, Rupert Soames.

It was very cold indeed; a bitter wind cut through me to the
quick. T had decided on a black wool suit with fur trim and black
hat, but had rejected advice to wear a thick coar and quickly
regretted it. Prague’s Churchill Square is quite large, but it was
packed. Some seven thousand people stood there and more were
hanging out of overlooking windows to get a better view. [ made
my speech:

Each time I come [to Prague] I seem to enter a world of majestic
churches, mighty palaces and evocative sculpture. Bur 1 confess that
L am very glad that you have found a place for this new statue. It
will remind you here, as every generation has to be reminded — and
amid all this beauty - that the price of freedom can be high,
and that it may indeed require the sacrifice of ‘blood, toil, tears
and sweat’. This statue of Sir Winston Churchill will also remind
you, as it reminds me, of something else - that liberty must never
be allowed to perish from the earth, it must endure for ever.

The reception was tremendous. Some applause has a special
quality that you remember for a lifetime. This had it. Finally, the
Czech national anthem was played by the band and sung with
passion by the crowd. I could only imagine what it meant - for
the old people who recalled the Nazi invader, for the younger
ones who had suffered under communism, for the very young who
knew, without having experienced either of these rotalitarianisms,
what freedom truly was.

By now [ had been standing completely still for almost an hour,
and I was frozen. As we left the platform a Czech veteran who
had served with the British in the last war stood forward to request
an autograph. My hands were shaking so much that I could barely
write. The almost illegible signature he has is certainly unique and
will in furure years probably be denounced by the experts as a
fake.

It was apparent from the panel discussion that afternoon in
Prague Castle’s huge, gilded baroque ball room, that whatever
chord T struck with the Czech people evoked less harmony from
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some of my fellow guests, above all from Mikhail Gorbachev. The
discussion was tactfully chaired by the historian Timothy Garton
Ash, who had himself played a distinguished role in the events of
ten years earlier. To his left sat Mme Mitterrand, George Bush,
myself and Helmut Kohl. To his right were Vaclav Havel, Mikhail
Gorbachev and Lech Walesa. The theme of the discussion was
“Ten Years After’.

Interestingly, written down like that, the title looks strangely
unfinished. Ten years after . . . what? The obvious reply, of course,
is ‘Prague’s Velver Revolution’. But it is not the only reply. One
might say instead ‘the collapse of communist’, or ‘the triumph
of freedom’, or — even more controversial for some — ‘the West’s
victory in the Cold War’. It was a fundamental difference about
these other possibilities that underlay the disagreement that
followed.

All those present (with the exception of Danielle Mitcerrand)
had played a considerable part in securing the outcome ten years
carlier. Lech Walesa’s leadership of the Polish Solidarity trade
union was crucial in the fight for Polish freedom (I well
remembered my visit to the Gdansk shipyard in November 1988
and my — as it turns out — successful attempts to persuade General
Jaruzelski to negotiate with Salidarity*).

Mikhail Gorbachev began the reforms in the Soviet Union that
opened the way — albeit unintentionally on his part — for the fall
of communism. But perhaps the decision for which he should be
given most credit is a decision not to do anything at all - when he
allowed the Fastern Bloc countries to break free of Soviet control
without sending in the tanks.

Helmut Kohl, for all the criticism that has since been made
of hin, must be ranked with Bismarck and Adenauer as one of
Germany’s most successful statesmen. He showed great political
courage in resisting the threats and blandishments of a Moscow
that was desperate in the 1980s to drive a wedge between Europe
and America. And, though I did not appreciate his tactics at the
time, he also showed cunning and bravura in securing his country’s
unity and freedom in 1989-9c.

* See The Downing Street Years, pp.777-82.
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George Bush — looking drained from an overtong tour of Euro-
pean cities, but as always supported by Barbara — was also present.
We are very different people, from different backgrounds and with
different instincts. But I have always warmed to his decency and
patriotism. He took over where Ronald Reagan left off, and then
finished the job - combining sticks and carrots to induce the
Soviets along the path of reform and then negotiating the reunifi-
cation of Germany within NATO.

I have written elsewhere of my own part in the affairs of that
time: without Britain’s wholehearted support for the Reagan
administration I am not sure that it would have been able to carry
its allies along the right path. I also think that the fact that Ronald
Reagan and 1 spoke the same language (in every sense) helped
convince friend and foe alike that we were serious.

All of our contributions were quite sufficiently substantial with-
out needing exaggeration or distortion. But human nature being
what it is - and academics, like politicians, being on this score
quite especially human — a certain amount of revisionism had set
in, In particular, the role of Ronald Reagan had been deliberately
diminished; the role of the Europeans, who, with the exception
of Helmut Kohl, were often all too keen to undermine America
when it mattered, had been sanitised; and the role of Mr Gorba-
chev, who failed spectacularly in his declared objective of saving
communism and the Soviet Union, had been absurdly mis-
understood.

I was conscious of all this as I prepared my thoughts for the
panel. But [ tried to be diplomatic. I declared that ‘everyone on
this platform was marvellous’. But I also said thart it was America
and Britain with their deep, historic commitment to the values of
liberty which had been crucial in bringing about freedom. I added
that what interested me now was to extend the rule of liberty
everywhere:

We’ve got the greatest opportunity we’ve ever known to extend
liberty and the rule of law to those countries that have never known
them, and that’s what I think we should get on with, 1 trust I make
myself clear!
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[ certainly had, it seems, to Mr Gorbachev, who became really
quite angry and delivered an energetic and lengthy rebuttal. He
denied that there had been any victor in the Cold War, accused
people like me of having a ‘superiority complex’, asserted that no
single 1deology — ‘neither the liberal, nor the communist, nor the
conservative nor any other’ — had all the answers, and informed
us that ‘even the communists wanted to make the world a happier
place’.

It followed, of course, that since no side had won (or, doubtless
more important to Mr Gorbachev, no side had lost) and no single
ideology was sufficient for the needs of the world today, the search
for solutions must go on. And, not surprisingly perhaps, it was
through resort to all the most fashionable nostrums that this search
should be pursued ~ by turning (as he put it) to ‘new methods, a
new philosophy, a new thinking that can help us understand one
another and the conditions of the globalising world’.

Mr Gorbachev is lively, engaging and a great talker — a subject
on which I am a good judge {on this occasion he spoke for about
a third of the conference). But his remarks in Prague seemed to
me, to say the least, of doubtful validity.

Yet nor should they be lightly dismissed. They represent the
articulation of a strategy, common to the left in many countries,
of seeking to escape all blame for communism and then going on
to take credir for being more pragmatic, modern and insightful
about the world which those who actually fought communism
have created. It is a pressing necessity to expose and defeat both
distortions.

Revisionism about the Cold War has taken various guises. But
underlying them all is the assertion that the policies of Ronald
Reagan towards the Soviet Union were, as you prefer, superfluous,
dangerous or even counter-productive. It was not just loyalty
towards my old friend that irritated me about this. It struck me
— and still strikes me — as potentially disastrous, because learning
the wrong lessons could stli result in adopring the wrong
responses.

With all this in mind, on the same evening in Prague [ put to
good use a short speech of thanks when | and the other distin-
guished guests received the Czech Order of the White Lion. I said:
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Belief in the unique dignity of the human person, in the need for
the state to serve and not to dominate, in the right to ownership
of property and so independence — these things were what the West
upheld, and what we fought for in the long twilight struggle thac
we call the Cold War. In the ten years that have elapsed since
communism fell, much has been wrirten of that great conflict. There
has even, at times, been a little revisionism at work. But truth is
100 precious to become the slave of fashion.

As I receive this award today, I would like to refer to the man
who more than any other — and more than me - can claim to have
won the Cold War without firing a shot - 1 mean, of course, Presi-
dent Ronald Reagan. The fact that he cannot be here, for reasons
that are well-known,* reminds us also of so many others who can’t
be here ~ because they perished in prisons and by torture.

In the joy we now feel that Europe is whole and free let us not
forget the terrible price that was paid to defend and to recover
liberty. As the poet Byron wrote of another such prisoner of con-
science:

Erernal spirit of the chainless mind!

Brightest in Dungeons, Liberty! thou art,

For there thy habitation is the heart —

The heart which love of thee alone can bind;
And when thy sons to fetters are consigned —
To fetters, and the damp vault’s dayless gloom,
Their country conquers with their martyrdom,
And Freedom’s fame finds wings on every wind.

['wanted to remind the politicians present — the ordinary Czechs

‘needed no reminding, as the reception they gave me had demon-

strated — that the Cold War was a war for freedom, truth and
justice. And we anti-communists won it.

* This was, of course, a reference to the fact that since 1994 President Reagan
had withdrawn from public life because of the onset of Alzheimer’s disease.
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THE WEST WON

Above all, Ronald Reagan won it. Only when (and if) the full,
undoctored records of the Soviet Union are released and studied
will a full correlation be possible between the actions of the Reagan
administration and the reactions of the Kremlin. But it is already
possible to show that President Reagan deserves to be regarded
as the supreme architect of the West’s Cold War victory. This is,
surely, the deduction to be made from the remarks of the last
Soviet Foreign Minister, Alexandr Bessmertnykh, at a fascinating
conference reflecting on Soviet—American relations in the 1980s.”

Ameong Mr Bessmertnykh’s observations are the following:

On America’s deployment in the antumn of 1983 of Cruise and
Pershing 1l missiles in Europe in the face of both the previous
deployment by the USSR of its SS-20s and a fierce barrage of
propaganda and threats —

... the decision was definitely a great disappeintment ... [Tlhe
situation had wremendously deteriorated as far as Soviet interests
were concerned. But looking back from today’s position, I think
that the factitself . . . helped to facilitate and to strongly concentrate

on solutions.

On President Reagan’s announcement earlier that same year of
his plans for the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) —

... I would say that one of the major moments when the strategists
in the Soviet Union started maybe even to reconsider its positions
was when the programme of SDI was pronounced in March of
1983. It started to come ... to the minds of the [Soviet| leaders
that there might be something very, very dangerous in that.

And, finally, on the relationship between the Reagan defence
build-up (which both the deployment of intermediate range

* [ am grateful to the Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International
Affairs at Princeton University for making this material available to me.
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nuclear weapons in Europe and the decision to go ahead with SDI
signified) and the internal weakness of the Soviet Union —

... When Gorbachev came to power in Moscow, the economic
statistics already indicated that the economy was not doing so
good. So when you were talking about SDI and arms control, the
economic element . . . was sometimes in my view the number one
preoccupation of Gorbachev, especially when we were preparing
ourselves for Reykjavik. [Emphasis added]

The October 1986 Reykjavik summit, to which Mr Bessmert-
nykh here alludes, was — as I have written elsewhere — the turning
peint in the Cold War.” Mr Gorbachev already knew from earlier
discussions with President Reagan how passionately commirtted
he was to SDI, which he saw as not just practically necessary but
morally right — a programme aimed at the defence of lives and
one which did not rely only on a balance of nuclear terror. But
the Soviet leader also knew from all the information available to
him that the Soviet Union, with its stagnant economy and its
technological backwardness, could not match SDI. He had to stop
the programme at all costs. So he tempted President Reagan with
deep cuts in nuclear weapons, before springing on him the con-
dition — that SDI1 must stay ‘in the laboratory’.

Mikhail Gorbachev won and Ronald Reagan lost the public
relations battle in the wake of the consequent breakdown of the
talks. But it was the American President who had effectively just
won the Cold War - without firing a shot. In December 1987 the
Soviets dropped their demands for the abandonment of SDI and
agreed to the American proposals for arms reduction — notably
the removal of all intermediate range nuclear weapons from
Europe. Mr Gorbachev had crossed his Rubicon. The Soviets had
been forced to accept that the strategy they had pursued since the
1960s — of using weaponry, subversion and propaganda to make
up for their internal weaknesses and so retain superpower status
- had finally and definitively failed.

I still find it astonishing that even the left should try to deny

* See The Downing Street Years, pp.469—72.
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all this. It is, of course, not a crime to be wrong. But it is not far
short of criminal to behave as some of them did when they thought
that the Soviet Union was on the winning side. These people were
blind because they did not want to see, and because they were
intoxicated with the classic socialist fantasy of believing that state
power offers a short-cut to progress. Thus the American journalist
Lincoln Steffens observed after visiting the Soviet Union in 1919:
‘T have seen the future; and it works.’

At the height of the famine of 1932, the worst in Russia’s
history, the visiting biologist Julian Huxley found ‘a level of phys-
ique and general health rather above that to be seen in England’.
Similarly, George Bernard Shaw wrote that ‘Stalin has delivered
the goods to an extent that seemed impossible ten years ago, and
I take my hat off ro him.” H.G. Wells was equally impressed,
reporting that he had ‘never met a man more candid, fair and
honesr . .. no-one is afraid of him and everybody trusts him’.
Harold Laski considered that Sovier prisons (stuffed full of politi-
cal prisoners in appalling conditions) enabled convicts to lead ‘a
full and self-respecting life’.*

Sidney and Beatrice Webb were similarly overwhelmed by the
glories of the Soviet experiment. Their 1200-page book, which
faithfully parroted any Soviet propaganda they could pick up, was
originally entitled Soviet Communism: A New Civilization?: but
the question mark was removed from the second edition, which
appeared in 1937 — the height of the terror.¥

The capacity of the left to believe the best of communism and
the worst of anti-communists has something almost awe-inspiring
about it. Even when the Soviet system was in its economic death
throes, the economist J.K. Galbraith wrote of his visit in 1984:

That the Soviet system has made great material progress in recent
years is evident both from the statistics and from the general urban
scene , . . One sees it in the appearance of well-being of the people

These examples are drawn from Paul Johnson’s Modern Times (London,
1992), pp.275-6.

Robert Conquest, ‘Academe and the Soviet Myth’, The National Interest,
Spring 1993.

—
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on the streets . .. Partly, the Russian system succeeds because, in
contrast with the Western industrial economies, it makes full use
of its manpower.®

Professor Galbraith was one of the exponents of the once
fashionable notion of ‘convergence’, according to which the capi-
talist and socialist models were destined to become ever more
SB.:E. to one another, resulting in a social democracy that
reflected the best of each without the disadvantages. One large
problem with this theory was that those who held it had constantly
to be trying to find advantages in a Soviet system which had
none that were apparent to Soviet citizens. As the former dissident
Vladimir Bukovsky once remarked — referring to the Russian
proverb to the effect that you cannot make an omelette without
breaking eggs — he had seen plenty of broken eggs, but never tasted
any omelette.

A similar error — which 1 discuss in a later chapter ~ was made
by those Sovietologists who tried to analyse and predict events
in the Soviet Union in terms of doves and hawks, liberals and
conservatives, left and rightt (I am still perplexed as to why we
should be expected to call hardline communists ‘conservative’ or
anti-Semite fascists ‘right wing’ — except that it is a useful device
of the liberal media to embarrass their opponents). For the advo-
cates of ‘convergence’ and for certain advocates of détente it was
assumed that a particular action by the United States would draw
forth a parallel reaction from the Soviets.¥ Thus if we wanted
peace we should not prepare for war, if we wanted security we
should not threaten, and if we wanted cooperation we should

Originally from ‘A Visit to Russta’, New Yorker, 3 September 1984; quoted
in Dinesh D’Sousa, Ronald Reagan: How an Ordinary Man Became an Extra-
ordinary Leader (New York, 1999), p.4.

See p.7o.

Henry Kissinger defends his conception of dérente in ‘Between the Old Left
and the New Right’, Foreign Affairs, May—June 1999. Dr Kissinger powerfully
argues: ‘In the early 1970s, the option of what later became the highly effective
Reagan policy did not exist. The obstacle to such a policy was not the Nixon
or the Ford administration but the liberal Congress and media.” But he also
concedes: ‘Reagan proved to have a better instinct for American emotions.’

-+ —
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compromise. This approach was entirely wrong — at least while
the Soviet Union remained a superpower with an expansionist
ideology, which it did until some time in the mid-to-late 1980s.

The proof of this is clear. While the United States was-led by
administrations (Nixon, Ford and Carter) which were intent on
compromise with the Soviets, the Soviet Union expanded its mili-
tary arsenals and intensified its military interventions around the
world. But once there was an American President who openly
proclaimed his aims of military superiority, systemic competition
and the global roll-back of Soviet power, the Soviet Union
cooperated, disarmed and finally collapsed. President Reagan’s
former critics, in their desperation to find someone else to credit
for an end to the Cold War, summoned up Mikhail Gorbachev
as a kind of deus ex machina who transformed everything. And
indeed Mr Gorbachev’s role was positive and important. But what
President Reagan's revisionist detractors fail to explain is (to use
the words of Professor Richard Pipes) ‘why, after four years of
Reagan’s relentlessly confrontational policies the Soviet Union did
not respond in kind . .. by appointing a similarly hard-line, bel-
ligerent First Secretary, but settled on a man of compromise’.*

To be so wrong quite so often does not, it seems, in the post-
Cold War world constitute any impediment to promotion. Far
from it. Yesterday’s critics of the strategy which so triumphantly
destroyed the Soviet Union were then trusted to manage relations
with its successor. Mr Strobe Talbott, in his previous career as a
journalist on Time, variously attacked the Reagan defence
build-up, dismissed SDI, mocked the idea that external Western
pressures could be effective, described the Cold War as a ‘grand
obsession’ which diverted the world from other more important
matters and described NATO’s continued existence as ‘at best a
stop-gap’.T Mr Talbott went on to become President Clinton’s
Deputy Secretary of State.

And, ves, all this does matter now. If so many influential people

* R. Pipes, ‘Misinterpreting the Cold War: The Hard-Liners had it Right’, review
of Raymond Garthotf, The Grear Transition: American—Soviet Relations and
the End of the Cold War (Washington, 1994), Foreign Affairs, winter 1995.

1 ‘Rethinking the Red Menace’, Time, 1 January 1990.

14

COLD WAR REFLECTIONS

have failed to understand, or have just forgotten, whar we were
up against during the Cold War and how we overcame it, they
are not going to be capable of securing, let alone enlarging, the
gains that liberty has made.

The Cold War has sometimes been portrayed as a struggle
between two superpowers, the United States (and its allies) on the
one hand, and the Soviet Union (and its puppets) on the other.
The term ‘superpower’ was not one that I relished at the time,
because it always seemed to suggest a moral equivalence between
the two political poles. Of course, at one level this was, indeed, a
competition for advantage between broadly equivalent powers,
But the equivalence reflected might not right. Much more impor-
tant, and significant for us today, the Cold War was a struggle
between two sharply opposing systems, encapsulating two wholly
contradictory philosophies, involving two totally different sets of
objectives.

The Soviet communist system was, in a sense, simpler. Its central
purpose was to achieve domination over the world in its entirety
by an ideology, Marxism-Leninism, and by the Communist Party,
which was that ideology’s supreme custodian and unique ben-
eficiary. That purpose was, in the eyes of its proponents, subject to
no moral constraints — the very notion of which appeared absurd.
Communism recognised no limits except those posed by the power
of its enemies. Within such a system individuals were only of
value in so far as they served the role allotted them. Similarly, the
expression of ideas, artistic endeavour, all kinds of ‘private’ activ-
ity, were judged and permitted according to whether they
advanced ‘the Revolution’, which in practice increasingly meant
the interests of the old men of the Kremlin. The pursuit of world
revolution was at times largely suspended. At other times, notably
in Soviet relations with China, disagreements broke out between
the proponents of the great socialist ‘idea’ about its pace, conduct
and immediate goals. But the objective of creating worldwide a
fully socialist society, consisting of radically socialist citizens,
remained.

Against this stood America and its allies. What we call in short-
hand ‘the West’ was a reality as complex as ‘the East’ (in commu-
nist terms) was simple. First of all it consisted not of one power but
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of many. Within NATO, the institutional embodiment of Western
defence resolve, individual states pursued constantly shifting poli-
cies, reflecting their own interests and the demeocratic decisions of
their own peoples. America led; but America had to persuade its
friends to follow. This reality reflected a fundamental philosophi-
cal difference. The very essence of Western culture — and the heart
of both the strengths and weaknesses of Western policy during
the Cold War years ~ was rccogpition of the unique value of the
individual human being.

Put like this, it is easy to see why knowledge of the Cold War
experience is important today. Still more important, though, is
the fact that the struggle between two quite different approaches
to the political, social and economic organisation of human beings
has not ended and will never end.

Neither the fall of the Berlin Wall, nor victory in the Gulf War,
nor the collapse of the Sovier Union, nor the establishment of free
markets and a measure of democracy in South-Fast Asia ~ none
of these has resolved the tension between liberty and socialism in
all its numerous guises. Believers in the Western model of strictly
limited government and maximum freedom for individuals within
a just rule of law often say, and rightly, that ‘we know what
works. Indeed, we do. But equally there will always be political
Jeaders and, increasingly, pressure groups who are bent on per-
suading people that they cannot really run their own lives and
that the state must do it for them. And, sadly but inevitably, there
will always be people who prefer idleness to effort, dependency
to independence, and modest rewards just as long as nobody does
berter. There is always a danger that, as Friedrich Hayek put it
in his Road to Serfdom, ‘the striving for security tends to become
stronger than the love of freedom’.” It musin’t.

Otherwise we will find ourselves in the circumstances of which
that far-sighted French observer, Alexis de Tocqueville, warned,
when considering how democracies might incrementally lose their
liberty:

F.A. Hayek, The Road to Serfdom (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1979),
P95-
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Over [the citizens] stands an immense, protective power which is
alone responsible for securing their enjoyment and watching over
ﬁra:.. fate. That power is absolute, thoughtful of detail, orderly
provident, and gentle. It would resemble parental authority ;,
father like, it tried to prepare its charges for a man’s life, but o:v
the contrary, it only tries to keep them in perpetual childhood .
Why should it not entirely relieve them from the trouble of ﬂr_.:_c.:.m.
and all the cares of living? Thus it daily makes the exercise of free
choices less useful and rarer, restricts the activity of free will within
a narrower compass, and little by little robs each citizen of the
proper use of his own faculties. Equality has prepared men for all
this, predisposing them to endure it and often even regard it as
beneficial . . .

[ have always thought that this brand of orderly, gentle, peaceful
slavery which I have just described could be combined, more casily
than is generally supposed, with some of the external forms of
freedom, and that there is a possibility of its getting itself established
even under the shadow of the sovereignty of the people.*

O:? if we remain convinced that freedom — the freedom for
s&ﬁr we strove in those Cold War years of struggle wich socialism
—1s of abiding value in its own right will we avoid wandering
down the inviting but dispiriting cul-de-sac which de Tocqueville
describes.

Hrmn. is why my old sparring partner, Mikhail Gorbachev, was
wrong in what he said in Prague about the alternative to 85,55,
nism which the West offered in the past and which we still have
to offer today. The politics and economics of liberty are not a
kind of ucky dip from which one treat may be drawn out and
enjoyed without tasting the others.

In :rﬁ? the Western model of freedom is something positive
and universally applicable, though with variations reflecting cul-
tural and other conditions. The theologian Michael Novak has

* Alexis de Tocqueville (ed. ].P. Mayer and Max Lerner, trans. George
Lawrence), Democracy in America (New York: Harper and Row, 1966)

u”mmu” Alexis de Tocqueville (1805-59), political philosopher, politician and
historian.
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christened that system ‘democratic’ capitalism’.* It is a good
phrase, because it emphasises the link between political and econ-
omic liberty. And it is significant that it comes from someone
whose profession is more associated with supernatural doctrines
than political programmes. Later in this book I shall try to describe
the Western model of liberty more fully.T But perhaps its most
important defining feature is that it is based upon truth — about
the nature of Man, about his aspirations, and about the world he
can hope to create.

* Michael Novak, The Spirit of Demacratic Capitalism (London, 1991).
T Sce Chaprer Eleven.

18

CHAPTER 2

The American Achievement

MY AMERICA

The America that I encountered on my first speaking tour after
the terrorist attacks on New York and Washington was more
sombre, reserved and intense than the America | had known. Six
weeks after the outrage, with the war against al-Qaeda and the
Taliban entering a new phase, there was only one issue on every-
one’s minds, only one message it was imperative to convey:

In Britain we know how much we owe to America. We understand
how close our countries are. America’s cause is, and always will
be, our cause. The message 1 bring to you today is that Britain is
united with America in the war against terrorism.*

I have now been paying regular visits to the United States for
more than thirty years. But there is something more subtle and
less explicable than mere experience that binds me to America. |
have reflected upon what this ‘something’ is.

Charles de Gaulle famously remarked that he had ‘a certain
idea of France’.t In fact, more accurately, he said that he had
‘created for himself’ that idea. To have an idea of a country is
not necessarily to have a distorted view of it. It is, if the idea is a

* Speech in Fort Worth, Texas, 19 October zoc1.
t “Toute ma vie, je me suis fait une certaine idée de la France.’ Charles de Gaullc,
Meémotres de guerre: PAppel, 1940—i942 (Paris, 1954), p.1.
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true one, to gain an insight into the mystery of a nation’s identity.

I too have a certain idta of America. Moreover, 1 would not
feel entitled to say that of any other country, except my own. This
is not just sentiment, though I always feel ten years younger -
despite the jet-lag — when I set foot on American soil: there is
something so positive, generous and open about the people - and
everything actually works. I also feel, though, that 1 have in a
sense a share in America. Just why is this?

There are two reasons, First, in an age of spun messages and
fudged options [ am increasingly conscious that Winston Churchill
was right about this — as about other things — in his famous speech
in Fulton, Missour! in 1946:

We must never cease to proclaim in fearless tones the great prin-
ciples of freedom and the rights of man which are the joint inherit-
ance of the English-speaking world and which through Magna
Carta, the Bill of Rights, the Habeas Corpus, trial by jury, and
the English common law find their most famous expression in the
American Declaration of Independence.

Consciousness of the underlying commonalities of that ‘English-
speaking world” and of its values has never been more needed.

But the second reason for my sense of belonging to America is
that America is more than a nation or a state or a superpower; it
is an idea - and one which has transformed and continues to
transform us all. America is unique - in its power, its wealth, its
outlook on the world. But its uniqueness has roots, and those roots
are essentially English. Already at the time of their foundation, the
settlements across the Atlantic were deeply affected by religious,
moral and political beliefs.

This fact is unforgettably recalled by the words of John
Winthrop delivered in 1630 upon the deck of the tiny Arbella off
the coast of Massachusetts to his fellow pilgrims:

We must be knit together, in this work, as one man. We must
entertain each other in brotherly affection. We must be willing to
abridge ourselves of our superfluities, for the supply of others’
necessities . .
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We shall be as a city upon a hill. The eyes of all the people are
upon us so that if we shall deal falsely with our God in this work
we have undertaken, and so cause him to withdraw his present
help from us, we shall be made a story and a byword throughout
all the world.

The pilgrims were in search of freedom to worship as they
chose, but, as Winthrop’s words demonstrate, they were by no
means relativists or liberals. They were imbued with a deep sense
of individual and collective responsibility. They practised self-
discipline and lived according to a dogged, undoubtedly severe
spirit of community. The pilgrims were Calvinists, whereas my
own upbringing was against the somewhat less forbidding back-
ground of Methodism. But in and around my old home town of
Grantham there were preachers who spoke in the tones of
Winthrop, and we all lived in a not dissimilar atmosphere. So 1
feel that 1 understand the pilgrims, who symbolise for me one
aspect of the American character, one feature of the American
dream.

But America was not just the new Jerusalem. It could not have
been made by the saints alone, or if it had been it would not have
prospered. As the years went by more and more people left their
homes in the Old World to seek a life in the New for straightfor-
ward material reasons. And they are not to be despised for that.
They wanted better prospects for themselves and their families
and they were prepared to make enormous sacrifices ro achieve
them. These men were fearless, tough, dynamic. They too, what-
ever their origins, their destinations or their hopes, are a viral
part of the American story. They represent the risk-taking, the
enterprise and the courage which endured every danger, natural
and man-made, to bring virgin forests and open prairies into pro-
ductive use. Whether trappers, farmers, traders or (later) miners,
these are the men whose spirit underlies American individualism
in all its manifold forms today.

A sense of personal responsibility and of the quintessential value
of the individual human being are the twin foundations of orderly
freedom. In the years before the American Revolution the colon-
ists, because of circumstances, developed such awareness to a high
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degree. But the political culture from which the American colonies
sprang — that is English political culture — had always been imbued
with it too.

One American scholar, Professor James Q. Wilson, has listed
the following factors as important in shaping English (later British)
freedom: physical isolation (which helped protect us from
invasion); a deep-rooted and widespread commitment to private
property; ethnic homogeneity (which helped creare a common cul-
ture) and a tradition of respect for legality and the rights it guaran-
teed.” The Founding Fathers of the United States of America
inherited all this. Their thinking about the rights of the subject
and the purposes of a constitution were developments of what
had occurred over more than five centuries in the country whose
yoke they were determined to break.

[ advanced this thesis in the course of a speech 1 delivered on
my investiture as Chancellor of William and Mary College in
Williamnsburg, Virginia in February 1994.7

The historical roots of our |Anglo-American] relationship are
many. A shared langunage, a shared literature, a shared legal system,
a shared religion, and a finely woven blanket of customs and tra-
ditions from the very beginning, that have set our two nations apart
from others, Even when the founders of this great Republic came
to believe that the course of human events had made it necessary
for them to dissolve the political bands that connected them to
Britain, and to assume among the powers of the earth the separate
and equal station to which the laws of nature and of nature’s God
entitled them, it was from our Locke and Sidney, our Harrington
and Coke, that your Henry and your Jefferson, your Madison and
Hamilton took their bearings.}

* James Q. Wilson, ‘Democracy for All?’, American Enterprise Institute, April
2000,

1 In 1693 King William I and Queen Mary granted a charter to establish a
college of the same name in today’s Williamsburg, Virginia. It is the second-
oldest college in the United States.

John Locke (1632-1704), English liberal philosopher; Algernon Sidney (1622-
83}, English statesman and leader of the Whig opposition to King Chatles Il;
James Harrington (1611-77), English political philosopher; Sir Edward Coke
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These considerations are not just of academic importance. Their
significance lies in the fact that they allow us to grasp an important
truth about America — namely that it is the most reliable force for
freedom in the world, because the entrenched values of freedom
are what make sense of its whole existence.

That is why I felt equally entitled in another lecture on the same
theme some two years later to make the following claim:

The modern world began in earnest on july 4th 1776. That was
the moment when the rebellious colonists put pen to parchment
and pledged their lives, their fortunes, and their sacred honour in
defence of truths they held to be self-evident: “That all men are
created equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain
unalienable rights . .. and that to secure these rights governments
are instituted among men deriving their just powers from the con-
sent of the governed.” Henceforth patriotism would not simply be
loyalty to the homeland, but a dedication to principles held to be
both universal and permanent.*

Similar claims have, of course, been made for other revolutions.
But they cannot ultimately be sustained. The French Revolution
sacrificed Liberty to Equality — Fraternity never really mattered at
all — and then Equality quickly gave way to centralised dictator-
ship. Today the only constructive results of that upheaval are to
be found in the administrative reorganisations which succeeded
it. The Bolshevik Revolution can be seen in retrospect to have
been a reversion to the most odious kind of age-old tyranny,
supplemented by the technological apparatus of totalitarianism.
And it had no constructive results whatever.

{(1552-1634), eminent English judge and compiler of the law; Patrick Henry

(1736-99), American statesman and orator; Thomas Jefferson (1743-1826),

third President of the United States and author of the Declaration of Indepen-

dence; James Madison (1751-1836), fourth President of the United States and

‘Father’ of the Constitution; Alexander Hamilton (1757-1804), American

statesman and principal author of The Federalist Papers.

* The James Bryce Lecture, Institute of United States Studies at the University
of London, 24 September 1956,
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The American Revolution, however, was not a revolution in
either of these senses. It was successful through war, but its inten-
tions were to secure peace and prosperity. It broke the polirical
link with Britain, but it contained no programme of social or
cultural transformation. Its novelty was at once more limited and
more radical, for on the basis of English thinking about the rights
of the subject, the rule of law and a limited government, it pro-
nounced a doctrine that would be the basis of democracy.

On frequent occasions, especially when [ have a speech to make
in the United States, I take in my handbag a well-thumbed lictle
yellow volume ~ a Bicentennial Keepsake Edition of the United
States Constitution, given me by President George Bush Sr and
signed by the members of the United States Supreme Court. ln the
introduction to it, the late Warren Burger, one of the great Ameri-
can judges and the nation’s longest-serving Chief Justice, notes:
“The [US] Constitution represented not a grant of power from
rulers to the people ruled — as with King John’s grant of the Magna
Carta at Runnymede in 1215 — but a grant of power by the people
to the government which they had created.’

And this really sums up what the American Revolution means
to the world — and America to me.

These reflections lead me to certain conclusions about the con-
duct of international politics.

® America alone has the moral as well as the material capacity for
world leadership

* America’s destiny is bound up with global expression of the
values of freedom

e America’s closest allics, particolarly her allies in the English-
speaking world, must regard America’s mission as encompassing
their own.

JUST ONE POLE

As I have argued in the previous chapter, however you look at it,
it was the West which won the Cold War. But among the vicrors
the United States emerged supreme. Because America is uniquely
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equipped to lead by its historic and philosophical identification
with the cause of liberty, this is something I welcome. Bur many
others neither welcome nor accepr it.

As the jargon of the experts in geopolitics has it — and in such
matters a certain amount of jargon must be permitted — we have
moved with the end of the Cold War and the implosion of the
Soviet Union from a ‘bipolar’ to a ‘unipolar” world. Today
America is the only superpower. No earlier superpower — not even
the Roman, Habsburg or British Empires in their prime - had the
resources, reach or superiority over its closest rival enjoyed by
America today. Nor is this simply to be explained, negatively, by
the outcome of the Cold War. It is also to be understood, posi-
tively, as the result of the dynamism inherent in the American
system.

The Caesars, the Habsburgs and the British were in their day
heartily disliked by those envious of their power: such is generally
the fate of those who bestride the globe. America, by contrast,
has until quite recently escaped such odium. This is because, at
least outside its own hemisphere, it has refused the temptations
of territorial expansion. Indeed, the potential of America has until
the present day always exceeded its actual power.

The United States, as befits the world’s greatest democracy, is
a reluctant warrior. In the two great wars of the twentieth century
it was a late entrant. Even during the Cold War America was, it is
sometimes overlooked, for much of the time far from aggressively
anti-Soviet. The very doctrine of containment, which exercised
greater influence than any other upon American foreign policy
during those years, was at heart a defensive doctrine, aimed not
at rolling back communism but rather at preventing its rolling
remorselessly forward. For all these reasons, America has been a
rather well-liked power.

But Americans have recently had to take more seriously the
hostility which the United States faces trom powerful forces out-
side its borders. The opponents of the American superpower do
not, at present at least, have much in common except their shared
hatreds. The more moderate or most discreet of them — in Conti-
nental Europe (especially France), Russia and China — express
their opposition to America’s superpower status in terms of an
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alternative doctrine of *multi-polarity’. Thus President Jacques
Chirac of France has evoked a new ‘collective sovereignty’ to check
American power, and his Prime Minister, Lionel Jospin, has com-
plained that ‘the United Stares often behaves in a unilateral way
and has difficulties in taking on the role to which it aspires, that of
organiser of the international community’.” Beijing 1s particularly
fond of such language. In April 1997 then-President Boris Yeltsin
and President Jiang Zemin embraced a Sino—Russian ‘strategic
partnership® aimed at those who would ‘push the world toward
a unipolar order’. The following month the ever-obliging French
President agreed with his Chinese host that there was need of an
international order with ‘power centres besides the United States’.+
Most recently, the Swedish Prime Minister, host to the chaotic
EU-US Summit ar Gothenberg, extolled the EU as ‘one of the
tew institutions we can develop as a balance to US world
domination’ ¥

Very different in tone - and intent — from such grumblings from
peevish statesmen have been the threats levelled against America
and Americans from the proponents of Islamic revolurion. Well
before 11 September 2001 the Islamic terrorist supremo Osama
bin Laden had left us in no doubt about his (and many others’)
objectives:

We predict a black day for America and the end of the Unirted
States as the United States, and it will become separate states and
will retrear from our land and collect the bodies of its sons back
to America, God willing.$

Bin Laden and his associates were even then well advanced in
their plans to fulfil those threats.

In the face of such hostility, any great power faces two tempta-
tions. The first, which has been much ralked about, is isolationism,
* Quoted by Jeffrey Gedmin in The Weekly Standard, 29 March 1999,

1 Quoted by Josef Joffe, *‘How America Does it', Foreign Affairs, September—

October 1997.
¥ New York Times, 15 June 2001.

§ Interview with John Miller of ABC News, reproduced in Middle East Quar-~

terly, December 1998.
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In fact, to judge from much of the rhetoric used about America
one would easily think that the drawbridge had already risen.
President Clinton, for example, described the Senate’s (entirely
correct} decision in October 1999 to oppose the nuclear test ban
treaty as ‘a new isolationism’. This was part of a broader campaign
to portray the Republican Party as a whole as insufficiently com-
mitted to America’s world role. It is in this context worth recalling
perhaps that the great majority of Democrars in Congress voted
against the Gulf War of 1991. It is equally relevant thar it was
President Clinton’s own party in Congress which denied him fast-
track negotiating aurhority on trade agreements. By contrast,
President George W. Bush in his election campaign proposed an
approach to American foreign and security policy which he termed
‘a distinctly American internationalism’ that involved “realism in
the service of American ideals’. He affirmed that ‘America, by
decision and destiny, promotes political freedom — and gains the
most when democracy advances’. It was difficult to detect iso-
lationism in any of that. Nor has there been any isolationism in
the actions of the new administration, which has reaffirmed its
commitment to the defence of Europe, proposed expansion of
NATO to include the Baltic states, sought a new realistic relation-
ship with Russia and advanced the idea of a vast free trade area
covering North and South America. And in pursuit of the war
against terrorism, President Bush has invested huge efforts and
demonstrated great skill in assembling an international coalition
to achieve America’s objectives.

What most of the conservative critics of America’s overseas
engagements in the Clinton years were concerned about was the
need to place national interest alongside, or ahead of, wider objec-
tives. I disagreed with some of these critics on specific matters;
but they were right to be concerned, and nine out of ten of them
could not fairly be labelled ‘isolationist’.

I too was anxious about the second tempration that faced — and
must always face — American foreign policy-makers, namely that
of ubiquitous intervention in pursuit of ill-defined goals. My con-
cern was not, of course, that America would become too powerful,
but rather that it might dissipate its power, and eventually lose
the essential popular mandate for the use of power.
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How, where and on what criteria should the American super-
power and its allies intervene? We should resist pressure to set
out inflexible rules in these matters: one of the marks of sensible
statecraft is to recognise that each crisis is qualitatively different
from another and requires its own response. But acknowledging
that fact makes clarity of strategic thinking even more important:
it is in unknown territory that you most need a compass. This is
amply borne out by experience of the interventions which America
and her allies have undertaken since the end of the Cold War,

The Gulf War against Iraq, in whose preparation [ was involved,
seemed to many at the time to represent the shape of things to
come. Saddam Hussein’s invasion of Kuwait in the early morning
of 2 August 1990 would probably never have occurred at the
height of the Cold War. Moscow would have prevented such
reckless adventurism by any of its dependants. Burt it is equally
certain that there would never during the Cold War years have
been a unanimous decision of the UN Security Council to back
the use of force against Saddam, particularly when *force’ involved
a US-led operatign in the Middle East.*

These were the circumstances in which President George Bush
Sr delivered an address to a joint session of the US Congress on
11 September, which introduced a new expression to the lexicon
of international policy analysts. The purpose of the President’s
speech was to rally support for the operation in the Gulf and its
objectives, which he speit out as follows:

lraq must withdraw from Kuwait completely, immediately and
without condition. Kuwait’s legitimate government must be
restored. The security and stability of the Persian Gulf must be
assured. And American citizens must be protected.

So far so good ~ indeed, excellent.
Burt the President went on:

A new partnership of nations has begun and we stand today at a
unique and extraordinary moment. The crisis in the Persian Gulf,

*

For my own role in these events see The Downing Street Years, pp.816-28.
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as grave as it is, also offers a rare opportunity to move toward an
historic period of cooperation. Qur of these troubled times ... 2
new world order can emerge. A new cra — freer from the threat of
terror, stronger in the pursuit of justice and more secure in the
quest for peace. An era in which the nations of the world, East and
West, North and South, can prosper and live in harmony. [Empha-
sis added]

So the ‘New World Order’ was born.

As I have already noted in the context of remarks by President
Havel, this sort of stuff makes me nervous. President Bush, like
any leader in time of war, was justified in raising the rhetorical
temperature. But anyone who really believes that a ‘new order’ of
any kind is going to replace the disorderly conduct of human
affairs, particularly the affairs of nations, is likely to be severely
disappointed, and others with him.

In fact, one of the first purposes to which I commirtted myself
in the period after I left Downing Street (and atter Saddam Hussein
was left in power in Baghdad) was to throw some cold water on
the ambitious internationalism which the Gulf War spawned. So,
for example, speaking to the Los Angeles World Affairs Council
in November 1991, I did not dispute that a new state of affairs
had emerged as a result of the fall of Soviet communism and the
advance of democracy and free enterprise — I did not even quibble
with the expression ‘New World Order’. But I also urged caution.
I recalled the eerily similar language about ‘New World Orders’
which characterised diplomatic discussions between the two
World Wars, and I quoted General Smuts® epitaph on the League
of Nations: “What was everybody’s business in the end proved to
be nobody’s business. Each one looked to the other to take the
lead, and the aggressors got away with it.’

Had I been less ractful, I might have added that Saddam Hussein
also ‘got away with it’ — ar least to the extent that he was still
causing trouble in Baghdad while President Bush and I were writ-
ing our memoirs,

There were important lessons to be learned from the Gulf War,
but only some were absorbed at the time, and some wrong con-
clusions were also drawn. In one important way, the campaign
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against Saddam rurned out to be untypical of post-Cold War con-
flicts. The degree of consensus about military action was the result
of a temporary and fortuitous series of conditions. Once Russia
and China became more assertive, the UN Security Council was
unlikely to be an effective forum for dealing with serious crises.
Equally untypical was the fact that Saddam Hussein had managed
to unite most of the Muslim nations against him. Much as he
tried, he was thus never able to rely on anti-Western feeling to
provide him with useful allies. Saddam was a blunderer. But as a
rule in the post-Cold War world it was more likely that events
would follow Samuel Huntington’s thesis of a ‘Clash of civilis-
ations’, where opposing religions and cultures wrestled for domi-
nance, than Francis Fukuyama’s forecast of ‘the End of History’,
where democracy was the inevitable global victor.®

The real lessons of the Gulf had nothing to do with New World
Orders but a lot to do with the fundamental requirements for
successful interventions. It was the decisiveness of American
leadership under President Bush and the superiority of American
military technology which ensured the defeat of Saddam.
America’s allies — particularly Britain and France — helped. Diplo-
matic efforts to kéep the coalition together were also valuable.
But American power and the resolution to apply it won the war
—and they could have won the peace too, if excessive concern for
international opinion had not prevented America’s demanding the
complete disarmament of Iraqi forces.

What the Gulf War really demonstrated was the necessity of
American leadership. But this was not to everyone’s liking — not
even, one suspects, entirely to the liking of the US State Depart-
ment. Multilateralism — in effect, the use of force only under the
authority of the United Nations and for international purposes —
became almost an obsession in the years that followed.

[t is worth recalling just how much of a contrast this was with
earlier American interventions. Under President Reagan the
actions against the regimes in Grenada in 1983 and Libya in 1986

* Francis Fukuyama, The End of History and the Last Man (London: Hamish
Hamilton, 1992); Samuel P. Huntington, The Clash of Civilizations and the
Remaking of World Order (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1996).
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were unashamed exertions of American power in defence of
American and broader Western interests.* Nor had President Bush
shown before the Gulf War any inclination to break away from
this formula. When on 20 December 1989 the United States over-
threw the government of General Noriega in Panama it acted
decisively against a drug-trafficking thug who had apparently been
planning attacks on American citizens and who was implicitly
threatening vital American interests in the Panama Canal. It was
a large operation involving rwenty-six thousand US troops and it
provoked an international outcry — 1 was almost alone among
other heads of government in voicing strong support.

But with the emergence of the doctrine of the New World Order
such robustness was diluted in the search for internarional consen-
sus. The intervention in Somalia was the high — or perhaps low ~
point of this subordination of US national interests in favour of
multilateralism, In December 1992 President Bush authorised the
deployment of up to thirty thousand US troops to sateguard food
supplies for the Somali population, suffering starvation largely as
a result of the chaotic conditions that followed the overthrow of
the previous President Muhammad Siad Barre in January 1997,
President Bush justified his action to the nation in a televised
address:

I understand the United States cannot right the world’s wrongs,
but we also know that some crises in the world cannot be resolved
without American involvement, that American action is often neces-
sary as a catalyst for broader involvement of the community of
nations. Only the United States has the global reach to place a large
security force on the ground in such a distant place quickly and
efficiently, and thus save thousands of innocents from death.

In fact, Somalia was the first of the ‘humanitarian interventions’.
Later under President Clinton the multilateralist doctrine was
pressed to its limit and beyond. In May 1993 the UN took control
of the operation. Five thousand of the rwenty-cight thousand

* My own involvement in these matters is described in The Downing Street
Years, pp.326-32 and 441-9.
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troops were American: this was the first time that American sol-
diers had served under UN command — a radically new deparrture.
Thus far eight Americans had been killed in combat in Somalia.
But as opposition among the Somali warlords — particularly the
most powerful of them, Muhammad Farah Said - grew, the situ-
ation deteriorated. In the end more than a hundred peacekeepers
(including thirty US soldiers} were killed and more than 260
(including 175 Americans) were wounded. Six months after a gun
battle that left eighteen American dead in October 1993, the US
officially ended its mission in Somalia. By the time the United
Nations operation was wound up a year later it had cost the UN
itself $2 billion and the US some $1.2 billion in addition. The
well-intended intervention left behind it chaos as bad as ever it
found. lts legacy was also much agonised heart-searching about
the components of a fiasco which had dented American prestige
and rendered American public opinion extremely wary about other
such ventures.

The Somalia intervention exemplifies all the classic features of
what not to do. Its objectives were insufficiently thought out; it suf-
fered from “mission creep’ ~ the tendency to expand involvement
beyond what is originally envisaged, and beyond what available
resources permit; and, finally, lines of command were blurred.

1 suspect that the Bush and Clinton administrations had been
keener to respond to the sufferings in Somalia by ‘doing some-
thing’, becanse since the late autumn of 1991 they had been doing
lirtle to prevent or remedy the sufferings in Croatia and Bosnia.
(I deal with these and subsequent Balkan matters in a separate
chapter, because they are so interlinked and because they contain
their own lessons. *) But we should reca!l that until the Washington
Agreements of March 1994, which ended the Croat—-Muslim con-
flict, the US had been studiedly absent from the former Yugoslavia,
arguing that this was a European problem for Europe to solve.
And only in August 1995 was Furopean-led diplomacy finally
abandoned, as NATO bombing in support of Croat—Muslim
ground forces established a new balance of power and paved the
way for a kind of peace.

* Sce Chapter Eight.

32

THE AMERICAN ACHIEVEMENT

The intervention in the autumn of 1994 in Haiti marked the
beginning of a gradual shift back towards an American foreign
policy that reflected American national interests. More than six-
teen thousand Haitian refugees had been intercepted by the US
Coast Guard in the months preceding the US mission. These were
mostly economic migrants, but undoubtedly the corrupt, authori-
tarian military government in Haiti had made things worse. Accor-
dingly, the UN Security Council sanctioned an American-led
military intervention to restore President Jean-Bertrand Aristide
to power. In fact, negotiations led by former President Jimmy
Carter resulted in a peaceful handover by the Haitian military
regime to a force of over fifteen thousand US troops, who then
ensured the return of Aristide. The operation, code-named “Oper-
ation Restore Democracy’ and hailed by President Clinton as a
‘victory for freedom around the world’, was unfortunately in truth
much less than either. Aristide was no democrat, but rather an
extreme left-wing authoritarian, and Haiti has since made little
progress under him or his chosen successor towards legality, hon-
esty or stability. America has spent $3 billion in Haiti but the
place is still plagued by ignorance, poverty and corruption, and
is an active centre of drug-trafficking. The best one can say of the
intervention in Haiti is that it was a modestly useful venture in
US immigration control.

Since Haiti, it has been the situation in the Balkans that has
dominated debate about the means, scale and objectives of inter-
national intervention. Sixty thousand US and European troops
were deployed in Bosnia in the wake of the 1995 Dayton agree-
ment and, despite Congress’s misgivings and the present adminis-
tration’s evident impatience, there has so far been no large-scale
withdrawal.

On top of the continuing commitment to enforce and maintain
the peace in Bosnia came the NATO operation in Kosovo in spring
1999. That campaign signified three important further develop-
ments in the conduct of interventions.

First, military action was taken without clear authorisation
by the UN Security Council. Admittedly, several earlier UN
resolutions, which talked of the need to act to prevent a
destabilising catastrophe, could be used to provide a degree of
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legal cover.” Kosovo was, however, different in that no attempt
was made to gain UN Security Council authority for the use of ‘all
necessary means’ (i.e. force) before the operation. In this regard, it
marked a major departure from the approach adopted in the Gulf
in r99o. Similarly, NATO, which had hitherto been considered a
defensive alliance without an ability to act *out of area’, was the
organisation in whose name the war was conducted. Thus there
was a quite different legal and institutional framework for inter-
vention to that in the Gulf.

Secondly, and consequently, the Kosove campaign was
described and justified from the outset as a *humanitarian inter-
vention’. There was, of course, at one level a rather disingenuous
reason for this: emphasis upon humanitarianism rather than the
use of force avoided awkward questions about the need for explicit
UN authorisation (which was not, in fact, forthcoming because
of Russian and Chinese obstruction). Moreover, the notion of a
humanitarian tragedy leading to a threat to international peace
and stability, and thus to legitimate international intervention in
a sovereign state’s affairs, had been evoked already in recent years
in Somalia, Haiti and Bosnia. But coercive humanitarian inter-
vention, which had hitherto been a novel doctrine of uncertain
scope and fuzzy legality, now began to be declared the basis of a
revived if undeclared, New World Order.

Above all, the doctrine was warmly embraced and loudly pro-
claimed by such enthusiasts for assertive internationalism as
Britain’s Prime Minister, Tony Blair. In his speech to the FEconomic
Club of Chicago in April 1999, Mr Blair claimed to be ‘witnessing
the beginnings of a new doctrine of international community’. He
noted that *we cannot refuse to participate in global markets if
we want to prosper’ — which is true. He added that ‘we cannot
ignore new ideas in other countries if we want to innovate’ —
which is not strictly true at all, though an unexceptionable piece

* Notably, UNSC Resolution 1160 condemned Serbia’s repression of the Kosov-
ars and recognised that the situation created by this and the reciprocal violence
of the Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA) constituted a threat to international
peace and sccurity. Similarly, Resolution 1199, adopted six months before
NATO’s action, expressed the Security Council’s alarm at the impending
humanitarian catastrophe.

34

i
i

THE AMERICAN ACHIEVEMENT

of flannel. But his final thought, that ‘we cannot turn our backs on
conflicts and the violation of human rights within other countries if
we want still to be secure’, is patently an oversimplification.

We miay believe that it is right to intervene to stop suffering
inflicted by rulers on their subjects, or by one ethnic group on
another: [ am sure that it sometimes was, and is. And we #may
believe that we should be prepared to intervene in order to preserve
our security, or in defence of an ally: T am convinced that we
have to show resolution in doing so. But to pretend that the two
objectives are always, or even usually, identical is humbug. The
danger of swallowing it is even greater for America as a super-
power with global interests than for a medium-sized military
power like Britain. This doctrine of ‘international communiry” &
la Blair is a prescription for strategic muddle, military overstretch
and ultimately, in the wake of inevitable failure, for an American
retreat from global responsibility.

The third and last feature of the Kosovo operation that I want
to mention here does indeed directly concern America’s capability
to launch and carry through successtul interventions: this was the
degree of reliance upon advanced military technology, not just as
a source of superiority over the enemy but also as a means of
avoiding NATO casualties. Rightly or wrongly, most leading US
politicians judged that American public opinion was not prepared
to face the risk, ler alone the reality, of losses in Kosovo.

This may not, in fact, have been true. And if it was true it may
have reflected poor leadership, or uncertainty about the declared
(and undeclared) war aims. Or again it may, paradoxically, have
been the effect of the enormous importance of television coverage
in modern crises. By making so vivid the suffering of people in
distant lands, television greatly increases pressure for intervention.
But at the same time, by dramatising even more the grieving of
the families of servicemen who are lost, it undermines national
resolve to fight and to risk casualties.

America’s commitment to the world’s security is so extensive,
and the sacrifices it makes so considerable, that it ill behoves
America’s allies to complain about reluctance by American
families to sustain losses in other people’s wars. But American
leaders should recognise that this reputation, however unjustified,

35




STATEGCRAFT

has given encouragement to America’s enemies. This is all the
more poignant when, as in Kosovo, the refusal to risk the loss of
allied aircraft, and so to envisage operations below fifteen thou-
sand feet, dented our effectiveness in preventing the ethnic cleans-
ing of a civilian population we were committed to protect.

By contrast, the technological dominance of America, which
had been such a factor in the Gulf, was by the time of Kosovo eight
years later still more evident. In the Kosovo operation, however, it
was less America’s superiority over the Yugoslav army, which
actually proved quite adept ar protecting itself, but rather
America’s superiority over her NATO allies that was now most
remarkable. The facts here speak eloquently for themselves.

Although all nineteen members of NATQ made some contri-
bution to the operation, that of the United States was overwhelm-
ingly dominant. America paid for 8o per cent of the cost — Brirain
and France made up most of the rest. The US supplied 650 of the
927 aircraft that took part in the air campaign. The US flew
two-thirds of the strike missions. Almost every precision-guided
missile (PGM) was launched from an American aircrafr, The US
was alone in contributing long-range bombers, which dropped
about half the bombs and missiles used in the campaign.

The cause of this imbalance was not generally, with the notable
exception of the Greeks, any lack of commirment by the rest of
NATO, and certainly not by Britain. The problem was rather that
America’s allies had neither the quantity nor, above all, the quality
of weaponry required to be effective partners of the US. Thus
while the British flew more than a thousand strike missions, three-
quarters of the munitions we dropped were unguided. When poor
visibility interfered with PGMs that relied on laser-designation or
@v:nm_ .mcamznn, only the Americans had the technology (in the

torm of the Joint Direct Attack Munition) which allowed them to
attack targets in all weathers. Finally, it was US intelligence which
identified nearly all of the bombing targets in Serbia and Kosovo.

Is Kosovo, then, the shape of things to come? In one respect,
at least, it should not be. We should be extremely wary of the
doctrine of humanirarian interventionism as the main, let alone
mrn only, justification for the use of force. There is, after all, a
tar more traditional alternative. Sovereign states have a right of
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self-defence which precedes the United Nations Charter and is not
dependent on if, or on votes in international forums. Other states
have a right to come to the aid of countries which are the victims
of aggression. That is what military alliances like NATO are about.
The habit of ubiquitous interventionism, combining pinprick
strikes by precision weapons with pious invocations of high prin-
ciple, would lead us into endless difficulties. Interventions must
be limited in number and overwhelming in their impact.

There is always a risk in attempting to make observations about
conflicts that are still underway, as is the case of that against bin
Laden and the Taliban ar the time of writing. On the other hand,
if broad conclusions about the conduct of interventions are to be
of practical value they must also be applicable in special cases -
even one as special as that which now confronts America.

Moreover, the experience of recent years does indeed help, if
only in knowing the pitfalls to avoid. The action against bin Laden
and his network and the state that has harboured them is morally
just, legitimate and necessary. America does not require anyone’s
agreement to act in self-defence against an unprovoked atrack on
its own people. Tt needs the support of countries whose territory
or airspace are required for the conduct of operations. It may also
find it valuable to receive practical help from its allies: Britain has
been particularly active, for which the British Prime Minister, Tony
Blair, deserves much credit.

But it is important not to allow ever wider coalition-building
to become an end in itself. As we saw in the Gulf War of 1990,
international pressures, particularly those exerted from within an
alliance, can result in the failure to follow actions through and so
leave future problems unresolved. So far, though, I am heartened
by the fact that President Bush seems to have concluded that this
is an American operation, and that America alone will decide how
it will be conducted.

When democracies go to war, it is natural that they invoke the
highest moral principles. That is always especially true of
America’s wars. And such principles are indeed truly involved in
the present conflict. It is not mere rhetoric to state that democracy,
liberty and tolerance are all under threat from violent Islamist
fanatics embracing terrorism. But winning wars requires more
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than moral fervour: it demands clear thinking about targets and
rimetables, accurate estimates of the enemy’s strength and inten-
tions, pre-emptive action to minimise risks and guard against
consequences. That is all the more so in this war against terrorism,
because we are primarily dealing with distant lands and, in large
part, unknown conditions.

In such circumstances, the conclusions | drew above about the
nced to limit the aims of interventions, while maximising their
effect, are especially germane. It is doubtless true that the West
should have done more in earlier years to prevent Afghanistan
becoming a political powderkeg. And we should now supply
humanitarian aid. But I would caution against open-ended
attempts at nation-building. What matters, above all, is to neutral-
ise the threat which resuited in the outrages of 1t September. That
means taking out the terrorists and their protectors, and not just
in Afghanistan but elsewhere too - a large enough task even for
a global superpower.

America’s action against bin Laden and the Taliban also demon-
strates one other feature about interventions, which we should
not overlook. The American people immediately understood that
what happened on 11 September was an act of war against them.
They responded accordingly. The milicary commitment by the
United States and the willingness of its citizens to sacrifice their
lives are testimony to how nations behave when their very survival
appears at stake. They remind us that in the modern world only
nation states will fight wars at sufficient cost in blood and treasure
to achieve lasting victory.

The question of whether to act in Afghanistan was unusually
clear-cut. But, more generally, knowing when and how to inter-
vene is as mach a matter of instinct as of reflection, although one
does of course also need to reflect. The interesting arguments over
foreign policies based on moral imperative versus those based
on pragmatic national interest are really in the end only that —
interesting. The greatest statesmen in the English-speaking world
- men like Winston Churchill and Ronald Reagan — adopted poli-
cies that always contained both elements, though in different
measures at different times. | should therefore prefer to restrict
my guidelines to the following:
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¢ Don’t believe that military interventions, no matter how morally
justified, can succeed without clear military goals

e Don’t fall into the trap of imagining that the West can remake
societies

+ Don’t take public opinion for granted — but don’t either under-
rate the degree to which good people will endure sacrifices for
a worthwhile cause

e Don’t allow tyrants and aggressors to get away with it

s And when you fight - fight to win.

MILITARY PREPAREDNESS - MATERIEL

Whatever cosy euphemisms we may want to adopt, defending our
interests in battle is what our armies, navies and airforces ult-
mately exist to do. They are not well-suited to act as policemen,
aid workers or civil engineers, and they should not be required to
do so, except under extreme and temporary circumstances. They
need the weapons to deter and destroy any enemy they may be
called upon to face. They need to be well-trained, well-disciplined
and well-led. And they need to be able to rely on wise and deter-
mined governments to see that the financial and other conditions
under which they operate are conducive to these goals.

Democracies are actually quite good at fighting wars — as a
series of dictators over the years have learned to their cost. Where
democratic political leaderships are weak, however, is in their
capacity for continuous military preparedness. Such weakness
leads to unnecessary conflicts, because it undermines the will, and
can exclude the means, to deter aggression. It also leads to wars
being longer and more costly than they would otherwise be,
because it takes vears to build up the military might required ro
defeat an aggressor.

The end of the Cold War was in these respects more typical
than the end of the Second World War. The defeat of the Axis
powers evoked a huge sigh of relief. But it also vaocmrﬁ.ﬂrn
West to the very edge of a new conflict with the Soviet Union.
Once it was known that the Soviets had the atomic bomb, it
was clear to all but the very foolish and the fellow-travellers that

39




STATECRAFT

military preparedness was the precondition for the West’s survival.

The end of the Cold War was quite different. International
utopianism became the rage. As at the end of the Great War, there
was a marked preference for butter not guns,

The figures for defence spending show this.* They demonstrate
that America cut too far and that Europe was even worse. The
West as a whole in the early 1990s became obsessed with a ‘peace
dividend” that would be spent over and over again on any number
of soft-hearted and sometimes soft-headed causes. Politicians for-
gor that the only real peace dividend is peace.

America’s defence budget decreased every year from the end of
the Cold War until 1998-99. It now stands at about 6o per cent
of its peak of 1985. And this occurred during a period in which
public expenditure on all other sectors of the federal budget rose.
As a result, American active and reserve military forces in 2000
were more than a million below the levels reached in 1987. The
Clinton administration reduced the number of active army
divisions to ten, from the eighteen divisions under the Reagan
administration. It reduced the airforce by almost half from the
Reagan levels. And it reduced the number of naval ships and
aircraft carrier barttle groups by almost 45 per cent. Moreover,
there was a severe shortfall in recruitment of service personnel —
the US Navy missed its recruiting goal by nearly seven thousand
in 1998.1

This steep decline in US military spending was more than mir-
rored elsewhere in NATO. Gerraany, Spain and Italy spend less
than 2 per cent of their GDP on defence, while America spends 3
per cent. Pur another way, the United Srates spent $296 billion
on defence in 2000, compared with the European NATO
members’ total contribution of just $166 billion. The Europeans

have cur defence by 22 per cent in real terms since 1992, and they
are still cutting.

Furthermore, as the International Institute for Strategic Studies

* See Table, p.42.

T These and other figures are taken from the Heritage Foundation, Issues 2000,
Chapter 14, ‘National Defense: Restoring US Military Strength’, compiled by
Baker Spring, Jack Spencer and James H. Anderson.
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notes in its 1999/2000 Strategic Survey: “Much of what is spent
by European governments goes not towards new technology or
better training, but towards the costs of short-term conscripts,
pensions and infrastructure.” European countries are not going to
be able to match the United States at the cutting edge of military
technology. {That is, of course, a further reason why they are not
going to have the ability to fheld an effective European Union
defence force.) But at least they can stop wasting resources on
maintaining conscript armies that are inadequately trained and
lack all credibility as fighting forces.

In America the dangers of underfunding defence have now been
widely understood. Already under President Clinton (and also
under pressure from the Republican-controlled Senate) the admin-
istration had begun to increase defence expenditure once more
from the beginning of fiscal year 2000. In 1999 Congress also
approved the first major increase in military pay since 1982 in
order to improve recruitment. The new administration’s strong
commitment to increasing Amierica’s defence capability will doubt-
less also lead to further improvements. And doubtless lessons will
be learned from the operations in Afghanistan.

By contrast, the European countries still demonstrate little or
no sense of responsibility for upgrading the Alliance’s defence
effort. Wealthy European Union countries like Germany and Italy
have been cutting, not increasing, their already low levels of mili-
tary expenditure.

Military planners always have a thankless task. In peacetime
they are accused of dreaming up unnecessarily ambitious war-
fighting scenarios, and then demanding the money to pay for
them. But when dangers loom, they are criticised for insufficient
foresight. Moreover, a global superpower’s military planners have
a special problem. This is that a major threat to stability in any
region is by definition a threat to the superpower’s own vital
interests. And the nightmare is that several serious regional con-
flicts may occur simultaneously. To the question of what precise
overall capabilities, and thus exactly what levels of defence spend-
ing, are necessary to cope with such scenarios I can only answer:
‘More than at present — and possibly much more than you
think.”







