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FORCE AND DIPLOMACY
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As the diplomatic impasse with Iran continues over its nuclear program, the Bush administration continues to chant its now familiar mantra – “all options are on the table,” a clear reference to possible U.S. air strikes on that country’s nuclear sites.
 The crisis is playing out against the backdrop of the Iraq war, which has morphed from the hubristically-dubbed “shock and awe” military campaign to topple the Saddam Hussein regime into an intractable, bloody counterinsurgency. Nonetheless, as U.S. defense spending approaches that of all other countries combined, the international system remains unipolar, at least with respect to that single dimension of hard power. Despite its military preponderance, though, Washington struggles to integrate force and diplomacy – the traditional hallmark of effective statecraft.


This paper develops three arguments. First, the sharp international reaction to the United States has been provoked not by unipolarity, but by the unilateral application of U.S. hard power, most glaringly manifested in the Bush administration’s launching of a preventive war in Iraq. Second, the United States has not been able to leverage its unique hyperpower status to compel or “dissuade” peer competitors and other adversaries forego military competition. And third, in the current crises with Iran and North Korea, the Bush administration has sent a consistently mixed message whether the U.S. objective is to change these “rogue” regimes or to change their behavior. That core contradiction undercuts Washington’s ability to conduct effective coercive diplomacy – that is, combining the threat of force with diplomacy. 

Unipolarity or Unilateralism?
French political philosopher Raymond Aron famously described America as the “imperial republic” during the Cold War. The United States is not a classic “empire,” but performs an “imperial” function in terms of its essential role in the maintenance of international order. At the same time, the United States is a “republic” – a sovereign state that attends to its own parochial interests. The embedding of U.S. power in international institutions, forged after World War II through American leadership, made it more legitimate and less threatening to other states; in performing this “imperial” function, America was viewed as an essentially benign superpower. That legitimacy explains why a coalition did not arise to counter U.S. power (as balance-of-power theory would have predicted) when the Cold War ended and the United States emerged as the sole remaining superpower.
 

Neither the George H.W. Bush nor Clinton administrations took up conservative columnist Charles Krauthammer’s call to seize “the unipolar moment” and “unashamedly lay down the rules of world order and be prepared to enforce them.”
 The Clinton-era formulation was that the United States would act multilaterally when possible but unilaterally when necessary. Indeed, despite the spike in international rancor over the George W. Bush administration’s assertive unilateralism, one should not overlook the episodes in the 1990s when U.S. behavior, (e.g., Kosovo, the August 1998 bombing of Sudan), also provoked a sharp reaction in foreign capitals. 

The U.S. turn to hard unilateralism came in response to the 9/11 terrorist attacks. President Bush’s conviction that the urgent threats posed by rogue regimes and terrorist groups could necessitate unilateral U.S. action outside the structure of international institutions and norms – a sentiment captured in the blunt formulation that he did not require the UN Security Council’s “permission” to defend America – had major implications, both for how the United States perceived itself and for how it was perceived abroad. Before 9/11, Richard Haass, head of the State Department’s Policy Planning Staff, characterized the Bush administration’s policy stance as “a la carte multilateralism.”
 Yet post-9/11 events indicated that the administration had essentially reversed the terms of the Clinton formulation by making clear its preference for unilateralism when possible and multilateralism when necessary. The combination of assertive unilateralism and a proselytizing Wilsonian emphasis on democratization (as in the transformationalist rhetoric of Bush’s second inaugural address) fed the perception of the United States as a “revisionist hegemon.”

9/11 exposed the susceptibility of the United States and other Western societies to non-state terrorism, but the attacks (however horrific and psychologically searing) did not alter the very structure of international relations. Indeed, Russia and China viewed the Al Qaeda attacks on the iconic World Trade Center towers as an assault on the global economic system into which they too were increasingly integrating. The acquiescence (unthinkable a decade earlier) of America’s former Cold War adversaries to the establishment of U.S. bases in Central Asia to conduct military operations in Afghanistan was testimony to their shared perception of, and unified response to, 9/11. In the eyes of the international community, the U.S. military intervention in Afghanistan against Al Qaeda and the Taliban regime that had abetted the 9/11 attacks was a “war of necessity” – a legitimate and proportionate exercise of the right of self-defense codified in the UN Charter. But that international solidarity (dramatically conveyed on the morning after 9/11 in the Le Monde headline, “Nous sommes tous Américains!”) quickly eroded when the Bush administration pressed to extend the “global war on terrorism” into Iraq, a prospect that France, Germany, Russia and others regarded as an ill-advised “war of choice.” 
The UN Security Council crisis started out in late 2002 as a debate about Iraq and Saddam Hussein and by March 2003 evolved into a referendum on the United States and what constitutes the legitimate exercise of American power. On opposite sides of the Atlantic, a striking parallel debate played out. In the United States, two alternative approaches to Iraq were articulated in back-to-back speeches by Vice President Cheney and President Bush. Cheney’s highly publicized speech to the Veterans of Foreign Wars in August 2002 stated that Saddam Hussein constituted an unacceptable threat in a post-9/11 world. Cheney rejected the status quo policy of containment and characterized the proposed resumption of UN inspections in Iraq as a dangerous illusion. He advocated instead a strategy of regime change, which was later cast as a paradigmatic application of the administration’s new preemption doctrine. In contrast to the Cheney speech, Bush’s address to the UN General Assembly in September 2002 made the case for intervention in Iraq in terms of the enforcement of Security Council resolutions, which mandated WMD disarmament and had been flouted by Saddam Hussein. 

To be sure, the issue for the Bush administration was not whether to intervene in Iraq as part of its global war on terrorism. That strategic and controversial decision – a quintessential example of presidential power in setting the policy agenda – had reportedly already been made by winter 2001-2002, after the toppling of the Taliban regime in Afghanistan. Rather, the question was how that decision should be implemented – whether U.S. military action should be framed in terms of the preemption doctrine, which had just been articulated, or as an operation to enforce UN Security Council resolutions. The administration emphasized the WMD rationale because it provided a legitimate, defensible basis for military action. Among the several rationales (including the humanitarian case) offered for toppling Saddam Hussein, the WMD issue was, in the words of then deputy secretary of defense Paul Wolfowitz, “the one issue that everyone could agree on.”
 In Europe, British Prime Minister Tony Blair echoed the internationalist case of Bush’s UN speech. But the opposition of France, Germany, and Russia to military action appeared less a response to the Bush speech than it did an expression of their collective aversion to the unilateralist line laid down in the Cheney speech. These alternative perspectives created a trans-Atlantic rift that threatened to become a political chasm. 

Underlying the dispute were contending perspectives on the core issue of Iraqi sovereignty. Former President George H.W. Bush faced a far easier task in assembling an international coalition for a showdown with Iraq than his son did 12 years later. In the 1991 Gulf War, Security Council authorization and the forging of a broad multinational coalitional to liberate Kuwait were diplomatically possible because Saddam Hussein had violated a universally supported international norm: the protection of state sovereignty from external aggression. (As one observer colorfully put it, one state should not be permitted to murder another.) By contrast, in the bitter 2003 UN debate, the proposed Security Council approval for military action was inherently bound to rouse strong opposition for the very same reason: compelling Iraqi WMD disarmament through an externally imposed regime change, even if undertaken to enforce a Security Council resolution, would be a precedent-setting negation of state sovereignty. 

Bush’s effort to reconcile the contradiction between the U.S. determination to remove Saddam and UN Security Council resolutions that made no mention of regime change produced the tortured formulation: “[T]he policy of our government … is regime change – because we don’t believe [Saddam Hussein] is going to change. However, if he were to meet all the conditions of the United Nations … that in itself will signal the regime has changed.”
 One could argue that the threat of regime change could serve as coercive leverage with Saddam, but that would also have required, as an inducement, a credible commitment to lift that threat if the Iraqi leader came into compliance. In the case of Iraq, it was emphatically clear that the Bush administration was not prepared to take yes for an answer.

As historian John Lewis Gaddis observed, “The rush to war in Iraq in the absence of a ‘first shot’ or ‘smoking gun’ left … a growing sense throughout the world there could be nothing worse than American hegemony if it was to be used in this way.”
 In withholding its legitimizing imprimatur for the 2003 war, the United Nations was saying, in essence, that the international community considered the precedent of a U.S.-imposed regime change in Baghdad worse than leaving the Iraqi dictator in power. The perception of the United States as a rogue superpower, which had arrogated an unfettered right of military preemption, prompted a de facto effort by France, Germany, and Russia to block this unilateral application of U.S. power. 
This development was most clearly manifested in the French diplomatic campaign in early March 2003 to mobilize opposition to the Anglo-American proposal for a final UN Security Council resolution with an ultimatum to trigger the use of force. President Jacques Chirac expressed the French aspiration for a “multipolar” international system (presumably with a French-led European Union as one pole) that went far beyond the familiar calls for increased U.S. multilateralism. (Whether or not this constituted “balancing” is debated by political scientists.)
 But in the aftermath of the divisive debate over Iraq, strong incentives pushed both parties to heal the rift: in France, a recognition that the creation of a 19th century-style multipolar system is illusory in a globalized 21st century world; in the United States, a renewed appreciation (born of the hard experience of essentially going it alone) of the utility of multilateralism in conferring political legitimacy and the tangible assistance of allies.
Dissuasion or Persuasion?
The term dissuasion, a recent addition to the U.S. strategic lexicon, has generated confusion and controversy over its definition and policy application. The 2001 Quadrennial Defense Report and the January 2002 Nuclear Posture Review cited dissuasion as one of four U.S. strategic objectives – along with assurance of allies, deterrence of adversaries, and the defeat of adversary forces in the event of overt conflict.
 The Bush administration’s September 2002 National Security Strategy stated simply that a major function of U.S. military forces is to “dissuade future military competition.”
 Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld asserted, “[W]e need to find ways to influence the decision-makers of potential adversaries to deter them not only from using existing weapons but to the extent possible try to dissuade them from building dangerous new capabilities in the first place…. [W]e must develop capabilities that merely our possessing them will dissuade adversaries from trying to compete.”
 While these major policy pronouncements highlighted the new concept, it was not been fully developed conceptually or in policy terms. It remains an ambiguous strategic doctrine, subject to competing interpretations and characterizations.
The Bush administration’s public presentation of dissuasion has lacked clarity on two central issues. The first is whether dissuasion is aimed at preventing the acquisition of military capabilities (such as WMD or ballistic missiles) or at forestalling foreign policy objectionable behavior. The second is whether the policy is directed at potential peer competitors (not currently adversaries) or at “rogue states (with which the United States does have an adversarial relationship). 
Since the end of the Cold War, analysts have questioned the long-term durability of this new era’s defining conditions – U.S. unipolarity and the absence of great power competition. Prior to 9/11, Bush administration officials pointed to China as a potential “peer competitor,” which posed a long-term challenge U.S. military preeminence, at the very least, in its own region of East Asia. For the Bush administration, the impetus behind the dissuasion strategy has been to leverage American hard power to forestall the rise of a potential peer competitor and to foster an international milieu consonant with American interests and values – in short, to impose an American pattern of stability. Underpinning this strategic approach is the assumption that the United States’ asymmetrical advantage in U.S. military capabilities, both offensive and defensive, will affect a potential rival’s intention to compete in that sphere. 

Yet with China, the dissuasion explanation would appear to confuse consequence and cause. One could argue that the Chinese decision in the early 1980s to cap their ICBM program at a relatively low number derived from the dissuasion effect of American nuclear superiority. Beijing certainly had the ready ability to develop a much larger strategic force. An alternative, more plausible explanation is that the Chinese concluded that such a build-up was unnecessary and indeed ran contrary to their emerging economic interests, which relied upon the increased integration of the PRC into the liberal international economic order. Indeed, the Clinton administration’s strategy of engagement and enlargement was premised on that process of integrating former Cold War adversaries into the system. Integration was likewise a central component of the Bush administration’s 2002 National Security Strategy, which one senior official described as the United States’ grand strategy. 
With potential peer competitors, China and Russia, Washington has made explicit that the U.S. objective is behavior change and not regime change. Under those circumstances, the Beijing regime saw no reason to match U.S. strategic forces or move beyond a minimum nuclear deterrent. It is plausible that the Chinese leadership even concluded that to assume the role of a full-fledged strategic competitor to the United States would undermine a bilateral economic relationship that is one of the major drivers of the Chinese economy (yielding a $120 billion trade surplus). The converse of dissuasion, persuasion, arguably played the more significant role in bringing about improved Chinese behavior – i.e. abstention from serious military competition with the United States and improved compliance with international norms (e.g., nonproliferation).
 A recently published Council on Foreign Relations Task Force found “no evidence to support the notion that China will become a peer military competitor of the United States.”
 Indeed, a U.S. Naval War College study characterized the ongoing Chinese military modernization program as a “hedging strategy,” motivated in part by Beijing’s perception (in the words of a Chinese analyst) of Washington’s “wild ambition” and drive to build an American “empire.”

The coherence of U.S. policy toward “rogue states” (specifically Iran and North Korea, the two remaining members of the “axis of evil”) a failure to decide whether the policy objective is regime change or behavior change. As with potential peer competitors such as China, the focal point of U.S. policy should be the target state’s intention, as that is the lead proliferation indicator and the key determinant of foreign policy behavior more broadly. Dissuasion cannot affect intention--inhibiting the development of unconventional military capabilities and promoting responsible regional behavior–when the avowed objective is regime change. Indeed, when thus challenged, the target state’s motivation, most particularly with respect to WMD acquisition, cuts in precisely the opposite direction: The regime will have a heightened impetus to acquire a nuclear capability to deter an American attack and ensure regime survival. In so doing, the U.S. effort to leverage its asymmetrical power advantage over the target state  may well prompt another kind of asymmetrical response from the “rogue state” (such as the use of terrorism) to level the playing field.

Regime Change or Behavior Change?
President Bush has asserted that the threat posed by rogue regimes derives from “their true nature.”
 During the 2000 presidential campaign, Condoleezza Rice, then an adviser to candidate Bush, wrote that the United States’s “first line of defense [with regard to rogue states] should be a clear and classical statement of deterrence.”
 In striking contrast, after 9/11, the administration explicitly declared that the United States could no longer rely on the traditional strategic concepts of deterrence and containment to meet the “new deadly challenges” because of the character of its adversaries—terrorist groups and rogue states. In its comprehensive National Security Strategy document of September 2002, the Bush administration maintained that a strategy of deterrence based on punishment is “less likely to work against leaders of rogue states [who are] more willing to take risks” and thereby more prone than an orthodox great-power rival (such as the Soviet Union during the cold war, or contemporary China) to use WMD.

The proliferation of WMD capabilities to rogue states, in tandem with the sponsorship of terrorism by their unstable ruling regimes, has created a deadly new “nexus.” In this nightmare scenario, rogue regimes could transfer nuclear, biological, or chemical weapons to their terrorist clients, who would have no moral or political compunction about using them against the United States. After 9/11, the Bush administration conflated the proliferation and terrorism agendas—hence its subsequent portrayal of the Iraq war (an unprecedented case of coercive nonproliferation through regime change) as central to the global war on terrorism. After 9/11, the administration’s explicit definition of the threat in terms of regime type roiled the policy debate on Iraq, Iran, North Korea, and Libya. The fundamental issue was, and remains, whether the U.S. objective toward rogue states should be to remove their regimes from power (thus eliminating the source of the threat), or to change their foreign policy behavior (in order to mitigate the threat). Administration hardliners argued that mere behavior change would no longer suffice, because the bad behavior was a direct and automatic consequence of the character of the regimes. 
The Bush administration shifted from a mix of deterrence, engagement, and containment before 9/11 to an emphasis on regime change subsequently. In response to the new perception of vulnerability, the administration elevated military preemption. Its 2002 National Security Strategy document stated that the United States would use force preemptively against imminent threats (which is consistent with international law), but would also act preventively against “emerging threats” before they formed. This controversial shift in perspective and policy was captured in Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld’s telling acknowledgment that the Bush administration’s change from containment to a rollback strategy in Iraq arose not from new information about the threat posed by Saddam Hussein, but from viewing the old Iraq data “through the prism of 9/11.”
In the wake of the “shock and awe” military campaign to topple the Saddam Hussein regime, Bush administration officials spoke of Iraq as a “type” – a model of nonproliferation through preemption and regime change with implications for other hard cases, specifically North Korea and Iran. President Bush asserted that the United States was “redefining war” through its ability, demonstrated in Iraq, to decapitate a regime without inflicting unacceptable collateral damage on the civilian population. On the heels of Saddam’s toppling, Defense Secretary Rumsfeld reportedly sent a memorandum to the White House recommending that the United States enlist Chinese assistance to oust the Kim Jong Il regime. Ironically, Washington’s regime-change emphasis in the heady weeks of spring 2003 signified the high-water mark of the Bush Doctrine as Iraq subsequently descended into a Sunni-dominated insurgency against U.S. occupation and the post-Saddam government.
In contrast to the Iraqi case of nonproliferation through a change of regime, Libya offered the contrasting precedent of change in a regime. When Qaddafi announced that Libya was voluntarily terminating its covert WMD programs and submitting to intrusive international inspections to certify compliance, President Bush declared that the surprise disarmament move, which followed the Tripoli regime’s financial settlement of the Pan Am 103 bombing case, would permit Libya to “rejoin the international community.” The Bush administration and its supporters claimed Libya as a dividend of the Iraq war. In their narrative, Qaddafi had been “scared straight” (as one analyst put it) by the demonstration effect of the regime-change precedent. The alternative explanation, put forward by former Clinton administration officials involved earlier in negotiations with Libya, was that the decision culminated a decade-long effort by Qaddafi, in response to mounting domestic economic pressures, to shed Libya’s pariah status and reintegrate into the global system. 
Both explanations address Libyan motivations, but neither speaks to the central issue of regime intention. A historical analysis of cases in which states decided either to acquire or to forgo nuclear weapons clearly reveals that the lead proliferation indicator is regime intention and not regime type. The centerpiece of the Libyan deal was a tacit bargain entailing the Bush administration’s assurance of security for the regime: In essence, if Qaddafi halted his objectionable external behavior with respect to terrorism and proliferation, Washington would not press for a change of regime in Tripoli. Without such a credible security assurance, Qaddafi would have had no incentive to relinquish his WMD arsenal; to the contrary, the belief that he was targeted by the U.S. administration after Iraq would have created a powerful incentive for him to accelerate his regime’s efforts to acquire unconventional weapons as a strategic deterrent. The contrasting precedents set in Iraq and Libya have important implications for the ongoing nuclear crises with North Korea and Iran.

The Bush administration’s characterization of the war to oust Saddam Hussein as a model of nonproliferation, linking the National Security Strategy’s preemption doctrine to the Iraq regime-change precedent, affects the U.S. ability to conduct coercive diplomacy – that is, to marshal the credible threat of force in support of diplomatic efforts with North Korea and Iran. The White House formulation that “all options are on the table” is difficult to interpret given its ambiguous message as to whether the objective of U.S. policy is to change the countries’ regimes or to change the regimes’ objectionable external behavior. To the leaderships in Pyongyang and Tehran, “counterproliferation” strikes on their WMD assets would likely be perceived not as limited actions but as indistinguishable from a broader U.S. determination to forcibly topple their regimes. This dynamic was evident during the Iraq war when the movement of U.S. aircraft to South Korea to bolster deterrence prompted Kim Jong Il to disappear into his bunker, evidently fearing that the deployment was a prelude to decapitating, regime-changing air strikes.


In fashioning effective strategies for North Korea and Iran, U.S. policymakers are caught between the Iraq and Libya precedents. The Bush administration’s aspiration for a change of regimes (through collapse in North Korea and a popular uprising in Iran) is not an immediate prospect, while its hard-line rhetoric (Vice President Cheney’s emblematic declaration, “We don’t negotiate with evil, we defeat it”) undercuts its ability to offer the assurances of regime security that were so critical to inducing Qaddafi to terminate his WMD programs. Optimists among U.S. specialists believe that agreements are attainable, and the challenge is simply to identify acceptable terms. Skeptics discount the possibility of negotiated settlements because they believe the Pyongyang and Tehran regimes are determined to acquire nuclear weapons. 


Have North Korea and Iran made irreversible decisions to “go nuclear”? The North Korean weapons test and Iranian diplomatic intransigence point towards the affirmative. But because no one outside the regimes knows for certain, their nuclear intentions should be tested through direct negotiations. The Pyongyang and Tehran regimes should be presented with a structured choice between the tangible benefits of behavior change and the penalties for noncompliance. As in the case of Libya, a credible U.S. assurance of regime security (going beyond Bush’s minimalist formulation that the United States holds “no hostile intent”) would be central. In removing the United States as the reason (or pretext) for these states’ weapons programs, the aim would be to affect nuclear intentions in North Korea and Iran. But a major question is whether the Bush administration’s rhetoric and policies have essentially priced it out of the reassurance market.
U.S. officials are operating in the aftermath of the bitter debate over Iraq during which America, rather than Saddam Hussein, became the issue in much of the world. Resolving the core contradiction in Washington over the objective of U.S. policy (regime change versus behavior change) would shift the political onus to Pyongyang and Tehran. If such a credible diplomatic effort were rebuffed by North Korea and Iran, it would at least establish the predicate for the UN Security Council’s consideration of additional coercive measures (e.g., economic sanctions) to compel the two states’ compliance with their obligations under the nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT).

Not surprisingly, North Korea and Iran seek to avoid a structured choice imposed from outside. Their objective is to obtain the tangible benefits of contact with the external world while not relinquishing their nuclear weapons option and, above all else, ensuring regime survival. The Pyongyang and Tehran leaderships face the mirror image of the dilemma in Washington. They too are caught between precedents: on the one hand, refusing to accept the transparent WMD disarmament on which Libya relented; and on the other, facing strong international resistance to their aspiration of becoming overt nuclear weapons states, just as Pakistan does. Between these two poles of acquiescence and defiance, North Korea and Iran may seek a third option: cultivating ambiguity about their intentions and the status of their nuclear capabilities. Such ambiguity could be of great strategic use. 
In the case of Iraq, where the Bush administration was not prepared “to take yes for an answer” (as it is avowedly prepared to do with North Korea and Iran), Saddam Hussein cultivated ambiguity about his WMD capabilities in an effort to deter a U.S. attack. For North Korea, the option would maintain Pyongyang’s sole source of bargaining leverage, provide a degree of deterrence as a hedge against hostile U.S. intentions, and not further antagonize China through additional weapons testing. For Iran, ambiguity would frustrate the ability of the United States to develop a consensus for collective action. The Russia and China’s default position of interpreting Iranian behavior (including uranium-enrichment activities) as consistent with Iran’s obligations under the NPT would be reinforced. U.S. and European Union pressure to curb the nuclear program would be cast as outside interference and a discriminatory effort by the West to deny Iran advanced technology.
A central element of U.S. strategy in dealing with current hard cases will be deterrence. Contrary to the characterization in the National Security Strategy, historical experience indicates that the leaders of rogue states are not inherently irrational and “undeterrable.” But they are capable of miscalculation—hence the need for clear and consistent communication from Washington to avert the failure of deterrence. The North Korean nuclear case illustrates the difficulty of enforcing a red line that is seen a key technological or production threshold along the path to nuclear weaponization. Though obligated to live with ambiguity about the nuclear capabilities and intentions of North Korea and Iran for the foreseeable future, U.S. officials must unambiguously lay down a deterrent red line—the threat of a regime-changing U.S. counter-response if a state transfers nuclear materials or capabilities to a nonstate terrorist group, such as Al Qaeda. For the target states, a U.S. declaratory policy combining deterrence (linked to a clear red line) and reassurance of nonhostile U.S. intentions would create a new calculus of decision for their ruling regimes. The fundamental issue of regime security and survival was underscored in the October 2002 National Intelligence Estimate on Iraq, which concluded that the one scenario in which Saddam Hussein might directly use his unconventional arsenal, or transfer such capabilities to terrorists for indirect use against the United States and its allies, would be if U.S. military forces marched on Baghdad to topple his regime.
Conclusion
Public opinion polls indicate that the Iraq debacle has undercut U.S. domestic support for an activist foreign policy. The Iraq war has highlighted the costs, both direct and indirect, of unilateral activism. Whether this current public sentiment will harden into a full-blown “post-Iraq syndrome” that will significantly constrain the use of force, or its threat in support of diplomacy, is unclear. The paradox is that while the United States’ “unipolar moment” may have ended in Iraq, the world is still unipolar in terms of hard power, and America remains the “indispensable nation.” As humanitarian hawks now call on the Bush administration to intervene in Darfur to stop the mass killings, an international community that condemned an unbound Bush administration that did too much in Iraq may soon lament the return of an America that does too little.

Is a return to the pre-9/11 formula for success (entailing the embedding of American power in international institutions) possible in a post-9/11 world? Can the United States balance the dual identities captured in Raymond Aron’s description of America as the “imperial republic”? The years since 9/11 have eroded the perception of superpower restraint as the United States has demonstrated that it can and will break out of institutional constraints when threatened. The pressing challenge for the United States in the new era of vulnerability is how to tend to its national interest without calling into question its commitment to international norms of order.
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