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Which World Order?
Since the dawn of the “unipolar moment,” 
 the United States has wrestled with a choice in its foreign policy between pursuing hegemony or pursuing leadership.  The tension between these two alternatives has been the central dynamic guiding the U.S. role in the post-Cold War world.  

In 1992, the Pentagon, then led by Dick Cheney and Paul Wolfowitz, drafted a Defense Planning Guidance (DPG) document that outlined a post-Cold War U.S. foreign policy aimed at preventing the rise of peer competitors and attempting to convert the U.S. position as leader of the international system into domination.
  

President George H. W. Bush rejected this strategy, opting instead for a vision that U.S. presidents from both political parties had followed for decades since the end of World War II.  The first President Bush viewed the crumbling of the Iron Curtain as a historic opportunity for the U.S. to forge a New World Order that attained the original post-war ambitions.  Bush’s vision, as outlined in a 1990 speech to a joint session of Congress, was of “…a world where the rule of law supplants the rule of the jungle.  A world in which nations recognize the shared responsibility for freedom and justice.  A world where the strong respect the rights of the weak…” and “in sight of a United Nations that performs as envisioned by its founders.”
 

Though the authors of the 1992 draft DPG were temporarily pushed out of office, they continued to champion the idea.  This latent inclination toward military dominance expressed itself in the Statement of Principles of the Project for a New American Century (PNAC), many of whose members served in Cheney’s Pentagon and would populate the George W. Bush administration.
 

Eleven years later to the day after the senior Bush’s historic speech, his son, President George W. Bush, was confronted with another “rare opportunity to move toward an historic period of cooperation.”
  Instead, George Bush the Younger decided to pick up where his father’s most aggressive advisors – now his – had left off, the pursuit of unchallenged American global dominance. Though each of these visions aimed to maintain the U.S. position atop the international order, the latter approach ultimately proved unsustainable, and the Iraq War has shown us why.  

The United Nations and international institutions are essential to promoting both U.S. and broader international peace and prosperity.  Despite its heated rhetoric about the irrelevance of the United Nations, even the Bush administration realized the necessity of the world body, as is evident in the administration’s consistent engagement with the United Nations on everything from Iran to North Korea to Iraq.  Though left unstated, these moves represent a return to the prudent approach of the earlier Bush administration. And it is only natural. As the pre-eminent power – faced with shifting international realities and a potentially changing balance of power – the United States has everything to gain by updating the international political architecture to preserve the benefits it enjoys from the existing order.

While a strong international order offers no guarantees of perpetual U.S. leadership, the alternative will bring sure disaster, as the United States sees from hard experience.  A more humble form of U.S. leadership is a virtue that will not go unrewarded.  

The International Order: Threats, Trends and U.S. Interests

Much ink is spilled debating the U.S. role in the world.  One strain of the conversation that provokes little controversy, however, is America’s unparalleled and unprecedented economic, military and political clout. The only disagreement here concerns how to describe this preeminent position – superpower, hyperpower, preeminence, empire.  Economically, U.S. business dominated the international marketplace for the second half of the twentieth century.  Young people the world over flock to American universities for higher education, while millions of others seek to immigrate to the United States for the mere chance at a less-than minimum wage job; the United States truly is the land of opportunity.  The United States is also the diplomatic spine of the international community, essential to most every conflict negotiation, helping end wars from Bosnia to Kosovo to the Ethiopian-Eritrean conflict, and helping make peace between Israel, Egypt and Jordan.  Militarily, the United States is the gold standard.  U.S. carrier groups patrol the seven seas, and ensure open sea lanes of communication for the flow of goods from the Atlantic to the Pacific.  As Michael Mandelbaum has described the United States, it is a Goliath, acting as the world’s government.
        

The extent to which American power is integrally interwoven with the international order is every bit as striking.  Central as the United States is, it does not provide world order on its own.  The international institutions and laws created in the aftermath of World War II, and built up ever since, regulate the workings of the international body politic.  They need the support of the United States to survive, yet the United States needs them to maintain its position as a global leader.  It is no accident that the United Nations – that symbol and bulwark of humanity’s efforts to improve our world and its hopes for a brighter future – is located on U.S. soil, and the United States is its largest financial contributor. 

This club of nation-states is hardly perfect – especially when it comes to decisions on the use force – but it can often rise to the occasion.  During the run up to the 1990-91 Persian Gulf War, the United States successfully led an UN-sanctioned coalition to drive Saddam Hussein out of Kuwait, garnering the support of traditional allies as well as strange bedfellows.  

Sometimes the United Nations is slow, and therefore the United States must spread its political capital across a diverse portfolio of institutions.  After a series of wars of Yugoslav dissolution throughout the 1990s, Kosovo became the focal point.  In 1998, UN Security Council Resolution 1199 called for a ceasefire between the Kosovars and the Serbians.
  After continued violence and extensive diplomatic efforts by the United States and others, in 1999 NATO threatened a bombing campaign to coerce Serbia to enter into negotiations with Kosovo.  Concern over Russia’s posture in the UN Security Council precluded UN action, but shortly after the NATO bombing ceased, the Council authorized the political agreement and placed forces under UN auspices.  Though the Council was unable to act decisively in this instance, its unity up until the use of force and its retroactive affirmation of NATO action proved that there is no single mechanism for dealing with security crises.  Nevertheless, the imprimatur of the UN was invaluable for an effective military and political campaign – no matter when that approval was given.  And placement of Kosovo under a UN mandate signalled the intentions of the military action’s sponsors to bring their effort under the most legitimate cloak possible.  

The instances of disastrous management of crises are just as instructive. The United States led the 2003 invasion of Iraq despite opposition from allies and without the blessing of the United Nations or any other international or regional organization.  This move sent a strong, counterproductive message to renegade nations wishing to flout the norms and structures of the international community.  The fact that the putative global leader was, in this case, the errant nation, was a blow to the credibility of the rules-based order.

There is a pattern here.  Success in military endeavors is bolstered by international legitimacy.  Likewise, efforts to salve international wounds like poverty, environmental degradation and disease are handled efficiently by UN agencies that place a vastly reduced burden on individual nations by pooling resources.      

Rapid global change presents further challenges to the international order.  Transnational threats are eroding lines of sovereignty, allowing dangers to international peace and security to be transmitted much more quickly: diseases are passed from nation to nation along with passengers on a plane and birds on a boat; nuclear material, such as highly-enriched uranium, is smuggled to those looking to build nuclear weapons; poverty and mass human rights atrocities sink nations into violent despair that often spreads to neighboring countries; and pollution flows downstream, destroying arable land and our atmosphere, threatening mankind’s very existence.  

There are also many daily UN activities that provide essential services for the world that are often overlooked.  International institutions can attack these problems when they break out and prevent many of them from exploding.  The WHO can coordinate responses to health crises; the IAEA can track, and help intercept, nuclear materials; UNDP, OCHA, UNHCR and other agencies coordinate and implement programs that lift people out of poverty, help nations develop industrial and government infrastructure and help refugees and the victims of conflict recover and rebuild their lives.  These are only some of the essential tasks of the international community that no one nation, or ad hoc coalition of nations, can carry out effectively.  Though these capabilities are clearly underdeveloped, the infrastructure is largely in place to which capacity can be added. 

There are also areas in which the international architecture is slowly adapting and adopting new norms.  After the inertia of the international community at the time of the Rwandan genocide, Europe and the United States eventually took action to stop ethnic cleansing in the Balkans.  The United Nations and governments around the world proclaimed at the 2005 UN Summit that the “responsibility to protect” is a vital component of the international architecture: the responsibility – and right – to intervene when nations cannot protect their own people or when they commit mass atrocities against their own people.  

Consider the contrast with the past.  The UN Charter, written in 1945, states that “Nothing contained in the present Charter shall authorize the United Nations to intervene in matters which are essentially within the domestic jurisdiction of any state or shall require the Members to submit such matters to settlement under the present Charter…”
  More than sixty years later, outgoing UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan stated in his farewell speech that the responsibility to protect “…means that respect for national sovereignty can no longer be used as a shield by governments intent on massacring their own people, or as an excuse for the rest of us to do nothing when such heinous crimes are committed.”
  This new doctrine flies in the face of the UN Charter’s emphasis on the inviolability of a nation’s sovereignty, proving the world body’s willingness to change with the times.

The grave humanitarian, security and moral crises growing in Darfur are challenging the very relationship between the representative of the international system and the individual nations which comprise it.  Despite the 2005 endorsement of the responsibility to protect and US designation of the crisis in Darfur as genocide, nations have yet to match their support with real action.  Inaction in Darfur makes it clear that the United Nations and the international community depend utterly on the support of member states, and especially the United States.  

Other trends present both challenges and opportunities for the United States and the sustainability of the international order.  As economic power scatters and the dynamism of emerging economies ramps up, the rules and methods governing trade will have to adapt, and nations will have to understand the implications of these changes.  Nuclear weapons once more appear in vogue as the ultimate status symbol in international politics, as nations seek to acquire capabilities and those nations with nuclear weapons scrap arms control treaties and brandish these doomsday devices as essential to their national security, thereby raising considerably the stakes of instability and uncertainty in international relations. 
  The multiplication of democracies has brought effective government, prosperity and hope to countless citizens formerly ruled by autocratic and monarchical regimes.  This trend of democratization can propel U.S. and global interests and strengthen the international order, but in many corners of the globe democracy is in danger of erosion and U.S. support for democracy promotion is being mangled.          

As the international order shifts and power moves to different regions and disperses among nations great and small, the international architecture can only keep pace as much as its constituents are willing to allow it.  Institutions like the United Nations do not have the power to lead – that role falls to the United States.  The relationship between the United States, international institutions and the rest of the world is a symbiotic one that holds the world together.  

As Michael Mandelbaum has put it, the perils of the dissolution of this relationship would be disastrous: 

The abdication by the United States of some or all of the responsibilities for international security that it had come to bear in the first decade of the twenty-first century would deprive the international system of one of its principal safety features, which keeps countries from smashing into each other, as they are historically prone to do.  In this sense, a world without America would be the equivalent of a freeway of cars without brakes.  Similarly, should the American government abandon some or all of the ways in which it had, at the dawn of the new century, come to support global economic activity, the world economy would function less effectively and might even suffer a severe and costly breakdown.  A world without the United States would in this way resemble a fleet of cars without gasoline.
                   

To extend the metaphor, the United Nations is the world’s highway, whose lanes and guard rails ensure that nations do not drive off into the woods and hit a tree. President Bush has done much to unglue the United States from these international commitments and has thus eroded the benefit that accrues to both the United States and its allies from this arrangement.

The Revolutionary Response under Bush

The ever-changing international trends and threats in the post-Cold War world were made apparent by 9/11.  All of a sudden, the Bush administration saw the world anew.  It was almost as though the decades-long U.S. relationship with the international community did not exist, and the world was a blank canvas on which to paint.  Bush’s response was to bend the international system to the U.S. will – and to break it if others would not go along.  The strong and effective international order that had been painstakingly built up over decades by the greatest American and international statesmen of recent times was pushed aside as Bush embarked on a project for a new American century.

Iraq was the first step in pursuit of this philosophy of U.S. dominance and exemptionalism.  Naomi Klein’s description of the U.S. adventure in Iraq as a model of unfettered laissez-faire economics is also an apt portrayal of Bush’s approach to foreign policy:

…In one place on Earth, the theory would finally be put into practice in its most perfect and uncompromised form. A country of 25 million would not be rebuilt as it was before the war; it would be erased, disappeared. In its place would spring forth a gleaming showroom… a utopia such as the world had never seen.
  

As with most attempts at utopia, President Bush’s adventure devolved into dystopia.  Iraq turned out not to be an impending threat prior to the United States invasion, and became one of the largest security liabilities in U.S. history only afterwards.  Images of mangled bodies littered on the streets of Baghdad, the flare-up in regional tensions, and the exhaustion of U.S. military and financial resources emerged as the likely legacies of this experiment.  

Iraq is only the most glaring and disastrous example of this exemptionalist approach.  Both before and after 9/11, the Bush administration withdrew from international agreements, removing the world’s most potent engine for action and improvement from the efforts to solve the problems of all nations.  The United States left the Kyoto Protocol on Climate Change, signaling its intention to disregard the warnings of climate change and to leave the world without the cooperation of the world’s largest emitter of greenhouse gasses.  The Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty was scrapped and even arms limitation treaties like START I seem to be in danger of not being extended.  The Pentagon’s declared aims to “ensure our access to space and to deny hostile exploitation of space to adversaries”
 spurred new arms races, as seen in China’s destruction of an orbiting satellite in early 2007.  After pushing the United Nations to reform itself and to create a more effective human rights body, the United States abstained from the newly created Human Rights Council in its inaugural year.  These defiant stances hurt U.S. and international interests, fuel potential conflict and exclude the United States from forums where progress on issues of international concern can be made.  

The Bush administration was not shy about its disgust with the United Nations and the international order it had inherited.  To add insult to injury, the administration sent John Bolton to the United Nations as U.S. Ambassador without Senate confirmation.  Before Bush had taken office, Bolton had said, “The [U.N.] Secretariat building in New York has 38 stories. If you lost 10 stories today, it wouldn't make a bit of difference.”
  

Bolton did his best to live up to his word.  Upon arrival on the international diplomatic scene at Turtle Bay in August 2005, he acted in a most undiplomatic fashion, undermining months of hard-fought diplomatic compromise by making over 750 edits to the “Outcomes Document” just one month prior to the UN Summit for which it was being prepared.
  Perhaps the strangest of the proposed edits was removal of all references to the Millennium Development Goals for providing foreign assistance – which had enjoyed the support of the Bush administration and which the president was compelled to highlight in his address to the Summit.  Meanwhile, U.S. arrears to the United Nations once again begin to mount as the United States pushes for more action like peacekeeping in Nepal, the Central African Republic and Chad but shorts the UN budget for peacekeeping operations by $500 million in its proposed FY 2008 budget.
         

The rest of the world has responded to these slights.  The U.S. image around the world has been tarnished, plummeting to levels that make it hard to believe that America was for decades seen as the hope of nations and the defender of the free world.  A BBC World Service poll in early 2007 found that only 29% of people around the world believe that the United States has a mainly positive influence in world affairs, whereas 49% believe that the U.S. influence is mainly negative.
  Representatives at the United Nations bite their lips at U.S. pronouncements and the United States is no longer seen as the credible broker and leader it once was.  The damage is profound and chances for a resuscitation of the U.S. role as a respected international leader are in doubt.   

The United States and the United Nations: The Essential Relationship
The international order, however, is resilient.  In fact, its roots have taken firm hold in the daily lives of every nation on earth.  As G. John Ikenberry has written:

The bargains struck and institutions created in the early moments of post-1945 order building have not simply persisted for fifty years, but they have actually become more deeply rooted in the wider structures of politics and society of the countries that participate in the order.  That is, more people and more of their activities are connected to the institutions and operations of the American postwar order.  A wider array of individuals and groups, in more countries and more realms of activity, have a stake – or a vested interest – in the continuation of the system.  The costs of disruption or change in this system have grown steadily over the decades.  Together, this means that “competing orders” or “alternative institutions” are at a disadvantage.  The system is increasingly hard to replace.
 

This is often overlooked.  So too is America’s integral role not only in establishing the United Nations and the law and institutions that serve as the bedrock of the international system, but also in daily management of international peace that is often taken for granted.    

Throughout history, great powers have attempted to control the course of world events.  Empire and colonialism have temporarily extended power and prestige, but the pursuit of domination is both flawed and brittle.  American leadership since World War II has been sustained by a combination of strength and compromise that has upheld U.S. power, influence and global stability and prosperity.  The United States has spread its influence and the benefits of its leadership not through control of foreign lands, but instead by guaranteeing a peaceful order to allow the world’s peoples to pursue their own destinies.  Only multilateral efforts and consensual international institutions have the global reach and legitimacy necessary to undergird order itself.  Moreover, they are so ingrained in world events and policymaking that they cannot be avoided.  

President Bush learned this the hard way.  In the run up to the Iraq war, Bush portrayed his efforts as attempts to uphold the mandates of the United Nations, even though he clearly meant to show UN impotence: “The United Nations Security Council has not lived up to its responsibilities, so we will rise to ours.”
  But even those rejecting the rules-based international order rely on its strength and efficiency for a large part of foreign policy, and Iraq was a case in point.  After shoving the Security Council aside, the stubborn U.S. position eroded step by step, until it was knocking on the UN’s door, desperate for help.

Once the first stage of military action was complete and the United States attempted to begin moving supplies into Iraq and selling Iraqi oil, the Bush administration very soon encountered the international legal mechanisms established earlier to constrain its nemesis, Saddam Hussein.  With the UN Security Council embargo from 1990 still in effect
, governments could not ship oil or supplies to or from Iraq until the resolution was altered because Iraq’s creditors would seize the shipments.  The Bush administration returned to the Security Council to relax the embargo, protect oil shipments and enable the international community to help Iraq start to recover.

More was still needed from the United Nations.  When the United States decided to transfer official political power away from Paul Bremer, it knew that only UN-mediated efforts would have the legitimacy required.  The United States therefore petitioned the UNSG to appoint a high representative to lead efforts to create an interim government.
  Once the interim government was created, Bush needed to go back to the Security Council to receive the legal authority to allow U.S. troops to remain in Iraq and to legitimate the interim Iraqi government.
  The United Nations is the invisible hand of world politics, whose equilibrium can only be disturbed at the peril of all.  The indispensability of the UN was symbolized most vividly when, in his 2007 State of Union message, President Bush proudly told the joint session of Congress that American forces were in Iraq pursuant to a UN Security Council resolution.

Though Bush seemed to relish brushing aside the UN and multilateralism in the run-up to the Iraq War, he has employed it numerous times to deal with international crises beyond Iraq.  The United Nations serves three essential roles that cannot be filled successfully by the United States on its own: dealing with security crises; peacekeeping; and humanitarian work.  

The United States has sought the backing of the UN Security Council to help deal with nations with which it has especially difficult relationships as well as others that present difficulties more broadly.  In December 2006, the UNSC imposed sanctions on Iran, prohibiting the transfer of any assistance with nuclear technology.
  After North Korea’s nuclear test, the UNSC voted unanimously to impose financial and weapons sanctions.
  The United States has pushed hard for UN action against the Burmese junta, drafting a resolution to pressure Burma to introduce political reforms (even though Russia and China eventually vetoed this resolution, the United States knew that this effort would be most legitimate and effective if pursued through the UN).
  In Sudan, the United States has turned to the United Nations to deploy a combined UN/African Union force, though the degree of American resolve is not entirely clear.  These are all governments that are deeply mistrustful of U.S. intentions and where the United States recognizes the futility of unilateral efforts.  Conducting diplomacy through the United Nations allows the United States to gather the support of other nations and provides the legitimacy necessary to tackle the most delicate of international challenges.       

At a more operational level, civil conflict and post-conflict reconstruction present sprawling challenges to international security and stability that would be impossible for any one nation or group of nations to deal with.  Recognizing this reality, the Bush administration has sought UN involvement in response to a variety of security crises, resulting in current UN deployment levels of more than 80,000 troops and police around the world keeping the peace, more than at any point in the UN’s history.
  In Lebanon, the United States worked with the United Nations to forge UNSC resolution 1701, deploying peacekeepers to the region and putting in place a process for settling the conflict and political schisms.
  In Liberia
, Haiti
 and Ivory Coast
, the United States supported UN peacekeeping forces to end conflicts.  The Quartet on the Middle East, composed of the United States, the United Nations, Russia and the European Union, was constituted to bring collective diplomacy to bear on the Middle East peace process.  UN Security Council Resolution 1373, enacted shortly after the attack of 9/11, mandated action by UN member states to clamp down on the flow of resources to terrorists and those states that harbor terrorists.
  From the most glaring threats to international security, such as North Korea, to some of the most subterrennean, such as terrorist financial transactions, the United Nations is the effective, legitimate place for the United States to pursue its vital interests.     

The Bush administration has also bowed to the necessity of working with the United Nations to respond to humanitarian crises.  Though the United States initially tried to respond to the 2004 tsunami by itself, it quickly realized how paltry these efforts would be and went to the United Nations to organize the effort.  With this wider political and organizational base, many UN agencies responded, helping recovering communities with everything from medical assistance to moving the displaced.  The Global Fund to Fight HIV/AIDS, Malaria and Tuberculosis saw the United States make the “founding contribution”
 in the UN-organized global effort to rid the world of these devastating diseases.  The World Health Organization and the World Food Programme – both UN bodies – are taking the lead in fighting outbreaks for avian flu, preventing further outbreaks and preparing nations to deal with the consequences.
  In this spirit, the United States launched the International Partnership on Avian and Pandemic Influenza to work with these UN agencies and nations around the world to fight avian flu.
         

When the United States works with the United Nations on these problems and threats, it thereby effectively counts on the world body to help handle many of our interests at a daily management level.  When the United States expresses resentment and undermines this mutually beneficial relationship, the results can be disastrous, as Iraq has shown. 

At the root of the recent rhetorical and diplomatic confrontation at the UN lies a fundamental misunderstanding of the role of a leader.  The premise was that U.S. power enables the United States to dictate world events, and all other nations are either “with us or against us.”  The world is thus viewed as black and white, glossing over the many shades of grey that most policymakers confront at a practical level.    Charles Krauthammer presented this view in its purest form: 

There is much pious talk about a new multilateral world and the promise of the United Nations as guarantor of a new post-Cold War order.  But this is to mistake cause and effect, the United States and the United Nations.  The United Nations is guarantor of nothing.  Except in a formal sense, it can hardly be said to exist.  Collective security?  In the Gulf, without the United States leading and prodding, bribing and blackmailing, no one would have stirred… The world would have written off Kuwait the way the last body pledged to collective security, the League of Nations, wrote off Abyssinia.

At the time of Abyssinia’s overrunning, there was no determined and strong global leader to serve as the backbone of the League.  Krauthammer’s criticisms of the Gulf War coalition merely exemplify what true leadership requires: the United States must prod and pull, for those are the true tasks of an international leader.  Like making sausage and legislation, stimulating effective international action sometimes gets ugly.  But the United States has a critical stake in bolstering the institutions that can help bring allies along when the United States must lead.

The United States as Leader of the International Order: A New Beginning 

With the U.S. position in the world as the pillar of the international rules-based system at risk, the United States simply must regain its footing.  But neither can the United States be complacent with the system as is, because the world does not stand still and one era’s status quo quickly becomes the next era’s anachronism.  Therefore, the United States must modernize and strengthen the international architecture in order to maintain its current position as pre-eminent power.  As James Hoge has said, “The credibility and effectiveness of international bodies depends on such changes; only then will they be able to contribute significantly to peace among nations.  Although hardly foolproof, restructuring institutions to reflect the distribution of power holds out more hope than letting them fade into irrelevance and returning to unrestrained and unpredictable balance-of-power politics and free-for-all economic competition.”
 

The changes necessary to strengthen the international order and the U.S. position within it will manifest themselves over time, but many are already clear.  International agreements and efforts to fight global warming are urgently needed.  As Kyoto becomes more and more irrelevant because neither the United States nor some of the world’s biggest rapidly industrializing nations, like China, are strictly bound by its terms, a new framework to prevent this catastrophe of global proportions will be critical.  Efforts by individual businesses, American states and individual nations are slowly congealing and growing giants like China are beginning to understand the immense consequences of apathy.  But these efforts will be too little and too late unless true international agreement and enforcement is in place – and that clearly will not happen without the Untied States and the United Nations working together.  

The other existential threat facing humanity is the continued presence of roughly 27,600 nuclear weapons and their re-emergence since the end of the Cold War in the national security strategies and the aspirations of states.  The United States must continue to push for UNSC action in places like North Korea and Iran to help roll back the spread of nuclear technology.  But forward-looking measures are also required.  The Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty loophole that allows nations to develop peaceful nuclear technology must be replaced with a guarantee to peaceful technology under IAEA control.  Reducing nuclear stockpiles – which the United States can easily do without endangering its security – is a necessary early step in this process of denuclearization.
  International treaties are essential to these efforts; potential arms races could spiral out of control in response to withdrawal from the ABM treaty and Russia’s indication that it might withdraw from the Intermediate Range Nuclear Forces treaty.
    

On the nation-state level, democracy promotion must be rescued from the taint of the Iraq War.  Democracies indeed outperform other forms of government by most measurements, including transparency, prosperity and human development indices.
  This, however, is one of the thorniest issues for U.S. foreign policy--touching political and policy “third rails” such as conflicted U.S. relationships with countries like China, Pakistan, Egypt and Saudi Arabia.  What has made democracy promotion an even tougher sell is President Bush’s botched strategy of promoting democracy at the barrel of a gun.  The simple lesson is that democracy cannot be exported and flourishes only through slow, home-grown efforts – though outside encouragement is certainly essential.  As with all these other policies, multilateral organizations offer key levers on effectiveness and efficiency.  Many of the UN agencies that help foster development and empower civil societies can help nurture democracy.  So too do numerous other tools, such as democracy assistance, the Millennium Challenge Corporation and the United Nations Democracy Fund.  International and regional organizations, like the Community of Democracies and the Organization of American States – led by high-profile support of the United States – will be crucial to these efforts as well as helping bolster democracy where it is failing and restoring it to those countries where it has eroded.
  The growth of strong democracies is one of the surest strategies for securing U.S. and international peace and prosperity in the long-term.  As the modern world’s longest-lasting and strongest democracy, the United States plays a special role as a supporter and model for struggling and aspiring democracies and peoples everywhere.  

In the short term, the need for effective peacekeeping has become more than a rare transition effort in post-conflict situations – it has in many respects become the most crucial tool to bolster stability in anarchic regions of the world.  The United Nations currently deploys more peacekeepers in more missions than ever, with 16 peacekeeping missions directing more than 80,000 personnel from Haiti to Lebanon to East Timor.
  These missions are cost efficient for the United States and should be replicated and perfected as much as possible.  Therefore, the United States should support a new peacekeeping structure by creating and training, along with the United Nations, individual peacekeeping units from different nations and place them on two-year rotations, out of which they would train for one year, be stationed at home for six months and deployed abroad in peacekeeping missions for six months.  This would build the capacity for a well-trained standing international peacekeeping force that would be in the exclusive service of no international body; but each unit would serve its own people as well as the international community.    

These are just a few examples of ways the United States can strengthen the international order beyond those it already pursues through the United Nations on a daily basis.  Others, such as fostering sustainable trade and globalization, fighting disease and stifling the flow of nuclear materials, also merit strong commitment.  The United States and the international order rely on the free flow of goods, ideas and people.  The challenges presented by this increasingly porous world must be embraced by the United States.

It will be these solutions that recognize trends, threats and opportunities and shift policies accordingly.  There is little reason to make the U.S. burden even heavier by trying to reinvent the wheel – rather, the United States needs to update the successful model.  

Conclusion
Looking back on the First World War, and foreshadowing the Second, Bertrand Russell warned of new forces drowning old ways: 

In every European country there were powerful and rapidly growing forces in favor of a radically new method in international relations.  A few more years would have produced transformation in Russia and Germany, with repercussions everywhere else.  Meantime, the old system continued, unchanged since the Congress of Vienna except for the disappearance of the Concert of Europe.  And before the new forces could gain control, the old system brought Europe to disaster.
 

The changes taking place today are no less dramatic than those that altered the course of civilization a century ago.  

Adapting to these changes will not be easy.  In order to integrate new powers more fully into the system, they will need to be convinced that their stake in its perpetuation is equal to everyone else’s and that a rising tide of peace and prosperity will “lift all boats” globally.  There will be numerous obstacles, such as: reconciling human rights with stability and democracy; garnering support for updated international institutions; enforcing international law and decisions, such as the responsibility to protect; and garnering U.S. public and political support for policies of U.S. leadership of multilateral efforts. 

Since it is the very shape of the international system – with the United States as guarantor – that serves as the ultimate peacemaker, then altering the system to accommodate rising and regional powers and taking into account the obstacles listed above will still bolster the very system that keeps the peace.  The only question is then: if the U.S. role as guarantor is ultimately diminished as a result of this process, is the system’s integrity still guaranteed and does the system still guarantee U.S. interests?  The challenge presented by a slow-moving UN Security Council or General Assembly is a small price to pay compared to the grave consequences of a world without an effective international forum for diplomacy, conflict resolution and action.  Without these efforts, we must be willing to imagine a world where anarchy breeds unfettered in places like Haiti, Somalia and the Balkans, and is answered only by escalating regional conflict.  And the daily tasks that member states empower the United Nations to perform are the steady benefits of U.S. willingness to be humble and prudent with its power.  Alternatively, imagine a world where John Bolton is able to knock ten stories off the United Nations, thus causing more children to starve, fewer refugees to receive protection and allowing disease and poverty to claim more lives.  

The United States cannot pretend that hedging strategies, such as “offshore balancing”, that merely engage with the international architecture intermittently when it suits U.S. interests, are realistic.  The outcomes of these strategies will either be Mandelbaum’s vision of a fleet of cars with no gas, or Hoge’s fear of a return to pure balance of power politics.  Pursuit of the perfect U.S. foreign policy cannot be the enemy of the good.      

As the United States encounters hurdles in pushing the international architecture to evolve, the United States can also take comfort in its past triumphs over other challenges.  When people spoke of a changing balance of power because of the Soviet Union or the Japanese economic challenge, the United States continued to strengthen the international order as the “leader of the free world” and persisted until those challenges faded.  The same conversations today with respect to China and other potential shifts could very easily fade rather than emerge as threats – but only if the U.S. government is prudent and learns from the wisdom of its past. 

If international mistrust could be overcome to bolster norms, cooperation, alliances, and intergovernmental organizations, the United States would witness incalculable impact. Nations would trust one another with their security, work together to stabilize post-conflict situations, hand over dangerous materials to neutral international parties and assist with the development of democracy and industry in underdeveloped nations.  These may sound like lofty, unattainable goals, but they already work in occasional bursts when the United States, the United Nations and others make the effort.    

The strategy for securing the continuation of the postwar peace is straightforward and familiar.  The changes required are large, yet manageable over time.  But opportunities for the United States to work with the United Nations and others and serve as a bulwark of the international order present themselves every day.  The United Nations and the world are pleading for U.S. help, as outgoing UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan made clear in his parting remarks:

My friends, our challenge today is not to save Western civilization – or Eastern, for that matter.  All civilization is at stake, and we can save it only if all peoples join together in the task.  You Americans did so much, in the last century, to build an effective multilateral system, with the United Nations at its heart.  Do you need it less today, and does it need you less, than 60 years ago?  Surely not.  More than ever today Americans, like the rest of humanity, need a functioning global system through which the world’s peoples can face global challenges together.  And in order to function, the system still cries out for far-sighted American leadership…

Annan was right to address his remarks to the American people, for there is a fight raging within the United States to determine its future role in the world.  The isolationist strand, scared by the risks and dangers of an increasingly uncertain world, would withdraw, and thus suck the life out of the international system.  The Bush approach of strong-arming the system reflects a fundamental misunderstanding of how the world works, how it is changing and what interests the United States has in being a responsible leader.  The benefits of the international order, as described above, but taken for granted by many Americans who are blinded by preeminent prosperity and strength, must be made abundantly clear to the American people and policymakers.  

This misunderstanding is pervasive and damaging.  According to Krauthammer, “The challenge to unipolarity is not from the outside but from the inside.  The choice is ours.  To impiously paraphrase Benjamin Franklin: History has given you an empire, if you will keep it.”
  Impiously is right.  Franklin’s actual admonition was made in response to the question, “Well, Doctor, what have we got, a republic or a monarchy?”, posed to him after the closing of the Constitutional Convention.  Rather, Franklin’s response was, “a republic, if you can keep it.”  Clearly, Krauthammer’s reading of the intentions of the founders is mistaken, for by inserting the word “empire” for “republic”, he swaps America’s view of itself with that of the colonial power against whom it fought for its freedom.  Whether the United States trades in its most sacred principles will hinge on this domestic debate and the wisdom of future leaders, consequently determining the future of the United States and the world.    
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