





PRAISE FOR ROGUE NATION

“If you want to know how the American colossus looks to the rest of the world, Rogue  Nation, by Clyde Prestowitz, is your book. . . . The forbidding details of international commerce . . . are explained with welcome clarity, and without a trace of antiglobalist cant.”
—The New York Times Book Review

“Prestowitz writes crisply, with chapters that are clear, digestible primers to America's problems around the world.”
—Chicago Tribune

“A conservative's sober warning of the dangers of unilateralism and the temptations of empire.”
—Joseph Nye, author of The Paradox of American Power

“This is a brave book that should be read by all who care about America's success. A man of impeccable conservative credentials, Clyde Prestowitz directly challenges a new orthodoxy on the right—that the U.S. should aggressively pursue its own interests regardless of what others may think. No one writes with more authority and love of country.”
—David Gergen, Director of the Center for Public Leadership, Harvard University, former White House advisor to Presidents Nixon, Ford, Reagan, and Clinton.

“[Prestowitz] has a talent for making the most complex questions intelligible and fascinating.”
—The New York Review of Books

“Clyde Prestowitz, in Rogue Nation, not only dares to ask timely questions that most do not dare to ask, but, more daring still, he even answers them.”
—Zbigniew Brzezinski

“Prestowitz makes an authoritative contribution to the debate about the United States’ role in the international system, and a passionate defense of its legacy of fostering international institutions. Rogue Nation is an indispensable contribution to the present debate.”
—Etienne Davignon, Vice-Chairman, Belgian General Society, former Vice-President of the European Commission

“Mr. Prestowitz's book deserves to be read even by those who utterly reject his thesis for its courage, its clarity and its attempts to see the United States as all too many others see it.”
—The Economist

“Rogue Nation provides a compelling analysis of the current geopolitical situation and America's role in the world. With insight gained from years of living and working abroad, Prestowitz explains how many across the globe feel disappointed and betrayed by an America that seems to be turning from the international standards it has done so much to help create over the past fifty years.”
—George Soros

“Clyde Prestowitz lucidly addresses a crucial issue: Will the United States succumb to the temptation of changing roles from sole superpower working with partners to the world's imperial power in search of followers?”
—Gunther Burghardt, European Union Ambassador to the United States

“In Rogue Nation, Prestowitz says what Latin America has been feeling for so long: the United States needs to pay more attention to the global ramifications of its actions.”
—Rubens Antonio Barbosa, Brazilian Ambassador to the United States

“Mr. Prestowitz says that ‘we need to rethink American exceptionalism,' recognizing that other people's problems ‘are our problems too and that we don't have all the answers.’ This is not a popular message in Washington today, but that's where it needs to be heard.”
—The New York Times

“Prestowitz's theme could not be more topical or more important: how does the world's only superpower see its role in the modern world? He throws a personal light on why so many of America's greatest admirers—among whom I count myself—have been concerned about the answer.”
—Chris Patten, EU Commissioner for External Relations

“What Clyde Prestowitz has said so constructively needs saying and should be factored in to deliberations of our nation's top leaders.”
—Admiral Joseph W. Prueher, former Ambassador to China

“If you want to find out how the U.S. lost the once ample reserves of political goodwill it held around the world, Clyde Prestowitz’ persuasive and well-documented Rogue Nation is the book for you.”
—Business Week

“I am so inspired by [Rogue Nation]. This is a courageous and thoughtful book, and it begins the debate about America that Americans must engage as this war [in Iraq] reaches its ultimate stages.”
—Stephen Cohen, President, Institute for Middle East Peace and Development

“Gets to the core reason for the angst that afflicts America's friends today: the increasing appearance of dissonance between her principled professions and her flawed practice. Prestowitz brilliantly makes clear the many ways in which American leadership has reduced her image worldwide into one of a ‘rogue nation.’ This is arguably the most important book on the most important issue before us today.”
—Jagdish Bhagwati, author of In Defense of Globalization

“A timely, bold, and penetrating account of American foreign policy under Bush. It presents powerful liberal alternatives to moral absolutism, hegemonic unilateralism, and offensive realism with rich cross-cultural insights. This is the essential reading for Americans and non-Americans alike who are interested in the future fate of the U.S. and the world.”
—Chung-in Moon, Dean of the Graduate School of International Studies, Yonsei University

“This is a most provocative, timely, and interesting book. It will undoubtedly promote a real and very necessary debate on America's relations with the world.”
—Peter Sutherland, Chairman of Goldman Sachs International, former Director General, World Trade Organization

“This is a provocative and insightful book and a must read for international business leaders.”
—Craig Barrett, CEO, Intel Corporation

“Clyde Prestowitz's timely, interesting and provocative account cannot fail to stimulate a lively debate.”
—Pascal Lamy, EU Trade Commissioner

“This is a timely and highly enlightening book. Prestowitz, having interacted with people of different parts of the world with remarkably sharp eyes and a sensitive mind, explains why unilateralism has been more apparent than the good causes to which Americans claim to be committed, and also provides a precious warning to fellow Americans to get back to the nation's founding values. This book will provide us the hope and courage to work together with a humbler U.S. to build a better future.”
—Haruo Shimada, Professor of Economics, Keio University, Tokyo, Japan
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“We are willing to become citizens of the world, but only if  the world becomes an extension of the United States.”

—James Warburg 
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1
 AT ODDS WITH THE WORLD—AND OURSELVES


Rogue, adj.—No longer obedient, belonging or accepted, not controllable  or answerable; deviant, having an abnormally savage or unpredictable  disposition. 

—Webster's Encyclopedic Unabridged Dictionary




Consider that wee shall be as a citty upon a hill, the beiges of all people  upon us. 

—Governor John Winthrop



The title of this book is purposely provocative. So let me hasten to emphasize that I in no way mean to equate the United States with Saddam Hussein's Iraq or any other brutal, dictatorial regime. Indeed, I have always preferred to think of my country as the “citty upon a hill,” if sometimes a bit more cloudy than shining. No, what troubles me, and has inspired my title, is that increasingly large numbers of people abroad, including many longtime friends of America, are beginning to see us, if not exactly like Saddam or other brutes, certainly as, in the words of Webster's dictionary, “no longer . . . belonging, not controllable or answerable, and with an unpredictable disposition.” In fact, today's (Monday, February 24, 2003) Washington Post carries a front page story saying that many people in the world consider President George W. Bush a greater threat to world peace than Saddam. Nor is this a recent development resulting from the debate over what to do about Iraq. Listen to the Guardian of London: “America, the ‘indispensable nation,’ begins to resemble the ultimate rogue state. Instead of leading the community of nations, Bush's America seems increasingly bent on confronting it. Instead of a shining city on a hill . . . comes a . . . nationalistic jingle: we do what we want . . . and if you don't like it, well, tough.”1 That was not written yesterday, but in the spring of 2001 at the time of the U.S. rejection of the Kyoto treaty to control global warming.

It was at that time that I was beginning to discover the depth and rapidly expanding extent of the foreign alienation from America in a series of trips during which I interviewed leaders around the world. In fact, I was on the last leg of one of these trips when, at 3:45 P.M. on September 10, 2001, I heard the last call for the four o’clock plane from San Francisco to Washington Dulles and quickened my pace. This was the last afternoon flight before the dreaded “red eye.” I was tired and not feeling well and didn't want to miss it. So I ran and ducked into the Boeing 777 just as the door was closing. My travels had taken me to Tokyo, Singapore, Jakarta, and Honolulu for a series of conferences and interviews dealing with globalization and America's role in the world. As a sometime resident abroad and head of a foreign policy research institute, I had become uneasy with what I had been reading and hearing about widening gaps between America and its longtime friends.

The trip had not laid my concerns to rest. The picture of America as seen from abroad was increasingly ugly. In Asia, as previously in Europe and Latin America, I had heard rising criticism and even fear of a United States that was often at odds with the rest of the world as well as with its own professed ideals. Recent American moves withdrawing from the Anti-Ballistic Missile treaty, accelerating deployment of a national missile defense, and declaring China a “strategic competitor” had raised fears of a new Cold War. In addition, the gospel of economic globalization preached by the United States had, in the eyes of many Asians, been found wanting in the financial crisis of 1997–1998. Developing countries in Asia and Latin America suffered devastation while American hedge funds and banks escaped unscathed. Some had even begun to see globalization as a new form of imperialism. I had also heard criticism of America's unilateralist tendencies, as evidenced by its rejection of both the Kyoto Treaty to control global warming and the international treaty banning use of landmines in the face of nearly universal ratification by other countries, including all of America's traditional allies and friends.

As I hurried home and brooded over these and other criticisms, momentous events with which we are now unfortunately all too familiar were in train that would dramatically escalate these questions of America's role and behavior in the world. As my plane lifted off from San Francisco International Airport, two obscure visitors to the United States, Mohammed Atta and Abdul Aziz Al-Omari, drove from the Milner Hotel in downtown Boston to a Comfort Inn in South Portland, Maine. Meanwhile, a National Security Directive calling for military and intelligence operations against one Osama bin Laden and an organization called Al Qaeda continued to sit on National Security Adviser Condoleezza Rice's desk awaiting presidential approval. I arrived at Washington's Dulles airport at about 12:30 A.M. on the morning of September 11 and drove home as Atta, Al-Omari, and their friends slept.

At about 9:15 A.M. I groped for the ringing phone, thinking it was my assistant Sonjai Harrison, calling to tell me she'd gotten me an early doctor's appointment. It was Sonjai, but she wasn't calling about the doctor. “Turn on your television,” she commanded. After the initial horror, I couldn't help but think that the alienation had gone much further than I realized.

At a press conference shortly after the attacks, President George W. Bush was asked, “Why do they hate us?” The “they” in the question were the terrorists and their backers, including what were being called “rogue nations” and what Bush subsequently labeled the “Axis of Evil.” The immediate answer to the question, however, came from a different, far more important and far more numerous “they” who demonstrated dramatically that, far from hating, they loved us. President Vladimir Putin of Russia, our longtime Cold War adversary, was the first to call the White House. He was followed quickly by President Jiang Zemin of China, another country with a history of troubled relations with the United States. Jacques Chirac, president of France flew quickly to New York and became the first foreign leader to view Ground Zero. Others followed. Of course, these were the prescribed and perhaps even calculated courtesies of diplomacy. But there was no denying the genuineness of the expressions of sympathy that poured from common people around the globe. American embassies from London to Moscow to Singapore were buried in flowers. In Paris, the French flag flew at half-mast along the river Seine, and the journal Le  Monde proclaimed in a banner headline Nous sommes tous Américains,  “We Are All Americans.”2

A similar attack in any other country would not have released such an outpouring of sentiment. It was as if the whole world felt the same loss of innocence as the Americans. For despite the criticisms I had been hearing, people around the world still saw the United States as the “citty on a hill” and all “eies” were upon it now because it had the potential, if it wished and as it had demonstrated over its history, to assure the triumph of hope over fear. It seemed as if people everywhere had desperately wanted there to be at least one place invulnerable to the monsters that prowl the rest of the globe. Thus, the world joined with Americans to mourn and to resolve that such devastation would not happen again. This was the silver lining to the cloud of September 11, 2001. It provided an opportunity for America and its friends to wipe away the carping and suspicions and hurt feelings of the past and, in the words of former President Lyndon Johnson and the Bible, to “come to reason together,” to get back on the same wavelength, and to be present at the creation of a new, better world order.

It didn't happen. A year and a half later, the UN Security Council convened to consider how to handle Iraq's lack of full compliance with UN resolution 1441 calling for Iraq to prove that it had destroyed and halted development of its weapons of mass destruction. Noting that the resolution called for Iraq to show the evidence, and not for UN inspectors to chase all over the Iraqi desert looking for it, Secretary of State Colin Powell urged the Security Council to defend its credibility by issuing an ultimatum to Saddam Hussein to cooperate or face destruction of his regime.

Powell was followed by the French Foreign Minister Dominique de Villepin who called for more inspectors and more time for them to run around the desert. In a virtually unprecedented and strictly forbidden demonstration of sentiment, the gallery of observers broke into applause for de Villepin. The following weekend millions of marchers around the world demonstrated against war and the United States carrying signs calling America the “rogue nation.” Thus, the opportunity for a new beginning seems to have slipped away. Instead of “reasoning together” we find ourselves increasingly alienated from, mistrusted by, and mistrusting of others—at odds with the world and ourselves.

While the immediate issue this winter of 2003 is Iraq, the roots of the alienation from America go much deeper and will remain long after Saddam is gone. My purpose in this book is to try to explain to baffled and hurt Americans why the world seems to be turning against them, and also to show foreigners how they frequently misinterpret America's good intentions. While I will be giving a sober view of America, I do not aim to bash it. I have spent much of my life in Asia, and may, for example, loathe North Korean leader Kim Jong-il even more than President Bush does. I am not a French socialist or an unreconstructed 1960s American flower child who didn't inhale. In fact, I am an unlikely person to write this book. The product of a middle class, conservative, rock-ribbed Republican, superpatriotic, born again Christian family, I attended Swarthmore College where, in reaction to the reigning liberal (some would say pinko) orthodoxy of the campus, I founded the college's conservative club. I went on to study in Japan and to become a diplomat in the foreign service. I volunteered for service in Vietnam, but was posted to the Netherlands instead. There in the U.S. embassy in The Hague, I was the officer responsible for defending U.S. Vietnam policy, and remained a supporter of the war long after many other conservatives had abandoned it. I went on to work for several multinational corporations and lived as a businessman in Brussels and Tokyo while traveling extensively throughout the world. In 1981, I joined the Reagan administration and eventually became counselor to the secretary of commerce in which post I was a lead negotiator in a number of commercial agreements with Japan, and participated in a wide variety of other international trade talks where I acquired a reputation as a “trade hawk.” Subsequently, I founded a non- profit research organization, or “think tank,” that focuses on analyses of global issues.

It is this international experience and analysis that has made me deeply worried about where we are going. For while I don't believe the United States is evil or a rogue as Saddam is, America can be like a “rogue wave,” a large swell that, running contrary to the general direction of the waves, takes sailors by surprise and causes unexpected destruction. America is a big and unpredictable nation and has a long history of an alternately generous and uncaring approach to the rest of the world. While we think of ourselves as the “good guys,” we are blinded to our own sometimes irritating behavior by the strength of our mythology and the dominance of our culture. I fear a dangerous gulf is widening between America and its friends as we Americans listen to but don't hear, and look at but don't see, the concerns and perspectives of other countries and at the same time also fail to recognize how some of our behavior flouts our own values. Right now we are attributing criticism of American policies to envy of our success and power and to chronic anti-Americanism. That is certainly some of the trouble, but not all of it. Perhaps we should also look at how we deal with some key issues and how our behavior is perceived and comports with our values.

 The list of major concerns begins with American unilateralism and what the world sees as a peculiar American brand of “soft imperialism.” Tied to this is the question of globalization as Americanization and whether it is to be embraced or resisted. Energy use and global warming are two major linked issues of global significance on which there are sharply differing views. Energy use and America's growing dependence on foreign oil, in particular, have implications for war and peace that may dramatically affect other countries. Also with great implications for war and peace are America's views on sovereignty, freedom of action, and military dominance. Of course, the issue of Israel and Palestine cannot be escaped, and neither can we ignore the hot spots of Iraq and Korea. And the question of whether America and China will be friends or enemies lingers. Indeed, the question of who are now our friends and who are now our enemies is increasingly being asked in other places as well. In the wake of the end of the Cold War and the start of the War on Terror, relationships seem to be in transition, with tensions increasing between old friends while old enemies discover each other's heretofore hidden charms. Finally, there is the overriding question of what America wants to be: the bully on the block, in the words of then Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Colin Powell; or, as most of us like to see the United States, the city on the hill.

I discussed these issues with foreign leaders during another tour of fourteen world capitals in Asia, Latin America, Europe, and the Middle East in the summer and fall of 2002. Everywhere I went I found a feeling that the United States was deliberately separating itself from other countries and blatantly asserting its right to supremacy. The best example was the situation with the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) . Recently there has been much criticism of NATO in the United States because of the reluctance of some of its members to support the U.S. drive for regime change in Iraq. But for more than fifty years, the United States made NATO the cornerstone of its security strategy. In the wake of September 11, NATO invoked Article Five of the treaty for the first time in its history. This is the provision that compels all members to regard an attack on one as an attack on all and to support a military response if necessary. The decision (and it is important to remember this in view of current American irritation with the actions of France and Germany) was unanimous even though, technically, a terrorist action by a nongovernmental organization may not actually constitute an attack under NATO rules. Moreover, France, Belgium, Britain, and other NATO members not only offered but begged to be allowed to send troops to participate in the operations against the Taliban and Al Qaeda in Afghanistan. The Pentagon took a few British special forces, but told the others, “Thanks, but no thanks. It's simpler without allies. We'd rather do this ourselves. We’ll call you when we need you.” Along with the withdrawal from the ABM treaty and deployment of the national missile defense, this manifestation of American unilateralism is causing great resistance to U.S. efforts around the globe. Indeed, a top Malaysian leader told me, “The way things are going, pretty soon, it will be the United States against the world.” American talk of “coalitions of the willing” and of preventive or preemptive war, coupled with a stated strategy of preventing the rise of any power equivalent to the United States, scares people and makes them think they are back in the jungle, or perhaps that they never left it. This fear of an imperial America, or of what the Chinese call American hegemonism, exacerbated by the “back us or be irrelevant” rhetoric is part of what lay behind the Security Council's reluctance to go along with Powell's compelling arguments. Indeed, there is a great irony here. The effort to remove an out-and-out rogue such as Saddam, was being undermined because fear of him was tempered by fear of the United States.

These sentiments were best expressed by a longtime European leader and firm friend of the United States, Etienne Davignon, who said to me, “After World War II, America was all-powerful and created a new world by defining its national interest broadly in a way that made it attractive for other countries to define their interests in terms of embracing America's. In particular, the United States backed the creation of global institutions, due process, and the rule of law. Now, you are again all-powerful and the world is again in need of fundamental restructuring, but without talking to anyone you appear to be turning your back on things you have championed for half a century and defining your interest narrowly and primarily in terms of military security.”3 Added another Atlanticist, co-chair of the Trilateral Commission and former World Trade Organization Director General Peter Sutherland in another conversation, “You no longer seem as committed to the multilateralism you did so much to foster.” And yet another European, the former EU Ambassador to the United States Hugo Paemen, remarked that “Domestically you have the wonderful system of checks and balances, but in foreign policy you are completely unpredictable, and your pendulum can swing from one side to the other very quickly, while those of us who may be deeply affected have no opportunity even to make our voice heard, let alone to have any influence. This is really worrying because while your intentions are usually good, your actions are frequently informed by ignorance, ideology, or special interests and can have very damaging consequences for the rest of us.”

Strange as it may seem to Americans, many people abroad feel that despite all our talk of democracy, human rights, and free trade America's real aim is to control the destiny of other nations in pursuit of its own short-term interests or ideological preoccupations. Examples are legion, as we are invested in some way in almost every country in the world. Take Korea. Americans tend to see it as a country that owes a lot to the United States—for saving the Koreans from the North Korean and Chinese communists in the early 1950s at a cost of 36,000 American dead, and for providing much of the basis of the Korean economic miracle. More recently, Americans have seen themselves as defending South Korea by linking North Korea with the Axis of Evil, and by withholding promised food and electricity aid to the North until it abandons its nuclear weapons’ programs.

Pleasing and logical as this picture appears to Americans, it can look very different from the other side. While Koreans acknowledge and are grateful for the American sacrifice in their defense, they note that the U.S. action was not 100-percent selfless but was part of a larger policy of containment of communism aimed at protecting American interests. Koreans also point out that after the end of the war, the United States supported a series of brutal military dictatorships that systematically abused the rights of the Korean people without visible protest from Washington. Kim Dae-jung, who has just finished his term as Korea's president, still walks with difficulty because of his years of torture and imprisonment. While it is true that U.S. troops still face North Koreans across the Demilitarized Zone, it is also true that our troops enjoy a kind of imperial status. One of the biggest U.S. military bases in the world is in downtown Seoul where it is a constant irritant. The recurring incidents of U.S. soldiers accidentally killing Koreans in traffic accidents, assaulting local women, and committing infractions of Korean laws have seldom led to an American's being thrown into a Korean jail or tried before a Korean court. The Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA) between the United States and Korea provides that only U.S. authorities are to deal with offenses by U.S. soldiers when they are on duty (in principle, Korean authorities have jurisdiction over off-duty soldiers, but in practice this too is restricted) .

As for the U.S. effort to destabilize North Korea, the South Koreans emphasize that they didn't ask for it and that it conflicts with the “sunshine” policy of the south, which has been trying to build bridges to the north in an effort to achieve gradual change. When I met last year with one of Korea's top foreign policy officials, he begged me to explain to Washington that South Korea cannot afford a sudden collapse of the Northern regime. “We are not West Germany,” he said, “and we cannot afford to absorb the North as West Germany absorbed East Germany.”

U.S. relations with China, a more significant subject for Asia and the world, show a similar disconnect. Although the improvement in U.S.China ties through cooperation on combating Al Qaeda is one of the bright spots of the War on Terror, U.S. attitudes remain ambivalent. On the one hand we have promoted trade and investment with China, so much so that our largest bilateral trade deficit is no longer with Japan but with China as tens of billions of dollars of U.S. investment have poured into the country. On the other hand, with the collapse of the Soviet Union, we have tended to shift the focus of our defense establishment toward China as a potential threat because of its growing economy, its rhetoric about regaining its “rightful role” in the world, its nuclear weapons and upgrading of its military forces, and its insistence on eventually raising the Chinese flag over Taiwan, which it regards as a renegade province. It was partly as a result of these concerns, and in a state of some schizophrenia in view of the rapidly growing economic stakes that the United States moved ahead with the missile defense deployment and designated China a “strategic competitor.” With regard to Taiwan, U.S. attitudes have been particularly ambivalent. Although we cut off formal diplomatic relations with Taiwan and affirmed a “one China” policy after President Nixon's opening to China in 1972, we have continued to maintain close economic ties with the island. Moreover, as it has recently emerged from dictatorship into a democracy and has talked of declaring independence from China, U.S. support of Taiwan has become even stronger, with President Bush announcing major new arms sales and emphasizing that the United States would “do whatever it takes”4 to defend Taiwan.

In my travels in Asia, I found that these actions were causing more alarm than comfort. Few shared the view that China, with its eighteen ballistic missiles and a defense budget one tenth that of the Pentagon, has either the intent or the ability to become a strategic competitor to the United States in any meaningful period of time. Indeed, the Chinese leaders I met were continually expressing the fear that, in lieu of the Soviet Union as an enemy, America now wants to make China the bogeyman and to “keep China down.” They pointed out that it is not China that has ringed the United States with bases or constantly patrols its coast with spy planes. They also pointed out that China's emphasis, with enthusiastic support from both U.S. industry and the U.S. government, has been on economic development, which could be retarded by large military expenditures. As one official in Shanghai said to me: “We want to sell to America, not attack it.” Others, including a former U.S. Defense Secretary, noted the danger of self-fulfilling prophecy, pointing out that if we treat China like an enemy it may begin to think it is one. As for Taiwan, many Asians expressed shock that, after thirty years of carefully maintaining a “one China” policy, we might now endanger the stability of the region by changing a position on which our whole relationship with China is founded. Even in Taiwan, a majority does not support independence, nor is there much fear of a communist invasion. Indeed, it is the Taiwanese who are invading the mainland, where they have invested more than $60 billion. Nearly 500,000 have gone to live in Shanghai alone. Some Asians I spoke with wondered whether the United States just needs an enemy.

Many foreign leaders also mentioned another troubling aspect of U.S. unilateralism—inconsistency and neglect. Afghanistan, they pointed out hardly existed for Americans until 1979, when the Soviet Union invaded and established a puppet communist regime. The U.S. reaction was to fan an Islamist jihad reaction and to fund and arm the Mujahedin, including Osama bin Laden, to oppose the Soviets. Once the Soviets left the country, America lost interest and didn't say a word when the Taliban forced Afghan women out of the schools, out of employment, and back under the veil. Now, of course, America is again keenly interested. From this perspective, the United States can appear unreliable, selfish, and amoral.

A similar Janus face is seen with regard to globalization. America's economic power is as inescapable as its geopolitical presence; over the past fifty years, the United States has become the high priest of globalization, preaching free trade, open markets, privatization, deregulation, and interdependence. When economies like those of Indonesia, Brazil, and Malaysia have gotten into trouble, the United States and the international bodies with which it is closely associated (like the International Monetary Fund) have made emergency loans conditional on an end to subsidies and “crony capitalism.” In endless negotiations with Japan, Korea, and Europe U.S. officials have insisted on an end to protection and subsidies for so-called sensitive sectors, and demanded the opening of markets for rice, beef, citrus fruit, and a host of other products. Preaching “trade not aid” the United States has emphasized free trade agreements such as the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) as the best road to development and growth.

So the world was heartily disappointed by the imposition of emergency tariffs on steel imports into the United States in 2001. Even more offensive was the rationale. Steel, said the U.S. government, is a “sensitive sector” suffering from surges of imports. Many around the world who had suffered the browbeating arrogance of U.S. trade negotiators could only laugh. More significant, however, was the U.S. farm bill that sharply raised subsidies for a whole range of American agricultural products. To mention the impact on just one country, as a result of emergency tariffs and subsidies, nearly 75 percent of crisis-ridden Brazil's exports would not be able to compete in the U.S. market. “So much for trade not aid,” the Brazilians remarked. The situation of Mexico was even more egregious. Despite the NAFTA agreement, strict quotas prevented most Mexican sugar from entering the U.S. market. Meanwhile, Mexican sugar workers lost their jobs as heavily subsidized U.S. corn sweeteners replaced sugar in Mexican soft drinks.

Like trade, global warming has been the object of extensive negotiations over the past twenty years. As the world's biggest source of the greenhouse gases that contribute to the warming, the United States has been a key player in these talks. While the fact of warming is generally agreed upon, its causes, likely extent, and implications remain matters of debate. Because reduction of emissions could also reduce economic growth, the United States has expressed cautious concern but resisted quantitative targets until more is known. In 1992, the United States committed under the Treaty of Rio to make efforts to retard warming, but determinedly kept quotas or specific targets for emissions reductions out of the agreement. Then in March 2001, the Bush administration turned away from any treaty by rejecting eventual ratification of the Kyoto Agreement on Global Warming.

Popular at home, this move was widely condemned in the rest of the world, especially the argument that the world's richest nation couldn't join other countries in trying to stave off potentially severe environmental degradation by reducing emissions because there might be some economic costs.

When President Bush visited Göteborg, Sweden, on June 14, 200l, for meetings with the heads of fifteen European Union countries, he was greeted by hundreds of demonstrators, and the Swedish Prime Minister Goeran Persson spoke for the European leaders when he told the press the United States was pursuing “wrong policies that would endanger the environment.”6

On no issue is the gulf between America and the rest of the world greater than on the Israel-Palestine question. For Americans, Israel is a close friend and ally. Millions of Americans have been to Israel as tourists and hundreds of thousands, if not millions, have lived there themselves or have friends and relatives who live there. For many Jewish and Christian Americans, Israel is the Bible's Promised Land of the Jews. American technology companies have made large investments in cutting-edge factories there. For nearly forty years, the United States has been Israel's chief weapons supplier, defender, and financial backer. Moreover, in the wake of September 11, Americans have come to see Israel's struggle with terrorist suicide bombers as like our own war against the terror of Al Qaeda, and President Bush's demands for an end to Palestinian violence and for new elections to replace the currently elected leaders of the Palestinians (i.e. , Yassar Arafat) thus seem quite natural and legitimate in the United States. Abroad, however, several U.S. allies said that according to their understanding of democracy they would deal with whomever the Palestinians elect, including Yasir Arafat if need be. The rest of the world, while condemning the suicide bombings, also notes that the Palestinians have been under occupation for nearly forty years and that Israeli settlements in the occupied territory have grown inexorably over the past ten. This, say many, constitutes a kind of creeping, quiet violence. Indeed, some have likened it to the U.S. treatment of Native Americans during the settlement of the American frontier in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. In interviews with me in the summer of 2002, a number of foreign leaders emphasized that calling for an end to Palestinian violence without mentioning Israeli settlements is unfair and counterproductive.

This issue has gone far beyond Israel and Palestine and is seeping into a broad range of our foreign policy concerns. During a recent trip through Southeast Asia, I found that attitudes in countries like Indonesia and Malaysia are rapidly being radicalized. Strategically important and traditionally practitioners of a liberal Islam, neither nation has significant ties with the Middle East. Yet few conversations could get past the Israeli-Palestinian imbroglio. Every night on television, they see U.S. leaders holding pep rallies with Israeli leaders and Israelis using American weapons to attack Palestinian targets. The result is that many old friends of America conclude that the United States is attacking Islam itself. In Europe, the situation is not so emotional, but an official in Paris remarked to me that, in view of France's large Muslim minority, “U.S. policy in the Middle East could be seen as a security risk by my government.”

Thus, on issue after issue, many of our friends and allies take a point of view almost completely contrary to our own. Are they idiots? Wimps? Corrupt? While it would be comforting to suppose so, the fact is that it is usually we who are the odd man out. As a nation, we are an outlier. We often don't realize it because of our very size, which tends to blinker our view of others, and of our power, which allows us to assume that our standard or our view is the globally dominant one, or should be. (Thus, on a parochial level, we cling to miles, inches, and Fahrenheit degrees even though the rest of the world long ago moved to the far simpler metric system.) The really perverse aspect of this phenomenon is that because of our power, the rest of the world accommodates us, thereby enabling us to remain blinkered.

While the rest of the world watches America carefully and takes its views into account, Americans are often unaware that other views even exist—or if aware, they don't care.The thing that most irritates foreigners about American unilateralism is not our conscious policy decisions but the obliviousness behind those policies.

Furthermore, as I shall discuss, our sense of mission and self-righteousness makes it hard for us to hear. On the one hand, we don't listen very well because we don't have to, and we tend, in any case, to be- lieve that no one else has much worthwhile to tell us. On the other hand, the rest of the world avoids telling us unpleasant truths because it fears to annoy us. An indication of how blinkered we are is reflected in the results of a massive global public opinion poll done in 2002 by the Pew Research Center for the People and the Press. These results confirmed what I had been hearing in my travels and interviews: namely, that while there is still a reservoir of good will toward the United States, its water level is falling. Two findings, in particular, were significant for my discussion in this book. When asked if America considers others in its policy making, 75 percent of Americans said yes; but in nearly every other country, large majorities said no. A second question asked respondents to give their opinion, first, of Americans as people and, then, of America as a country. The answers showed more positive views of individual Americans than of the country as a whole. For example, in Jordan only 25 percent of respondents had a favorable opinion of the United States, while 53 percent said they liked Americans. Similar figures were obtained throughout the Middle East. All of which seems to confirm that people abroad like us better than they like what we do.

Thus while our intentions are usually honorable, we are capable of making atrocious mistakes. The attacks of September 11 are a perfect example. In retrospect, it wouldn't have taken a Sherlock Holmes to deduce impending danger from clues that were lying around, even on the desk of our National Security Adviser. But we couldn't hear because we didn't think we had to listen. Or think of Vietnam. The French had taken a terrible licking before us—but they were the French. Hadn't they given up as soon as they got a whiff of German lead in World War II? Besides, we weren't trying to reestablish some empire. Our motives were pure. We were fighting godless communism and trying to stop the dominoes from falling. There was just one problem: We didn't have a clue that communism had nothing to do with it. It was all about nationalism and independence, something that we of all people should have understood, but didn't because we didn't pay attention.

It was like a personal experience I had as a graduate student in Japan in the early 1960s. I had been studying Japanese for two years, and while not perfect, I wasn't bad either. One day at Tokyo's Haneda airport, I asked the information booth attendant a question in Japanese. In English she replied that she spoke only a few words of English and thus couldn't answer my question. I then turned to my Chinese wife, who did not speak Japanese, and told her what to say. When my wife repeated my question in Japanese, the attendant responded at once, also in Japanese with the desired information. My point is that the attendant knew foreigners can't speak Japanese, and so couldn't understand her own language when spoken by someone who did not look Japanese. In the same way we Americans often fail to understand because we project ourselves onto the situation.

It is not that we are always wrong while other countries are right. In the case of the Kyoto Treaty, for example, there are good arguments to be made for the Bush administration's position, as I’ll discuss. But our tendency to pronounce rather than explain or even to acknowledge the legitimate concerns of others often undermines our case, even when we have the right argument. In the case of Kyoto, our unilateral approach may have the perverse effect of making it nearly impossible for us to sign onto a modified agreement that is now quite acceptable. More importantly, it has already greatly complicated our efforts to achieve support and cooperation on other more vital issues such as Iraq and the war on terror. In fact, it is because there will inevitably be times when we must act unilaterally that we should lean over backward to act multilaterally whenever we can in order to minimize resistance when we absolutely cannot.

Some may wonder, why we should care at all about what others think as long as they can't hurt us. But that is just the point. They can hurt us, in thousands of ways: for instance, by not cooperating on intelligence about terrorist activities, by not providing staging facilities or overflight rights for American expeditions, or by boycotting American products or promoting alternatives to them. The fact is that the world has become too small and too dangerous for America to ignore the truth of its own role in global affairs or to misunderstand that of others. It's time to wake up to the need to see ourselves as others see us and to decide whether we really want to be “no longer . . . belonging or accepted, not controllable or answerable.” Or whether we want to be the people we imagine ourselves to be, John Winthrop's ideal echoed by President Reagan.

As you read the following chapters keep in mind that choice and its significance—not only for America's foreign relations, but for America itself, for what it was meant to be—the ideal that left our embassies abroad buried in flowers after September 11. Bear in mind also, the second, usually unmentioned part of Winthrop's sermon: “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 through the world, we shall open the mouths of enemies to speak evil of the ways of God and all professors for God's sake: we shall shame the faces of many of God's worthy servants, and cause their prayers to be turned into curses upon us till we be consumed out of the good land whither we are going.”
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