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The New

Transatlantic Project

A response to Robert Kagan

By RONALD D. AsMuUs AND
KENNETH M. POLLACK

OR 50 YEARS and more, the United States and our

European allies cooperated in a grand strategic venture to

create a democratic, peaceful, prosperous continent free of

threats from within and without. At the dawn of a new cen-

tury, that task is approaching completion. This autumn both
NATO and the EU are likely to launch so-called “Big Bang” rounds of
enlargement, encompassing up to seven and ro countries, respectively. If
successful, these moves will help lock in democracy and security from the
Baltic to the Black Sea.

Relations between Russia and the West are also back on track. Russian
President Vladimir Putin has opted to protect Moscow’s interests by cooper-
ating with the U.S. and Europe rather than by trying to play a spoiler role.
The certitude of that decision and, above all, the depth of Moscow’s com-
mitment to democracy at home remain open questions. But Putin’s turn to
the West has further reduced the risk that Russia might again become a
strategic adversary and has instead opened a window to put the West’s rela-

Ronald D. Asmus is senior transatlantic fellow at the German Marshall
Fund of the United States and an adjunct senior fellow at the Council on
Foreign Relations. Kenneth M. Pollack is director of research at the
Saban Center for Middle East Policy at the Brookings Institution. They
both served in the Clinton administration.
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tions with Russia on a more stable and cooperative footing.

There is still work to be done. Not all of the European democracies are
fully functional and not all of the European economies are prosperous.
Completing Central and Eastern Europe’s integration will take time even
after they join NATO and the Eu. Balkan instability has been stemmed but
the underlying tensions are not yet resolved. Ukraine’s westward integration
and that of Russia will remain works in progress for years to come. And the
West is only waking up to the challenge of the Caucasus and Central Asia.

But the key cornerstones of a new, peaceful European order are in place.
The grand strategic issues that preoccupied statesmen and strategists for the
second half of the twentieth century — Germany’s internal order and place

in Europe, the anchoring of Central and Eastern
The ke y Europe to the West, and the establishment of the
foundation for a democratic Russia to integrate itself
cornerstones with Europe — have been or are in the process of
being largely resolved. Europe today is at peace with
Of a new, itself and more democratic and secure than at any
time in history. If Harry Truman and his European
p eacef ul counterparts could look down upon us today, they

EMTOP ean would no doubt be proud of what has been accom-
plished in their names.

order are in Unfortunately, there is bad news too. The extraor-
dinary accomplishment of the Atlantic alliance does

p lace. not mean that America and Europe are now safe

and secure. Success on the continent has been
matched by the emergence of new threats from beyond. September 11 has
brought home what a number of strategists have been predicting for years
— that the new century would usher in new, different, and potentially very
dangerous threats to our societies. On the verge of eradicating the danger to
our societies from intra-European war and thermonuclear exchanges, we are
faced with new scourges — terrorism, weapons of mass destruction, mass
migrations, rogue and failed states, and the threat of disruptions to the eco-
nomic lifelines of the world.

September 11 has become a symbol and metaphor for the new perils
looming on the horizon. No one can doubt that Osama bin Laden would
have used weapons of mass destruction on September 11 if he had had
them. We know that al Qaeda and similar groups are trying to obtain such
weapons and will, in all probability, use them if they succeed. The odds of
their success are too good for comfort. Indeed, the likelihood of weapons of
mass destruction being used against our citizens and societies is probably
greater today than at any time since the Cuban missile crisis.

While America is the target of choice for these terrorists, Europe may not
be far behind. It was certainly no accident that the United States was struck
September 11, but it is not much of a stretch to imagine a similar attack on
Europe in the future. There is already ample evidence of past terrorist plots

4 Policy Review



The New Transatlantic Project

by these groups on the continent. As the U.S. hardens as a target, the temp-
tation to strike in Europe may grow. If one examines the ideology and goals
of many of these groups, their hatred is rooted as much in who we are as in
the details of specific policies. For them, it is not a great leap to shift from
striking Washington to hitting London, Paris, or Brussels.

Even if Europe is only a distant second on the target list of most terrorists
today, it is threatened by other problems spawned by the same undercur-
rents that created al Qaeda and its anti-American allies. Terrorists have often
made Europe their preferred shooting gallery, even when their victims have
been Americans, Israelis, or their own dissidents. Weapons of mass destruc-
tion and medium-range ballistic missiles in the hands of rogue Middle
Eastern states would be able to target European cities. Finally, the instability
of the states on the southern and eastern shores of the Mediterranean poses
a threat to trade across the inland sea, potentially producing vast waves of
desperate immigrants headed north and west toward the riches and opportu-
nity of Europe.

The intersection of these trends requires the United States and Europe to
rethink the purpose of the transatlantic relationship. For the past half-centu-
ry, our common purpose was to defend Europe from threats on the conti-
nent. Today the most dangerous threats to both American and European
security emanate from beyond Furope. The greatest risk of large numbers of
Americans and Europeans being killed no longer comes from a Russian
invasion or even ethnic war in the Balkans. It is the threat of terrorists or
rogue states in the Greater Middle East armed with weapons of mass
destruction attacking our citizens, our countries, or our vital interests
abroad.

Addressing this threat is the strategic challenge of our time. It is for our
generation of leaders the equivalent of what facing down Stalin was for
Truman and his counterparts in 1949. The question is whether both sides of
the Atlantic will demonstrate the wisdom and strategic foresight of their pre-
decessors to recast the transatlantic relationship to meet this new test. Like
building a secure and democratic Europe, the task will not be easy, it will
not be cheap, and it will not be quick. But it will make our lives and the
world a much better place, and it is a challenge we must meet, lest it threat-
en not only the Atlantic alliance, but the lives and livelihoods of our peoples
themselves.

The new challenge

EITHER THE U.S. nor Europe has yet fully come to terms with
the nature of the new threat we face, our inherent vulnerabilities
as Western democracies, and the consequences for our future
national security policies. This threat is not just terrorism of the sort many
countries, particularly in Europe, have known in past decades. It is the inter-
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weaving of terrorism, weapons of mass destruction, and failed and rogue
states from Marrakesh to Bangladesh. Moreover, these problems are them-
selves only symptoms of the deeper economic and political turmoil afflicting
the region.

German Foreign Minister Joschka Fisher has called the combination of
weapons of mass destruction in the hands of terrorists driven by anti-
Western ideologies a “new totalitarian threat.” Like other twentieth century
totalitarians, today’s Islamic fanatics claim that they possess absolute truth,
despise Western modernity yet borrow from its technological accomplish-
ments in an effort to destroy it, and believe that force and terror are neces-
sary for a new utopia to replace the current corrupt and decadent world.1

This new form of terrorism is fed by wells of hatred and disaffection
throughout the region. The result is a Maoist “sea” in which terrorists swim
and hide. Their ideologies and causes encourage attacks on American mili-
tary targets one day, attacks on Israeli, German, or British civilians the next,
and attacks on French businesses the day after that. Unfortunately, it may be
only a matter of time before it involves the potentially catastrophic use of
weapons of mass destruction by either terrorists or rogue states. The only
question is whether those weapons will be used first by al Qaeda against the
United States, by G1a against France, by Kashmiri separatists against India,
or by some other group against some other nation.

It is understandable that the initial reaction to September 1 1, especially in
the United States, has been the desire to bolster homeland defense and to go
after the perpetrators of the attacks militarily. Yet the more we come to
understand the challenge we face, the clearer it becomes that our current
approach, though necessary, is inadequate. We can reduce but never elimi-
nate our inherent vulnerabilities as democratic nations whose strength and
vitality rest on our openness to the world. Even if we dramatically improve
our defenses at home, we will never build anything near a failsafe system. A
90 percent success rate may be excellent in many areas, but it is not good
enough when we are dealing with terrorist groups and regimes willing to use
weapons of mass destruction against us. A 1o percent or even 1 percent fail-
ure rate can lead to the deaths of thousands or tens of thousands of our citi-
zens.

It would therefore be wrong to adopt a modern-day version of a Maginot
Line strategy. Instead, we need to go on the offensive to address the root
causes and not just the symptoms of terrorism and the other problems we
face. To be sure, such a strategy must have a military component. But terror-
ism is primarily a political problem and the war against terrorism must be
won on the political battlefield as well as the military one. We need to think

1For a comparison of today’s Islamic terrorists with twentieth century totalitarians see
Jeffrey Herf, “What is Old and What is New in the Terrorism of Islamic
Fundamentalism?” Partisan Review Lx1x:1 (Winter 2002).
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not only in terms of military preemption but political preemption as well.

While we often talk about the terrorist threat as a global one, the chal-
lenge we face is de facto concentrated in one specific geographic region —
the Greater Middle East. That region starts with Northern Africa and Egypt
and Israel at the eastern end of the Mediterranean and extends throughout
the Persian Gulf to Afghanistan and Pakistan. In some ways, it can be seen
as encompassing the turbulent regions of the Caucasus and perhaps even
Central Asia to the extent that those regions suffer from the same underlying
problems. It is from this region that the greatest threats to our security come
— in the form of foot soldiers for future terrorist attacks, the funding and
financing for such attacks, the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction
that can be used against us, the overflow of civil

wars from one state to the next, and the refugee While most

flows that all of these developments inevitably trig-

ger. of the world
To make matters worse, the region itself is becom-

ing a geopolitical tinderbox. Violent conflict there marches

can have a direct impact on our economic livelihood
and civilization. A new Arab-Israeli war could spark
spillover effects in both Europe and the United twenty-ﬁrst
States. One need only imagine the consequences of a

radicalized anti-Western successor regime in Saudi century, the
Arabia or a nuclear-armed Pakistan in the hands of

an anti-Western Islamic regime to understand the Greater
far-reaching impact that events in the region can Middle East
have on Western security.

The Greater Middle East suffers from a crisis of Clings to the
governance coupled with the inability of its states to
meet the challenges of modernity and globalization. ][ ourteenth.
While most of the world marches into the twenty-
first century, the Greater Middle East clings to the fourteenth. Its regimes are
increasingly out of step with its people. Its economies, even those buttressed
by massive oil wealth, fail to provide prosperity or even dignity to its people.
Its educational systems produce masses of literate but maleducated young
people whom the floundering social safety net can no longer support, leav-
ing them ripe for exploitation by the purveyors of hate and terror.
Meanwhile, a new wave of modern communications has awakened the
region to its own comparative backwardness and given voice to hatemon-
gers seeking to blame that backwardness on the plots of the West.

The failure of the Greater Middle Eastern regimes in the most basic sense
has, in turn, helped breed the extreme ideologies, movements, and rogue
states that now pose a potentially existential threat to the West. Not all of
the region’s woes can be traced directly to the underlying problems of politi-
cal, economic, and social stagnation, but even those that cannot have been
greatly exacerbated by these larger effects of the failure of the Greater

into the
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Middle East. The Arab-Israeli conflict started for other reasons, but these
deeper problems are now feeding it. Saddam Hussein is as much a symptom
of the problem as its cause, but he too is capitalizing on it, making himself a
far greater threat to the West than he would be if the region were not so
volatile. America’s problems are with Saddam Hussein while Europe’s prob-
lems are with North African and Middle Eastern emigration and extremist
groups, yet both are threatened by the Arab-Israeli violence that might deto-
nate the entire region.

To meet this challenge, the West needs a strategy that is more than a mili-
tary campaign. While killing Osama bin Laden and toppling Saddam are
important objectives, by themselves they are not enough. Indeed, if pursued

in isolation, they could fail or even be counterpro-

ductive. While we need to attack the capacity of ter-

Western rorists and rogue states to inflict harm on us, we also

need to change the dynamics that created such mon-

strategy must  syous groups and regimes in the first place. If we do

address the not, th.e names of the failed states, rogue states, and

terrorists will change, but their causes and the

root causes o f threats we face will not. Instead, in five or 10 years,

) we could face new terrorist groups and new rogue

this p?"Ob lem, states that have learned from the experience of their
predecessors, and so will pose even greater dangers.

Western strategy must address the root causes of
symptoms. this problem, not just the symptoms. While continu-

not just the

ing to wage the military war on terrorism, we must

make an equally firm commitment to a political
strategy that would help transform the Middle East itself. It would mean
changing the nature of the anti-Western regimes from which our enemies
draw sanctuary, support, and successors by seeking to create more participa-
tory, inclusive, and accountable regimes that can live in peace with one
another. It would mean a new form of democracy in the Greater Middle
East. It would mean a new economic system that could provide work, digni-
ty, and livelihoods for the people of the region. It would mean helping
Middle Eastern societies come to grips with modernity and create new civil
societies that allow them to compete and integrate in the modern world
without losing their sense of cultural uniqueness. Working to secure these
kinds of changes must be at the center of our strategy. In the end, these
issues will be critical to winning the war on terrorism and eradicating the
litany of threats to our security from this region.

This is a tall order. Heretofore, such goals have been considered unreach-
able or simply a bridge too far. Talk about political and economic change
has rarely turned into action. All too often we have embraced whichever
autocratic leader seemed least undesirable and/or most inclined to share our
views, ignoring the aspirations of the people of the Greater Middle East.
Indeed, there are few places in the world where Western values and princi-
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ples on one hand, and the reality of our policy on the other, stand in greater
contradiction. This has only contributed to the widespread perception that
the U.S. is a hypocritical country pursuing a double standard and caring lit-
tle about the peoples of the region despite its lofty principles.

September 11 has shown us that the status quo is no longer tolerable and
that our past policies have led us into a strategic dead end. Many of the
regimes in the region are failing, and one of the consequences of their fail-
ures is a growing, possibly existential, and unacceptable threat to our coun-
tries. We therefore need a strategy to help this region transform itself from
within into more equitable and open societies that no longer produce ideolo-
gies and people intent on killing us. Regime change cannot mean only get-
ting rid of the current set of bad guys. It must also mean a long-term com-
mitment to ensuring that the right kind of successor regimes follow in their
wake.

This is a strategic project that will take not years, but decades. Its accom-
plishment exceeds the ability of any one country, including the United States.
It will require sustained political, economic, and military cooperation.
Critics will say that such a strategy is too ambitious, that we should scale
back our goals and hope that a more circumscribed approach will be suffi-
cient to stem the threat. But hope is not a policy.

Elements of a strategy

HAT WOULD A COMMON transatlantic strategy to address this

threat look like in practice? The starting point would be the

recognition that the greatest threats to both sides of the Atlantic
today no longer come from within the continent but beyond it and in partic-
ular from the Greater Middle East. Those threats are not second-tier risks
but very real and potentially existential dangers because they involve the
growing likelihood of the use of weapons of mass destruction against our
homelands.

We also need to stop looking at the problems and crises in the Greater
Middle East as separate or distinct problems that can be addressed in isola-
tion. A common set of driving forces across the region from Northern Africa
to Pakistan is contributing to the toxic combination of radical anti-Western
ideologies, terrorism, rogue states, failed states, and the drive to acquire
weapons of mass destruction. The problems we face in Afghanistan, the
Israeli-Arab conflict, Iraq, and Iran are all parts of the same interwoven
tapestry and a larger strategic problem. Indeed, to some extent, their impact
can be felt in the problems of the Caucasus and Central Asia as well.

Most of the people of the region suffer from underlying problems of eco-
nomic stagnation, political alienation, maleducation, and an inability to
come to terms with modernity. We need to encourage them to address these
problems themselves, while we provide them with assistance — both
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resources and expertise. Too often in the past, we have allowed democratiza-
tion and economic liberalization to slip to the bottom of our list of concerns
with our allies in the region. This must stop. The need for transformation
must move to the top of both American and European priorities, which
must also recognize that this will not be easy for the states of the region.

The West cannot and should not seek to impose its own models of gover-
nance on the region. The transformation of the Greater Middle East will
inevitably entail elements of democratization, free market economics, rule of
law, and progressive education as we understand them. But it is not up to us
to dictate the final shape the region adopts. Instead, our goal should be to
help the voices for progress in the region be heard and to help craft a new
society. We do not know what Arab or Islamic
modernity will look like. We can help the peoples of
Our g oal the region to lay the foundation for achievli)ng Ii)t. But
should be to it will bé up to them to deﬁpe it. ‘ ' .

The first place to start implementing this policy
help the voices should be Afghanistan. We must be just as commit-
ted to the success of the new government in
f or progress Afghanistan as we were to the military defeat of the
Taliban. We cannot shy from the task of nation-
building. The United States made the mistake of
be beard and  walking away from Afghanistan last time — and
reaped the harvest of that mistake on September 11.
to help cr af t a If the U.S. again disengages, we will send the mes-
sage to the rest of the region that we are only inter-
ested in destroying Islamic societies, not in building
them. It will fuel the hatreds and the lies spread by
Osama bin Laden and his ilk. It will make allies less willing to let us repeat
Enduring Freedom against Saddam’s Iraq — after all, the last thing they will
want is for us to topple his regime if we plan to leave behind Afghan-style
chaos.

Afghanistan is also an opportunity to set a precedent for positive change
and transformation, and to show the rest of the region what the West is
committed to. The opening up of Central Asia to an expanded U.S. and
Western presence should also be used to encourage these regimes to reform
and modernize and not as an excuse not to do so. After all, these countries
— as members of the osck and the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council —
are already officially part of the Euro-Atlantic community. Our priority must
be to ensure they become part of the solution and not part of the problem.

The second area in which the United States and Europe need to work
together to help the region modernize is the Arab-Israeli conflict. The United
States and Europe must bury their differences and make a more determined
and sustained effort to address the problems there. Although solving this
puzzle may take years or decades, we have learned that ignoring the prob-
lem only makes it much worse — and makes it harder for the United States

in the region

new society.
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to do anything else in the region. Political and economic transformation can
greatly ease the process of Arab-Israeli reconciliation, and this needs to be
furthered. President Bush is certainly right that a stable, peaceful, and pros-
perous Palestinian state will require democracy and therefore, at some point,
the old leadership will have to go. But the administration is putting the cart
before the horse: We can’t wait for a new Palestinian society to emerge
before resuming negotiations because we cannot allow a festering Arab-
Israeli wound to prevent the pursuit of our broader agenda in the region. We
may not be able to solve the Israeli-Palestinian problem in the near term, but
we need to get it under control so that we can get to work on the other
threats. Consequently, the U.S. and Europe must find a way to come togeth-
er behind a common approach — and to use their

political, economic, and military clout to help main-

tain a settlement once it has been reached. If Saddam
required, NATO allies should be prepared to help

. Hussein and
monitor such a settlement.

Third, Saddam Hussein and his regime must go, bis regime
both because his pursuit of nuclear weapons endan-
gers the vital Persian Gulf region and because a must go, or

longer-term strategy of promoting democratic
change in the Greater Middle East is all but impossi-
ble as long as FhlS modern—da}f Stal'm maintains his 0 ]( prom otin g
brutal totalitarian state. This is going to require a

else a strategy

full-scale invasion of Iraqg. It would be far better for democratic
all concerned if the U.S. and Europe wage this cam- .
paign together, relying on NaTO if possible. Not change 1s

merely to bring the collective power of NATO to the
military operation, which may be the less demand-
ing part of such an endeavor, but because securing
and rebuilding Iraq will be a long and potentially costly operation that will
require a sustained security presence (albeit not nearly so costly as many sus-
pect, thanks to Iraq’s fabulous oil wealth) better handled collectively.
Establishing a more democratic successor regime is as critical to our collec-
tive future as the destruction of Saddam’s weapons of mass destruction.

Fourth, Iran too is a country where the United States and Europe need to
help the process of regime change, albeit in ways very different from those
appropriate to Iraq. The good news is that nowhere is the process of change
more apparent than in Iran, where reform is only a matter of time and
demographics. The bad news is that the country continues to be run by a
narrow theocracy that has fought the process of democratic change at every
step and pursues a foreign policy that is anathema to the United States and
Europe. In the short term, this means finding ways to prevent the current
Iranian government from terrorizing the region while finding ways to help
the emergence of a new Iranian polity.

Finally, the United States and Europe need to promote change not only in

impossible.
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our adversaries but also among our friends and allies in the region. We can-
not credibly insist on regime change in countries like Iraq and look the other
way when it comes to Saudi Arabia and Egypt. September 11 drove home
that the recruiting and financial base for many terrorist groups is in these
countries. New opportunities to facilitate change may also be starting to
emerge. There are now political forces in the region and an emerging civil
society that themselves embrace the need for change. In spring 2002, the
United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) and the Arab Fund for
Economic and Social Development published Arab Human Development
Report: Creating Opportunities for Future Generations, authored by 2.2 dis-
tinguished Arab social scientists, which identified the same problems of
political disenfranchisement, corruption, economic
> stagnation, arbitrary legal codes, and maleducation
The United as the sources of regional ailments. The report called
States and on the countries of the region to begin a process of

transformation and on the developed world to pro-
Europe need vide the assistance necessary to make such a trans-

formation a reality. Thus our job is not necessarily to
lo promote force change on a wholly reluctant region, but to
empower those striving for change and provide them

cbang & with the support necessary to achieve it.

among our Consequently we should not assume we will be
alone in this endeavor. We will have allies in the men

friends and and women of the Greater Middle East who are

seeking to embrace modernity and take advantage of
globalization. In Saudi Arabia, the crown prince
himself is working to reform Saudi education and
law, curtail the corruption of his own family, create a more viable economy
that is not wholly dependent on oil revenues, foster Islamic values of toler-
ance and charity, and give the Saudi people a greater say in their own gover-
nance. Among the Palestinians, there are groups who recognize that the
Middle East does not need yet another corrupt Arab kleptocracy and are
calling for political change, transparency, and accountability. Even in Egypt,
where time is measured in centuries rather than years, President Hosni
Mubarak has at times taken halting steps to privatize Egypt’s moribund
national industries and energize the Egyptian economy.

Taken together, even such tentative initiatives could serve as the blueprint
for a grand strategy not only to win the war on terrorism, but also to build
the foundation for peace in the region through political transformation and
regional cooperation. Successfully implementing such a strategy will in all
likelihood take decades. It will require systematic and sustained U.S.-
European coordination and cooperation. In other words, it requires an
alliance. Neither the U.S. nor Europe can fix the Greater Middle East by
itself. By itself, Europe is not in a position to pursue such an ambitious agen-
da. Although the U.S. wields power on a far grander scale, American will

allies as well.
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and might have their limits. We may not be able to do it even together. But
together, and working with those in the region who aspire to the same
changes, we would certainly have a much better chance to succeed.

Can it be done?

AN THIS GENERATION of Western leaders perform the modern-

day equivalent of what Truman and European leaders did in 1949?

The tone of recent transatlantic discourse suggests that the answer
may be no. Although September 11 initially produced a tremendous out-
pouring of solidarity across the Atlantic, the mood has since soured into one
of the ugliest U.S.-European spats in recent memory. It has become fashion-
able on both sides to argue that the differences today are deeper than ever,
and that the values and interests that held this relationship together may be
in danger of fraying or even breaking. Euro-trashing is as much in vogue in
some right-wing circles in Washington as America-bashing is in left-wing cir-
cles in Europe.

Current transatlantic differences are real. But it is also important to look
beyond the current intellectual fads and see what underlies them — and
what doesn’t. U.S.-European differences fall into two categories. The first
are those disputes that arise from the fact that our societies are more inte-
grated than any two parts of the planet. Clashes over the environment, child
custody, the death penalty, and genetically modified food are important and
make for great headlines. But they are not strategic in nature. The fact that
we are debating them so intensely is a sign of how closely integrated our
societies have become. They are the problems of success, not failure. Such
differences were far greater in 1949. They did not prevent us from creating
a strategic alliance then. They should not prevent us from working together
on a new strategic agenda today.

But there is also a second category of differences. These disputes revolve
around how the U.S. and Europe view the outside world, assess threats, and
seek to meet them. They are rooted not only in our respective interests but
are shaped by our size, historical experiences, strategic cultures, and the
asymmetry in power and responsibility that both sides of the Atlantic bring
to the table.? Such differences directly affect our ability, or lack thereof, to
cooperate on questions of war and peace. They can become strategic in
nature. The central question in the transatlantic relationship today is
whether the U.S. and Europe can still harmonize these differences and coa-
lesce around a new strategic purpose and paradigm to guide future coopera-
tion across the Atlantic.

At first glance there are few issues or places where the gap across the

2See Robert Kagan, “Power and Weakness,” Policy Review 113 (June-July 2002).
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Atlantic would appear to be greater than the thorny strategic issues of bring-
ing peace to the Greater Middle East. Making this challenge the centerpiece
of transatlantic cooperation is akin to mission impossible, critics will sug-
gest. Without underestimating or downplaying these differences, several
caveats are nevertheless needed to put them into perspective.

First, until the present, neither the U.S. nor Europe felt a compelling
strategic need to have a common strategy on these issues. Neither side of the
Atlantic has been willing to make the political commitment to develop one.
When it came to dealing with Moscow during the Cold War, both sides of
the Atlantic relied on each other’s counsel, cooperation, and commitment to
forge a common approach. But this has rarely been the case in the Greater

Middle East. The U.S. has often preferred to keep

Europe on the sidelines, and key European countries

Past U.S.- had their own reasons to pursue a go-it-alone

European approach. Both sides no longer have that luxury in
) the wake of September 11.

dszerences Second, U.S.-European differences on the key

issues in the Greater Middle East, while often bitter,
are largely tactical and not strategic in nature. They
relate not to ends but to the means by which to
reach them. Americans and Europeans do not dis-
West from agree over Israel’s right to exist or the need for a

L Palestinian state and a peace settlement — and, at

winning the the end of the day, Europe is likely to support almost

any settlement to the Arab-Israeli conflict that the
Cold War. U.S. can bring about. Nor does Europe oppose top-

pling Saddam Hussein, although it has grave doubts
about how the Bush administration might go about doing so and what
Washington’s policy is for the day after. Yet these differences are not neces-
sarily deeper than the issues that divided us during the Cold War over how
best to deal with Moscow.

Third, past U.S.-European differences did not prevent the West from win-
ning the Cold War. The alliance won not because we agreed on everything
all the time but because there was a commitment to face the challenge
together, to share risks and responsibilities, and to work within a common
framework to iron out differences. U.S.-European consultations were not
always a hindrance but often led to better policy as many a foolish
American or European idea got shot down in the process. Nor did the West
prevail simply because of U.S. military power. Americans and Europeans still
debate whether Ronald Reagan’s arms buildup or Willy Brandt’s Ostpolitik
was more important in bringing communism to its knees. Ultimately, it was
the one-two punch of soft and hard power provided by Europe and America
that helped undermine and eventually topple communism.

All of this suggests that bringing the U.S. and Europe together around
such a new and ambitious strategic agenda, while certainly difficult, is

did not

prevent the
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doable. The fundamental problem bedeviling the transatlantic relationship
today is the lack of a common strategic purpose and a shared commitment
on both sides of the Atlantic that would generate the will to harmonize
divergent views and create a joint strategy.

Achieving such a new consensus would have clear-cut strategic benefits
for both sides. A common U.S.-European front would leave our adversaries
with less room for maneuver. Working together would give Washington a
degree of political acceptance and international legitimacy the U.S. cannot
acquire on its own. While the U.S. will be a dominant partner in many
areas, there are other areas where Europe is not only more willing, but also
potentially more able, to achieve the kinds of results we need.

A common approach could also give the U.S. more and better strategic
options. If the U.S. chooses to go it alone, our actions will be circumscribed
by what we can do on our own. It could lead us to opt for a more limited,
largely military approach — but also one that would fail to get at the root
causes of the problem and would therefore be less likely to succeed. While
the administration often points to the problems that can come from trying to
mount a coalition effort, unilateral action may also lead us into dangerous
strategic choices.

As strong as the United States is today, we are deluding ourselves if we
think we can meet this strategic challenge by ourselves. Afghanistan is a
sober reminder in this regard. While the U.S. did the lion’s share of fighting
to defeat the Taliban, we soon discovered that our dependence on European
assistance was considerable. Today there are more European forces on the
ground than American. When it comes to the arduous effort of rebuilding
Afghanistan, our policy is dependent on the close cooperation and support
of our European and other allies.

The same is likely to be true when it comes to the other pieces of the
Greater Middle Eastern puzzle. A sustainable peace settlement of the Arab-
Israeli conflict will require close U.S.-European support and cooperation.
Some Americans may prefer that the U.S. fight Saddam Hussein on its own,
but a common U.S.-European front would make the job much easier.> And
when it comes to the thorny question of securing and rebuilding Iraq after
Saddam is gone, we will be even more dependent on the assistance and sup-
port of our European allies. The list is almost endless.

Is Europe up to this challenge? Our allies have not yet had their own
“Pear]l Harbor,” forcing them to fundamentally rethink their national priori-
ties the way Americans have since September 11, 2001. One can only hope
that Europe will learn from America’s mistakes. It may take a major terrorist
attack in Europe to provide that jolt — just as it did here. But this does not

3For a discussion of the utility of a coalition effort against Saddam Hussein, see Kenneth
M. Pollack, The Threatening Storm: The Case for Invading Iraq (Random House, forth-
coming).
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mean that European elite and public attitudes have not shifted at all.
European governments have already gone farther than many expected in
providing intelligence support, cooperating on law enforcement issues, and
working together on the financial and economic aspects of the war on ter-
rorism. While Europe has fallen behind the United States, collectively they
remain the second most powerful set of militaries in the world. With modest
investments in key areas, our allies can take on an even greater share of the
burden in the future.

Europeans are also feeling increasingly vulnerable. In terms of public sup-
port, a recent study conducted by the Chicago Council on Foreign Relations
and the German Marshall Fund, as well as the U.S. government’s own public
opinion polls, suggest that potential majority support exists in many key
European states for the use of force to rid Saddam of his weapons of mass
destruction. In spite of all the press coverage over European nervousness
regarding U.S. policy on Iraq, many allies in private are signaling that they
are prepared, in principle, to go to war in Iraq as long as they are convinced
that it will be done right — that Washington will obtain UN authorization,
has a credible strategy for ensuring that such a war does not destabilize the
region, and is committed to working with Europe to rebuild Iraq after
Saddam is gone.

Ultimately, Europeans, precisely because they share our values, are likely
to be the most dependable allies we have. Indeed, for the more ambitious
strategy this article lays out, their cooperation is indispensable. And in fact,
the more ambitious agenda called for here is more likely to attract European
support than the Bush administration’s current approach.

This does not mean that Europe will give the U.S. a blank check. As they
did during the Cold War, Europeans will ask realistic and, at times, pointed
questions. We will have to work to gain their support. They are looking for
a common strategic framework and a say commensurate with the risks they
assume and the resources they devote. That is normal among friends and
allies — and we would behave no differently if roles were reversed. We
should listen to their questions and criticism. If we can’t answer them,
maybe we need to take a second look at our own strategy. If we are con-
vinced that we need to go ahead in any case and despite their doubts, we can
always do so.

Toward a new purpose and paradigm

N APRIL 4, 1949, Harry Truman spoke at NATO’s founding in
Washington, D.C. He defined NATO as an alliance to defend the
common values and civilization of the democracies on both sides of
the Atlantic. The existential threat that Truman and his colleagues faced was
Stalin and the Soviet Union. In establishing NATO, Truman and his counter-
parts overcame the doubts of those who did not believe the U.S. and Europe
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could forge a common strategy vis-a-vis Moscow. Fortunately, Truman
ignored such counsel and decided that the strategic imperative of the day
required the U.S. and Europe to forge a common strategy. In doing so, he
changed the course of history. He would later view NATO’s founding as one
of the accomplishments of which he was most proud.

Today the United States and Europe once again face a potentially existen-
tial threat. There is little doubt that the same values and civilization that
Truman spoke about defending in 1949 are again at risk. Meeting this very
different challenge today requires no less unified a strategic response. What
is less clear is whether today’s leaders on either side of the Atlantic are capa-
ble of coming together around a new common purpose and the strategic
framework needed to modernize and mobilize the
Atlantic alliance for this task.

During the twentieth century, Europe was the TOd&Zy the
locus of some of the greatest wars mankind has  [Juited States
known. During the Cold War the greatest threat to
international security emanated from the East-West and Europe
standoff on the continent. Today, the Greater .
Middle East is the region with that distinction. In once again

Europe, it took two world wars for us to understand f ce d
that the key to an enduring peace on the continent

was not simply managing or muting age-old hatreds potential ly
and geopolitical rivalries, but overcoming them . )
through political transformation, democracy, and existential
integration. If history teaches us anything, it is that threat.

our best hope for a durable peace in the Greater
Middle East, too, lies in the transformation of these
countries into more democratic and prosperous societies capable of working
together.

Forging a new strategic purpose across the Atlantic is not going to happen
without the leadership of the United States and the president personally.
While there is plenty that Europe must do, the lead in establishing this new
direction and purpose must come from this side of the Atlantic. No one else
has the authority and the influence to set the kind of new and bold strategic
direction and priorities this article calls for. Yet that is precisely one of the
ingredients that is missing today — a U.S. commitment to crafting a com-
mon U.S.-European approach to confront the most pressing strategic issues
of the day — and to make the modernization of America’s most important
alliance a priority in meeting that challenge. The starting point for such an
overhaul of the transatlantic agenda must be in Washington. Unilateralism
and ad hoc coalitions will not be good enough.

Europe also needs to change. It must wake up to the fact that the threat
we face is a common one — as well as one for which it, too, is woefully
unprepared. It must stop seeking to define its identity and role in the world
in contradistinction to that of America. It should learn from the mistakes of
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the United States — and not wait until it, too, suffers a major attack result-
ing in horrific loss of life. If Europe wants to remain the great partner of the
United States, it must put its money where its mouth is and devote the
resources required for it to assume the stature to which it aspires.

History occasionally grants leaders opportunities to turn tragedies into
opportunities. September 11 has given President Bush such an opportunity.
As before, a U.S. president and his European counterparts have a chance to
recast the transatlantic relationship to meet the new dangers of this new era.
Thus far neither side of the Atlantic has stepped up to that challenge — and
that needs to be the first change we make together.
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Now, Play the
India Card

By LLoYD RICHARDSON

(\HEI: s. WAR in Afghanistan drives home this point:
We can no longer afford to analyze U.S. security poli-

cy in Asia pursuant to paradigms developed to fit the

realities of the Cold War. Many of these realities have

changed. For example, in the 1970s, when the Soviet

Union was still the principal threat to the U.S., we

played the China card. The Chinese were happy to oblige, confronting the

Soviet threat as they did along their common border in Central Asia. For

almost two decades, that reality — the threat posed to China by the Soviets

— ensured a degree of alignment in U.S.-China strategic interests. Through

this experience we came to see our relationship with China as valuable in its

own right, not simply as a foil to Soviet power. The strategic reality in Asia

changed with the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1989. But over a decade

later, that same Cold War paradigm still makes us tend to analyze our rela-

tionship with China as though it were the centerpiece of U.S. foreign policy
in Asia.

By contrast, by the time we played the China card in 1971, India had

Lloyd Richardson, a Washington lawyer, is a former U.S. foreign service
officer and Asia specialist.
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been relegated to a lesser role in our strategic thinking. That was not always
the case. In the first two decades of the Cold War, India and Pakistan both
had been viewed as frontline states, critical to containing the expansion of
Soviet and (after 1949) Chinese communism in South Asia. By the late 60s,
however, India had proved to be a feckless partner — a would-be great
power, with neither the military nor the economic strength to enforce its
utopian foreign policy. Worse, India in 1971 abandoned its preachy neutral-
ity to become a full-fledged member of the Soviet camp. Pakistan, for its
part, had been a more loyal ally in the Cold War, but was fractious in its
relations with India. By the late 60s, both countries had come to be consid-
ered in Washington as “too difficult” to deal with. This development coin-
cided with doctrinal changes that had begun to
downplay the strategic importance of South Asia

We ignore generally.
South Asi a, This is where the paradigm got stuck. What has
evolved since is a pattern in which we ignore South
zncludzng Asia, including India, as irrelevant to U.S. interests
. — until crisis strikes. When the Soviets invaded
I %dl&l, as Afghanistan in December of 1979, South Asia sud-

denly became important to us again, but at that
point U.S. attention was focused primarily on
U.S. interests  Pakistan as a conduit for military aid to the Afghan

mujahideen. Once the Soviets withdrew from
until crisis Afghanistan in 1989, South Asia returned to the
back burner.

Nuclear testing by both Pakistan and India in
May 1998 provoked renewed U.S. concern with
that now-nuclear rivalry, and nonproliferation economic and military sanc-
tions followed. As a result, in the last two years of the Clinton administra-
tion, the India relationship enjoyed an unusual high-level focus, culminating
in President Clinton’s May 2000 trip to India, the first presidential visit in
22 years (perhaps fittingly, the last visit having been made by President
Carter on his nonproliferation crusade).

The September 11 attacks on the United States have kept South Asia in
the limelight, as we have recruited both India and Pakistan to the war on
terrorism. That very war on terrorism, however, has exacerbated tensions
between Pakistan and India over continuing political violence in Kashmir.
The result? Another flurry of high-level diplomatic activity by the United
States, secking to defuse these tensions between our two allies. But this most
recent round of activity — successful as it was — still fits the pattern of crisis
management with India that evolved during the Cold War. What is clearly
needed is a more sustained level of engagement with India. This will only
happen if we begin to appreciate India’s long-term strategic value to the
United States. For this purpose, Kashmir, Pakistan, and even the war on ter-
rorism are distractions. In the long term, our strategic interest in the region

irrelevant to

strikes.
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is plain: India is a major Asian democratic power with the potential econom-
ic and military strength to counter the adverse effects of China’s rise as a
regional and world power. In other words, it is indeed time to “play the
India card.”

The China paradigm

INCE THE MID-90S, the foreign policy community has engaged in

a vigorous debate over how to deal with China in the wake of the

Cold War — simply put, whether to “engage” or “contain.”
Beyond a fundamental consensus that political liberalization in China would
be a good thing, however, there is little agreement about ends and means.
There is not even agreement across the board that China poses a strategic
threat to the United States. Nonetheless, the relationship is widely viewed as
vital to U.S. interests. It is not uncommon to hear otherwise responsible
commentators intone that deterioration in the U.S.-China relationship will
have “enormous negative consequences.” This kind of hyperbole is typical
in discussions about China. Moreover, such exaggerations about our China
relationship are often intended to imply that the U.S. must take responsibili-
ty for any deterioration in the relationship if it does occur. This starting
point hampers our ability to consider all available responses to China’s peri-
odic fits of intransigence.

If we stop focusing on the bilateral relationship with China — which is
what the Cold War paradigm tends to make us do — and look at China in
the context of what is at stake for U.S. interests in Asia as a whole, we could
get different results. From this vantage point, even the question of whether
China’s military modernization poses a threat to the United States is less crit-
ical. It is enough that China’s neighbors — Japan, Korea, Taiwan, the
Philippines, the countries of Southeast Asia, Australia, India — are con-
cerned about China’s military buildup, even if they do not always advertise
the fact.! As a result, these countries always have one eye on Beijing, making
them less attuned to U.S. regional and global concerns. If power is relation-
al, as is often asserted, this result is by definition a setback to U.S. interests
in Asia.

Moreover, these Asian nations have to see China not just as a potential
military threat, but as an economic threat as well. To the extent that China
uses its political muscle with the West to distort the allocation of foreign
investment to China and to promote access for China to Western markets
and technology, China is buying its own economic development at the

1See, for example, A.D. McLennan, “Balance, Not Containment: A Geopolitical Take
from Canberra,” National Interest (Fall 1997); and Gerald Segal, ““Asianism’ and Asian
Security,” National Interest (Winter 1995-96).
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expense of other developing countries in Asia. Many of those countries are
democracies, and deserve our support against China for that reason alone.

Trade policy has proved to be singularly ineffective in promoting political
liberalization in China. On the Chinese side, trade has strengthened the cur-
rent political elite, turning them into classic rent-seekers, increasing prices
and creating substantial distortions in the domestic allocation of economic
resources for their own benefit.2 In fact, if we are waiting for economic lib-
eralization to foster political reform, we may be in for a long wait: At least
one prominent development economist who has analyzed China’s current
economic liberalization program has concluded that it is neither liberal nor
sustainable.

In any event, the U.S. is in no position to leverage
its trade policy to promote Chinese liberalization,
The U.S. is in precisely because ours is an open society. Trade is
g conducted mainly by the private sector, and as con-
no position stituents, private companies bring pressure to bear
to levera ge its on the government to ensure that trade is not used
as a political weapon. The debate over permanent
trade po [z(;y MFN status for China is a case in point. Not under
the same constraints, the Chinese government has
to promote proved itself highly adroit since the early 7os in
(hinoss using trade leverage to exact politi?al conces§ions
from the U.S. and other Western nations. Nor is the
libemlization. wTOo regime likely to change matters. China has
shown great skill over the years at manipulating
multilaterals to its own advantage, as Taiwan’s cur-

rent diplomatic isolation well demonstrates.

Just because we are unable successfully to pressure the Chinese govern-
ment through trade policy, however, does not mean that we cannot and
should not use security policy to that end. We are in a position to exact a
price for China’s aggressive military and diplomatic behavior. One way to
exert pressure is to force China’s hand, making it increase its military expen-
ditures to confront as many external threats as possible. We can make this
economic burden unbearable. This was after all the strategy that President
Reagan used so successfully with the Soviet Union. Such is containment in
the strict military sense. But we can and must go beyond that. The best secu-
rity for the United States will come from surrounding China with successful,
economically sound democracies. These nations will have the resources to
sustain military spending and economies strong enough to retain political
independence. They will also challenge China ideologically — reminding

2David Zweig, “Undemocratic Capitalism,” National Interest (Summer 1999).

3Deepak Lal, Unfinished Business: India in the World Economy (New Delhi: Oxford

University Press, 2000).
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China every day of what it has been unable to accomplish politically.

In Northeast Asia, the democratic tradition is strong, and we can count
on Australia and New Zealand to anchor our efforts to the south. To the
west and north of China, Russia will always be the principal player, and
while Russia’s future is by no means secured, its ties to the West seem
stronger every year. The spread of radical Islam, however, reminds us that
there is much work yet to be done with the states of Central Asia, in South
Asia, and even in parts of Southeast Asia.

India is the most overlooked of our potential allies in a strategy of con-
taining China in this broader sense. For decades, the Cold War helped
obscure this strategic reality in continental Asia: China is a threat to India.
In fact, since the end of the Cold War, and with advances in missile technolo-
gy, that threat has increased exponentially.# India, the world’s most popu-
lous democracy, now confronts China, the world’s most populous autocratic
state, in a strategic environment where minutes count. In a sense, India now
finds itself vis-a-vis China in the same posture China was with respect to
Russia 30 years ago. This fact alone should make us reassess our long-term
relationship with India. There are, however, other factors in the relationship
— in addition to the strategic — that will assure an alignment of interests
between India and the U.S. in the years to come.

To understand why India is the right candidate to be a key U.S. ally in
Asia, we must understand something of India’s history, for it helps explain
why India’s relationship with the United States has been as bad as it has for
50 years, and why that is now changing.

Who lost India?

NDIA’S STORY SINCE independence in 1947 is one of successive

economic development failures. Many excuses are given for these

failures. It is true that India as a nation confronts astounding obsta-
cles by virtue of its own internal diversity — 24 languages (all mutually
unintelligible) are spoken by at least a million people or more (and the usual
perception aside, less than 7 percent of the population speaks English); at
least four major cultural traditions survive; no fewer than seven different
religions coexist; geography as varied as the Himalayas and the Gangetic
delta flood plain exists within India’s borders; and, at last count, more than
25 political parties vied for the Indian popular vote. It is equally true, how-
ever, that the British left India not only with a strong sense of national iden-
tity but also with democratic institutions; a well-developed transportation
and communication infrastructure; some manufacturing base together with

4Sce generally Paul Bracken, Fire in the East: The Rise of Asian Military Power and the
Second Nuclear Age (HarperCollins, 1999).
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the management talent to run it; and a functioning banking and finance sys-
tem. These assets, taken together with India’s enormous human capital,
should have provided a robust foundation for a successful Indian economy.
Unfortunately, Britain’s principal legacy to India was bureaucrats.
Millions of them. The critical juncture in India’s modern intellectual and
political history was the Indian War of 1857, fought between the British
and their Indian subjects.’ After the war, Whitehall assumed direct responsi-
bility for the administration of India, ending 2 5o years of rule by the British
East India Company. Whitehall’s administration proved a triumph for the
forces of progressivism. The British government moved quickly to establish
new universities modeled on Cambridge and Oxford and intended specifical-
ly to train future generations of leaders for India.
This policy had far-reaching consequences, for it

Britain’s permanently redefined the Indian political elite. At
L. the time, there already existed in India a middle class
p?’l?’lCZpdl of sorts — members of the traditional merchant

class; moneylenders whose role had evolved since

the introduction of private ownership of land in the

India was late eighteenth century and the development of a

money-based economy; civil servants who had

bureaucrats. served in the lower ranks of the East India

A Company’s administration; and brahmins who for

Millions Of millerlzniayhad been key participants in India’s politi-

them. cal class. In time, this variety of interests may have

created a middle class of the type that evolved in

early Europe, for which commercial interests were

always a factor. Instead, status as a member of the new Indian political elite
would now require graduation from these elite universities.

By independence, this new elite had dominated India’s political landscape
for nearly a century, through institutions such as the Indian National
Congress established by the British in 188 5. They shared a remarkably uni-
form intellectual worldview, which in time came to include the tenets of
Fabian socialism. This particular brand of socialism developed in the 188os
in England as an attempt to salvage Marxism from what then appeared to
be its all too accurate predictions of class struggle and labor violence.
Rejecting the “revolutionary struggle” aspects of Marxism, the Fabians
nonetheless believed in state ownership and bureaucratic leadership, seeing
this as a way to attain the ideals of socialism without the attendant violence.
This new philosophy resonated with the traditional caste system, reinforcing
the status of the Hindu brahmin against the lower merchant class. And the
tenets of socialism, with their emphasis on a vigorous elite to lead the econo-

legacy to

3See, for example, Stanley Wolpert, India (University of California Press, 1999); and
Fernand Braudel, A History of Civilizations (London: Penguin, 1995 ).
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my, were readily absorbed by a brahmin caste already confident of its role in
a cosmic world order. The stage was set for India’s selection after indepen-
dence of a top-down economic development model, emphasizing central
planning, an expansive public sector, and overbearing regulation of those
sectors of the economy that were left in the private domain.

Ironically, Britain’s Labour government after World War 11, enraptured
with the same Fabian principles, made a similar choice for Britain’s postwar
economy, but in a country at a much higher level of economic and social
advancement. Britain eventually learned that some ideas are just too expen-
sive. For India, however, the consequences of these ideas were nothing short
of tragic.

India’s ideological “monotheism” was reflected in
its political system. From the outset, Indian politics S
was dominated by the Congress Party, whose power India’s
evolved out of the Ind%an National Congress. Until economy has
very recently, one family has controlled that Party
and still wields enormous influence in it today. expanded at
Jawaharlal Nehru was “Mahatma” Gandhi’s hand- oy
picked successor to the National Congress, rising to the “Hindu

prominence in the late T920s. Nehru became India’s
R . rate of
first prime minister after independence and served
continuously in that office until his death in 1964. growth, > or
In 1966, his daughter and only child, Indira Gandhi
(no relation to the Mahatma) became prime minis- about 1. 5
ter, serving until her death by assassination in 1984,
with only one brief period out of office (1977- percent.

1979). Indira’s son, Rajiv, assumed the mantle after

his mother’s death and served until 1989, when he lost general elections as a
result of a financial scandal. Rajiv was assassinated in 1991 during a cam-
paign during which he appeared to be making a political comeback. Today,
Rajiv’s widow, Sonia, continues as an influential member of the Congress
Party leadership.

Nehru was a devout Fabian, and his socialist credentials were impeccable.
On his first visit to the Soviet Union in 1927, he was so impressed with
what he saw that “he became India’s foremost advocate of Five Year Plans
as the key to ‘resolving’ her premier problem of poverty.”® He instituted
India’s first central planning system, the system that was in place in India
starting from the mid-1 9 50s.

How bad has the performance of India’s economy been since indepen-
dence? It is often facetiously said that India’s economy has expanded at the
“Hindu rate of growth,” or about 1.5 percent annually. This is at the same
time that development economists agree that India’s central planners were

6Wolpert, 22.4.

OCTOBER ¢ NOVEMBER 2002 25



Lloyd Richardson

the world’s best from a technical perspective.

The same utopian threads that ran through Nehru’s approach to the econ-
omy colored his approach to foreign policy, where he early on set himself up
as a moral arbiter of Western diplomacy in the Cold War. Most indicative of
Nehru’s efforts was India’s participation in the Nonaligned Movement
(NaM). In 1955, he was instrumental in organizing the Bandung Conference,
the precursor to NAM. At Bandung, 29 former European colonies from Asia
and Africa met to discuss an agenda that addressed such matters as econom-
ic development, cultural cooperation, human rights and national self-deter-
mination, the evils of colonialism, and world peace. The organization was
racialist and anti-colonial from the beginning. NaAM purported to provide an

opportunity for developing countries to pursue a
India walked  foreign policy independent of both the United States
and the Soviet Union in the Cold War, but it was
the line never really “nonaligned.” Most NAM members
were communists or socialists who blamed their ills
between the on the former European colonialists. Thus they con-
HUO veniently turned a blind eye to Russian and Chinese
imperial activities, both at home and abroad, but
superpowers were always ready to lecture the U.S. about the Cold
War.
but had little India’s early relationship with the Chinese com-
b munists is instructive on the naiveté of Nehru’s for-
to snow f er eign policy. Nehru made a great show at Bandung of
its nona lzgn ed bringing China into NaM under India’s wing. This
incensed the Chinese communists, who saw their
efforts, place in the world quite differently, as heirs to the
great power status granted to China at Yalta. India
by contrast could only aspire to such status. Chou Enlai, who was China’s
representative at Bandung, was infuriated by Nehru’s condescension. After
Bandung, affairs with China continued to deteriorate, growing openly con-
tentious over Tibet in 1959. The long-festering border disagreement
between India and China erupted into a hot war in 1962 when China
invaded India through the eastern range of the Himalayas. The United States
came to India’s aid with a massive airlift to put Indian troops and U.S.
materiel where they were needed in the mountain engagement. The war with
China was a blow to Nehru’s foreign policy and to him personally, probably
hastening his death.” India’s relations with China remain strained to this
day.

On Nehru’s death in 1964, India still walked the line between the two
superpowers in matters of foreign policy but had little to show for its non-
aligned efforts. On the domestic front, India had just as little to show for its

7See Neville Maxwell, India’s China War (Pantheon Books, 1970).
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economic development efforts after 15 years of central planning. Moreover,
by the mid-1960s, the efficacy of central planning itself should have
appeared highly suspect. Khrushchev had been forced to declare his first
Seven Year Plan a failure in 1963. The rioting that resulted from this failure
led in part to Khrushchevs downfall in November of 1964.8 Meanwhile,
China’s experiments in central planning had resulted in a series of tragic eco-
nomic failures, including the Great Leap Forward in 1957-58 which
destroyed Chinese industry and agriculture and left untold millions dead,
victims of the three years of famine that followed. With Nehru’s departure,
there was a window of opportunity for India to experiment with more mar-
ket-driven development models, but that was not to be, thanks largely to
Indira Gandhi and her obsession for power.

Left turn, right turn

NDIRA GANDHI WILL be best remembered for her shift to the left,

both in foreign affairs and the economy. In 1971, Indira turned left

in foreign policy. To win India’s third undeclared war with Pakistan,
Indira entered into a 20-year treaty with the Soviet Union. (The U.S. had
refused to arm ecither side in the conflict.) India’s success in the war resulted
in the establishment of Fast Pakistan as Bangladesh and left the balance of
Pakistan (the western half) in massive disarray. Had it not been for intense
pressure from Washington, it is likely that India would have invaded and
destroyed West Pakistan as well.”

The economy was not in good shape when Indira took office in 1966,
and her advisers advocated liberalization to boost production in the private
sector. Against this advice, Indira in 1969 chose to turn left on the economy,
pumping up public sector spending, strengthening the central planning appa-
ratus of the state, and nationalizing India’s banking and financial industry.
To implement her “reforms,” Indira had to fire her own minister of finance,
which caused bitter infighting within the Congress Party. To avoid ouster by
her own party leadership, Indira turned to the left politically as well, forging
a new left-wing alliance with several smaller socialist and communist parties.

The economy continued to plague Indira throughout the r97os. In the
early 80s, the prime minister was preoccupied with the rise of Sikh terrorism
in northwest India. After one particularly bloody campaign against the mili-
tants, on October 31, 1984, Indira was assassinated by her own Sikh body-
guards.

8Norman Friedman, The Fifty-Year War: Conflict and Strategy in the Cold War (Naval

Institute Press, 2000}, 301-302.

ISee, for example, Henry Kissinger, The White House Years (Little Brown & Co.,
1979),901.
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When Rajiv assumed leadership in 1984 after his mother’s death, things
could hardly have looked gloomier for India — either in foreign policy or
economic development. Recognizing this, Rajiv’s administration attempted
initiatives on both fronts.

The Indian economy at the time was characterized by a heavily regulated,
inefficient private sector, a bloated public sector, labor market rigidities
affecting both the public and private sectors, and government revenues
stalled at a high level of government spending. Rajiv attempted some liberal-
ization measures, aimed mainly at increasing efficiency in the private sector.
These were steps in the right direction but had only a limited effect on pro-
ductivity and growth and did nothing to curb government spending.

In foreign policy, the mid-1980s were no better

for India, which found itself diplomatically isolated.

The CO”@PS@ Russia had become bogged down in Afghanistan
. and could no longer be counted on for economic

Of the Soviet and military aid. In addition, starting in 198 § under

Union and Gorbachev, the Soviets eased tensions with the
o Chinese. Inasmuch as the Soviets had supported
China’s India principally to irritate China, Soviet interest in

b India was fading fast. The Soviet involvement in
marret Afghanistan had caused renewed U.S. interest in
T€fO7’Wl s were ngistan? India’s.long—star.lding rival. US relations

with China continued to improve. Rajiv attempted

not lost on to rejuvenate Delhi’s relationship with the U.S., mak-

s ing his first official trip to the U.S. in 1985 and
Rao’s another in 1987. Rajiv also traveled to China and
government. Pakistan in efforts to break through India’s isolation.

Rajiv may have been on the right track in foreign
policy, but the domestic situation only worsened.
For a time in the late 8os, Rajiv was able to subsidize excessive government
spending through borrowing from the overseas Indian community, but infla-
tion continued unabated. Defense industry scandals also plagued his admin-
istration. In 1989, Rajiv and his Congress Party lost national elections and
were replaced by a coalition government, which fared no better. In the 1991
elections, a new, but minority, Congress Party coalition came to power
under the leadership of Prime Minister Rao. The collapse of the Soviet
Union and a decade of success in China under its market reforms were not
lost on this government. This is the administration that is generally credited
with implementation of India’s “first generation” economic reforms, though
as Lal notes, there is much “unfinished business” for India in liberalizing its
domestic economy. For example, the reform of the labor markets will be
critical to privatization of India’s still overwhelming public sector and to
greater efficiency in the private sector as well. India will also benefit from
tull “globalization” of its economy and the competition this will force on it.
And in fact, India has little choice: Without access to foreign capital, it will
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never be able to build the infrastructure it needs to fully modernize its econ-
omy.10

Much of India’s success in this venture, however, will depend on new atti-
tudes and new philosophies, without which the political elite cannot move
India into the mainstream global economy or political order. Developments
over the past decade shed light on how this process is evolving and suggest
that real changes in the composition and attitudes of India’s political elite are
at last beginning to occur.

Behind the Bjr phenomenon

UPPORT FOR RELIGIOUS riots hardly seems an auspicious start

for a political party that may be destined to lead India out of its cen-

tury-old intellectual and economic quagmire. Popular support for
the Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP) coalesced in 1992 around the most explo-
sive ethnic issue India had confronted in a decade — should Hindus or
Muslims have the right to build a temple at Ayodyah, land sacred to both
religions in north central India? Like so many disputes in India, the issue
goes back hundreds of years but still arouses modern passions — and violent
riots. The temple is back in the news this year as rioting has erupted again
over control of the land, causing hundreds of deaths on both sides. The mat-
ter is currently before the Indian Supreme Court, which has enjoined any
construction at the site while it considers the issue.

Ayodyah raises questions about the true nature of the BJP and its political
philosophy. At the very least, the BJP is a strongly nationalistic, conservative
Hindu party. Detractors point to its political allies, such as Shiv Sena, led by
one Bal Thackeray, who has been known to have kind words for Hitler.
Other allies include the rss (National Volunteers Organization) and the
vHP (Hindu World Council). Both are fervent Hindu nationalistic grass
roots organizations, and no strangers to violence. While the temple issue has
political resonance with some members of these groups, the violence it fos-
ters does not help the BJP to attract the support of the new, more secular
middle class that is emerging in [ndia — the new political elite.

This is an important group to understand, for they could not be more dif-
ferent from the old brahmin elite that has guided India in the past century.
Certainly, the new middle class still has brahmin members, but there are key
differences. First, these individuals are graduates of a much less elitist system
of higher education. At independence in 1947, India had 20 universities
and 500 colleges. Expansion of the system began immediately, and by 1990
there were 117 universities and 7,346 colleges. In the past decade alone,
these numbers have increased to 283 universities and 10,600 colleges.

101 a1, 46-47.
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Today, India’s higher education system is one of the largest in the world, and
it is still growing.!? Many Indians have also been educated in the United
States or are the children of parents who have attended U.S. universities
since the r1970s.

Moreover, many of these people are in business. The day when the chil-
dren of bureaucrats went on into the civil service is gone, thanks in part to
falling relative incomes in the public sector. And those who are in business are
most likely doing business with the United States. The U.S. is India’s largest
trading partner by a wide margin, and the New Economy has had a substan-
tial impact in India, as well as the United States. Almost 40 percent of the
technology start-ups in Silicon Valley are owned and financed by Indian
money. Between business and professional ties, the Indian population in the
U.S. now numbers almost 2 million, and they are the single most affluent eth-
nic group in America. These are people to whom economic liberalization in
India will be beneficial. They also understand that a nation’s economic power
is the foundation of its military might. They appreciate fully the implications
of the Soviet Union’s collapse and China’s economic growth.

One place where the new middle class makes common cause with its fel-
low countrymen, of all classes and castes, is in its nationalistic enthusiasm.
All Indians want their country to take its place in the world as a recognized
great power — another reason the China example is so compelling to them.
The ByP has shown itself to be adroit at tapping this nationalist fervor, as it
did in 1998 when it incurred the wrath of the U.S. by detonating a nuclear
bomb. The domestic approval rating for their action was 91 percent.

Members of this new class may be nationalistic, but they are not support-
ers of domestic political violence. As violence over Ayodyah reared its ugly
head again this year, the BjP was severely trounced in February in three
major state elections where it has done well in the past. The Bjr was not
only affected locally but is also suffering repercussions within its ruling
coalition, the National Democratic Alliance (NDA). The BJP’s control of the
national government does not appear to be in jeopardy for the time being,
but the point has been made — the bulk of the By»’s supporters want no
part of political and religious violence.

To its credit, the Bjp has demonstrated the ability to be pragmatic when
circumstances require. The BJP may have many supporters who believe in a
nation characterized by a revitalized, more assertive Hinduism. In a coalition
government, however, the BJP cannot afford to cater to these demands while
ignoring the demands of other parties’ constituents. And coalition govern-
ments are now the defining characteristic of politics in New Delhi. With the
decline of the Congress Party since 1989 and the rise of state parties, coali-
tion government is here to stay for India. The BjP has demonstrated consid-

11Count:ry Paper (India), unesco World Conference on Higher Education in the
Twenty-First Century, Paris (October 5-9, 1998).
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erable mastery of the skills necessary to survive in this political environment.

The ultimate test for the Bjpr, however, will be whether it can manage
India’s transition to a high-growth economy that is fully integrated with the
rest of the world. If it succeeds in that task, it will be able to deliver the sta-
bility of government that India so badly needs. This is where the support of
the new middle class will be essential. Here, too, the ByP has the advantage
of not being wedded to the old discredited ideas of the Congress Party. It can
move beyond the stale socialism of the traditional political elite to adopt
economic and social reforms.

Despite the communal violence over issues like Ayodyah, India’s political
culture still deems the ballot box to be the only legitimate way to resolve
political conflict. Evidence of this fact is that voter turnout has actually
increased in the past decade; before 1989, turnout was typically well under
50 percent but has recently climbed into the 60 percent range.12 Democracy
in India has emerged from the past decade more vibrant than ever.

Certainly democracy complicates policy decisions for the central govern-
ment. Just as in the United States, foreign policy in particular suffers because
the executive branch has difficulty taking and maintaining long-term posi-
tions with foreign governments — which is precisely what successful foreign
policy requires. We can expect the BJP, or any other coalition government,
to confront this problem, just as we do. But the By» for all its “xenophobia”
has worked well with the U.S. in recent months, and notwithstanding our
1998 sanctions, progress has been made in the overall relationship for some
time now. From the U.S. perspective, the BJp has been much more realistic
in its foreign policy expectations and has shown little interest in reverting to
the military adventurism in South Asia that marked Indian foreign policy
during the 1970s and 8os under the idealistic “Nehruvians.”

The U.S. policy agenda

E CANNOT CHANGE India, nor should we want to. If we artic-
ulate our own interests in Asia, however, it is impossible to
ignore that a wealthy, armed India would be an asset to U.S.
interests, with little downside risk. Others have described U.S. interests in
Asia from a variety of perspectives — strategic, ideological, economic, and
humanitarian.13 Of these, the most likely to sustain long-term U.S. engage-

letephen P. Cohen, India: Emerging Power (Brookings Institution, 2001), 106-122
{turnout data at 108).

13 See, for example, Zalmay Khalilzad et al., eds. The United States and Asia: Toward a
New U.S. Strategy and Force Posture (RAND, 2001), 43; Shirin Tahir-Kheli, India,
Pakistan and the United States — Breaking with the Past (Council on Foreign Relations,
1997), 125-26; and Cohen, 2.82.
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ment with India is the strategic interest — the knowledge that successful
development in India helps hedge our bets against an aggressive, undemoc-
ratic China. As noted at the outset, a strong India raises the price of China’s
military buildup and expansionist policies in Asia. A strong India would also
send the message that democracy in a developing country is not incompati-
ble with rapid growth and wealth. This is a message worth sending not just
to China and other authoritarian states, but also to all the states of Asia
troubled by Islamic fundamentalism. India has the unenviable distinction of
lying at the heart of the Islamic world, spanning the globe as Islam does
from North Africa through the Middle East to Southeast Asia and the
Philippines. Not only can India deliver a positive economic message, but its
success as a state composed of varying ethnic and

No one could religious groups is an important example for others.
What would a sustained U.S. policy toward India
serious ly look like? It would address at least five elements out-

lined below.

Nuclear policy. Non-proliferation policy in South
Asia is bankrupt. No one could seriously expect a
democratic government responsible for the welfare

expect India

to ignore the

nuclear of a billion people to ignore the nuclear capabilities
o of Pakistan, China, or Russia. We must recognize
Cdpdbllltles this as a legitimate national security concern for
. India. The United States sensibly ignored the ABm

Of Pakzstan, Treaty when the strategic environment changed and
Chi?’ld, or the treaty imposed obstacles to the development of
' missile defense systems. So too, India has refused to
Russia. be left permanently without nuclear options because

it did not happen to have a nuclear weapon when
the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NpT) went into effect. It has been
credibly asserted that the one thing U.S. nonproliferation diplomacy did
accomplish during the 9os is to ensure that the Indian nuclear deterrent —
whatever its ultimate composition — will be “most certainly ‘weaponized’
and probably ‘deployed’.”14
If we stop treating nonproliferation as a matter of ideological orthodoxy,
we can determine how best to cope with India’s stated goal of developing a
nuclear deterrent to confront the Pakistani and Chinese threats. In develop-
ing our policy for India’s nuclear future, we confront two levels of obstacles
— our current treaty and multilateral obligations, and U.S. domestic law —
all related to nuclear nonproliferation. U.S. law has hampered our policy
toward South Asia since the 1970s but poses less of a problem today, main-

4Yames Sperling, “Ideals or Self-Interest?: The Indian Nuclear Deterrent and American
Foreign Policy,” in Ashok Kapur et al., eds., India and the United States in a Changing
World (New Delhi: Sage Publications, 2002), 477.
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ly because the president now has the statutory authority to waive most auto-
matic sanctions that would otherwise apply to countries that engage in
nuclear weapons testing and related activities.!® In the current political envi-
ronment Congress is unlikely to challenge the president’s waiver authority,
but that environment can change. The war on terrorism represents an
opportunity for the president to seek rescission of these legislative obstacles,
putting discretion for these matters back where they belong — in the execu-
tive branch rather than in Congress. India’s many friends in Congress should
be willing to assist in this effort.

A more intractable set of issues arises from our treaty obligations, most
specifically those contained in the NPT. The NPT obligates the five “nuclear-
weapons States” (the U.S., the former Soviet Union,
Great Britain, France, and China) not to transfer

nuclear weapons technology to any recipient; the We can
NPT obligates all other parties to the treaty — “non- make it
nuclear-weapons States” — to refrain from receiving

such technology. Non-nuclear states are also obligat- U.S. pOllC)/
ed to accept safeguards developed by the ;
International Atomic Energy Agency, to prevent the to ignore
dive'rsion of fissionable material and equipment India’s
(mainly nuclear power plants) from peaceful to

weapons applications. What the treaty does not con- nuclear
tain 1s any requirement for sanctions against coun-

tries that refuse to participate, and India has never P”Ogmm-

signed the treaty. Given the system’s significant fail-

ure to halt proliferation, there is a principled case to be made for scrapping
the whole or parts of the structure, or at least U.S. withdrawal from it. (Any
state can withdraw from the treaty if that state determines that “extraordi-
nary events . . . have jeopardized the supreme interests of its country.”)
Inasmuch as there seems to be little appetite in the U.S. government for such
a course of action, however, we have two options: We can attempt to get
India into the NPT system as a nuclear state, or we can make it U.S. policy to
ignore India’s nuclear program.

Unfortunately, getting India into the treaty would require its amendment,
and amendment requires, among other things, unanimous agreement of all
the nuclear states as defined, that is, those who possessed nuclear weapons
as of January 1, 1967. It is hard to imagine China’s casting an affirmative
vote on this issue, even though it was China’s breach of its NPT obligations
through transfers to Pakistan that raised the nuclear stakes to their current
level in South Asia. The Chinese attitude may change, but probably not until

15Gee, for example, Arthur G. Rubinoff, “Legislative Perceptions of Indo-American

3

Relations,” in Kapur, 432-449. This authority is contained in the Brownback 11

Amendment.
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India has successfully deployed nuclear missiles that can reach Chinese tar-
gets.

If we were starting from a clean slate, we would want to give careful con-
sideration to assisting India’s nuclear development, not just to advance U.S.
strategic interests in Asia but also to keep tabs on what India is actually up
to. Since that is unlikely, calculated ambiguity toward the India program
may be the best policy option we have. This appears to be current U.S. poli-
cy, but policymakers also seem to have their fingers crossed that India will
not conduct nuclear tests again any time soon, which is probably wishful
thinking. If India tests again, expect to see nonproliferation advocates
expressing their concerns vociferously. To preserve its policy options toward

India, the administration would do well by that time
to have rolled back congressional nonproliferation
India and legislation as much as possible.

) Of course India must expect to pay a price for our
Pakistan bave sopinterference in its nuclear program and absten-
tion from sanctions. At the very least, India must
agree not to engage in proliferation of its own (Iran
open w 6l7’fcﬁ"€ in particular comes to mind), nor to develop missiles

capable of targeting the United States. In the mean-

engaged in

][ e times — time, the only development that is likely to change
of Tredli India’s determination with respect to its nuclear pro-
and India gram is access to U.S. missile defense capabilities as

that technology becomes available.
Pakistan. Closely related to nuclear policy is the
a sixth. relationship among India, Pakistan, and the United
States. That Pakistan even exists is viewed by most
Indians as the result of an act of perfidy by the
British at the time of independence. With a population that is 12 percent
Muslim, India cannot accept that the two religions must have “two nations”
and cannot live side-by-side. As a result, ever since partition in 1947, the

almost started

relationship between Pakistan and India has been an emotional one. Its
intensity is evidenced by the fact that India and Pakistan have engaged in
open warfare five times — in 1948, 1965, 1971, 1984, and 1999 —
and India almost started a sixth, all-out war during its military exercise
“Brasstacks” in 1987. The relationship has been most recently aggravated
by terrorist operations in Kashmir, which Pakistan has actively supported for
some years.

Then there is the nuclear aspect of the relationship. India’s defense minis-
ter, George Fernandez, has stated this year that Pakistan’s nuclear facilities
are safe and under the control of responsible and serious people. Instability
in Pakistan — or ultimately the collapse of its government — would have
two negative consequences for India. First, it would put Pakistan’s nuclear
capabilities in unknown hands, and very likely the hands of people who
would no doubt be serious but not responsible. Second, instead of having
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Pakistan and Afghanistan on the front lines of the war against fundamental-
ist Islamic terrorism, India would have those forces operating directly
against its borders, with no buffer at all. U.S. and Indian concerns about
Pakistan are closely aligned in this respect. An unstable Pakistan, combined
with the lack of a prolonged U.S. involvement there, would also open the
door to further mischief by China in that country.

All these factors seem to dictate a U.S. presence in Pakistan, and not just
to prosecute the war on terrorism. India must not only accept that fact but
recognize that U.S. aid — both economic and military — is essential if the
U.S. is to have influence with the government there. Both India and the
United States also have an interest in seeing the return of democracy in
Pakistan. Democracy does not necessarily lead to a
less aggressive nuclear policy — as we have seen in ]
India under the BjP as well as in Pakistan during American
Benazir Bhutto’s administration. But American sup-
port for democracy is the only way to attract the support f or
PakisFani middle cla-ss, as a force for moderation, democra cy is
back into the domestic political process.

Even aid leverage is unlikely to be sufficient to get the on ly way
Pakistan to abandon its nuclear program. We appear
to have two options: We can ignore the program (as to attract the
we did during much of the 1980s), or we can offer . .
further incentives to get Pakistan to cap or eliminate Pakistani
it. Possible incentives would include a U.S. guarantee middle class
of the peace between Pakistan and India or the
transfer of missile defense technology to Pakistan ~ back into the
(and India) as it becomes available. Transparency for A
India and Pakistan with respect to their nuclear pro- 14 olitical
grams would go a l(')n'g way to assgaging their mutu- process.
al concerns about living cheek-by-jowl on a nuclear
subcontinent, and that is a process we can facilitate.

That leaves Kashmir as a principal impediment to improved Indo-
Pakistani relations. The U.S. clearly has a role — which it is already assert-
ing — in persuading Pakistan to stop support for the terrorist violence in
Kashmir. In return, India must demonstrate that it is advancing democracy
in Kashmir in a way that is acceptable to us and the international communi-
ty. (This September’s state elections in Kashmir should be a good starting
point.) There can certainly be no U.S. support for a greater Indian role on
the unN Security Council so long as the Kashmir situation continues unabat-
ed.

In all of these matters, the one lesson we must remember is that our
efforts in working with India and Pakistan will only be successful to the
extent that they are low-key. To see this, we need only contrast our success-
ful handling of the Indus River water dispute between Pakistan and India in
1960 with our bungled efforts on human rights matters relating to Kashmir
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during the first Clinton administration.16 Based on its handling of the
Kashmir situation in June of this year, the current administration seems to
have taken that lesson to heart.

Military cooperation. The need for military cooperation with Pakistan is
self-evident, if only to ensure that Pakistan does not look to China for these
resources. As for India, we should wean it from its reliance on Russian
weapons. Keeping both Pakistan and India reliant on technology and resup-
ply from the United States would give us leverage with both states to help
keep the peace in any future military confrontation. With India, there is an
additional complication — its indigenous defense industry. It is hard to see
why we would object to assisting India with development in that sector,

which suffers from a variety of problems. At the

India is very least, where we are dealing with a major demo-
cratic nation, it would be comforting to think that

Zdeally our military-to-military contacts would be at least
) “similar to those now conducted with the
situated to Chinese.”1”7 Moreover, improved relations with

India could in time help us to cope with the forward

interceplt and basing problems we confront in Asia and the Middle

dismpt the East. On a more prosaic note, India is ideally situat-
ed to intercept and disrupt the intelligence networks
intell gence of Islamic extremist groups. The current war on ter-

rorism has thus ensured that military contacts will
networks Of continue, and at a very high level, at least for now.

. For these contacts to endure, it is important that
Islamic they be institutionalized. The creation of the Defense
extremist Policy Group on India at the Department of Defense

was an important first step in that process.
groups. Economic liberalization. Inasmuch as India’s

future strategic importance will be directly related to
its ability to sustain economic growth, this is a matter of paramount concern
both to India and the United States. This may in some respects prove to be
the hardest issue for the two countries to address on a government-to-gov-
ernment basis. These issues cannot be resolved by diplomatic signals and
mutual gestures. The effectiveness of India’s economic reforms will be tested
in global markets. If they are found wanting, no amount of government pos-
turing will change their defects. Still, in the context of a good overall rela-
tionship, the U.S. can encourage India to move forward with the reforms
necessary to make itself attractive to foreign investors. These measures could
be linked to continuing Western economic aid in the interim, to provide

16For a discussion of the Kashmir fiasco, see Reeta Chowdhari Tremblay, “Indo-US
Relations and the Kashmir Issue,” in Kapur, 519-525.

17Khalilzad, 54.
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incentives for India to move quickly to implement these changes.

Continuing bigh-level focus. Even if we make progress on the above
items, the relationship may become institutionalized, but only at a low level.
Without a reassessment of the strategic value of India to U.S. interests in
Asia taken as a whole, the current crisis will fade, and the White House will
lose interest in India. The new “India lobby” developing in the U.S. may
have some effect on the degree of high-level attention India gets in the
future. But in the end, there must be an enduring U.S. interest at stake in
India. That stake, if nothing else, is the success of an Asian democracy with
the strength to offset China’s rising power in Asia and with strategic interests
that are aligned with our own for the long haul.
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The False Promise of
“Full Disclosure”

By ROBERT W. HAHN

HE ENRON “SCANDAL” has raised several fascinating

issues related to disclosing information and potential con-

flicts of interest. For example, an accounting firm that

receives consulting fees from a company it is paid to audit

may be less likely to report financial problems with that
company. But contrary to conventional wisdom, simply not allowing that
firm to consult will not necessarily solve the problem. The accounting firm
will still have potential conflicts so long as it is getting paid by other firms
to monitor their performance. In the past, accounting firms have used
professional standards as a way of helping to ensure their reputation. In
addition, they have tried to have a diverse client base, so the costs of los-
ing one client would not be overwhelming.

Robert W. Habn, a resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute
and a research associate at Harvard University, is director of the AEI-
Brookings Joint Center for Regulatory Studies. The views expressed in
this paper reflect those of the author and do not necessarily reflect the
views of the institutions with which he is affiliated.
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Similarly, academics and pundits receiving monetary compensation from
a company may be more likely to give that company’s policy positions a
favorable review. One solution to this problem is to have these folks come
clean by identifying their conflicts of interest. Unfortunately, as we shall see,
this is easier said than done and is likely to have unintended consequences.

Consider, for example, the problem of conflicts of interest in the context
of funded research and opinions that are disseminated to the public by jour-
nalists, academics, and individuals affiliated with think tanks. This is a
broad topic and one with which I have some personal experience as a schol-
ar and a consultant to business and government.! My purpose is to evaluate
the pros and cons of disclosing potential “conflicts of interest.” “Full disclo-
sure” may be a laudable goal, but is difficult to define and, therefore, not
very useful. In addition, some disclosure norms imposed by the media are
not likely to be very helpful in promoting useful information for their audi-
ences, and will likely have unintended adverse consequences. The problem is
not that disclosure is necessarily bad, though it may lead to bad outcomes in
certain situations. Instead, the problem is that too often, the media and the
public use partial disclosure as a substitute for critical thinking,

The nature of the problem

AUL KRUGMAN — ONE of the best known economists in acade-

mia — received $50,000 for serving on an advisory board to

Enron. Krugman, of course, was not alone. For example, Larry
Lindsey, President Bush’s chief economic advisor, was reported to have
received the same amount.

Defending himself in his New York Times column (January 25, 2002),
Krugman noted that he complied with the Times’ conflict of interest policy.
When he agreed to write for the paper, he resigned from the Fnron board. In
addition, Krugman noted the potential conflict posed by his Enron advisory
role in a Fortune piece he published three years ago.

Krugman’s level of disclosure, however, did not seem to satisfy Andrew
Sullivan — an excellent journalist. On his website, andrewsullivan.com

11 rely heavily on personal anecdotes in places to make my case, in part because I have
some inside information that is useful. In addition, I do not wish to make my colleagues
the targets of ad hominem attacks. I would like to thank Christopher C. DeMuth,
Harold Furchtgott-Roth, Thomas W. Hazlett, Scott Hemphill, Charles Jackson, Clark
Judge, Paul Krugman, Robert Litan, Peter Passell, Richard Posner, and Cass Sunstein for
helpful comments, and Mary Beth Muething for excellent research assistance.
This work was supported by the AE1-Brookings Joint Center for Regulatory
Studies. A list of funders can be found on the Joint Center website:
www.ael.brookings.org.
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(January 25, 2002), Sullivan took Krugman to task for not noting the
amount of money he received. Sullivan noted, “You’ll notice one detail
missing from Krugman’s apologia — the amount of money he got. Why
won’t he mention it? Because it’s the most damning evidence against
him.” He thinks “the reading public has a right to know” such information.

Sullivan raises an important question: What does the public have a right
to know about a person’s opinion or findings? That is, what should acade-
mics and pundits be required to say about their remarks or research when
presenting it in public?

Sullivan thinks that full disclosure is the key. He made the point specifi-
cally with respect to talking heads: “What this is
about is the enmeshment of some of the pundit
class in major corporate money. It seems to me What
that an integral part of a journalist’s vocation is
independence — independence from any monetary
interests that could even be perceived as clouding “all relevant
his or her judgment. Disclosure is a must — and )
not just when the subject matter comes up a few znformatzon N

ears down the line” (January 23, 2002).
’ Unfortunately, Sullivan’s s}lllggsestion has serious f or purposes
problems. There is no obvious place to draw the line f disclosure?
on what needs to be disclosed. [n some cases in pub-
lic life, full disclosure has been interpreted to go
beyond an individual to an individual’s acquaintances or family. For exam-
ple, when the Ao1r-Time Warner merger was approved by the Fcc, the
impartiality of the current chairman of the Fcc, Michael Powell, was ques-
tioned because his father was on the AoL board of directors and owned
stock in the company.

Take the Krugman example again. What constitutes all relevant informa-
tion for purposes of disclosure? Is it relevant, for example, to know that
Krugman received the Clark Medal — given every other year to the “best”
economist under 40 or that he has published numerous pathbreaking books
and journal articles? Krugman pointed out in his January 25 column, in his
own defense, that “the compensation [he| received per day [from Enron]
was actually somewhat less than other companies were paying [him] at the
time for speeches on world economic issues.” All of these things are
arguably relevant, but some in the public would really like to know how
much credence to put in Krugman’s view on a particular subject. More gen-
erally, the public and interested parties might like to have mechanisms intro-
duced that would lower the cost of obtaining and evaluating information on
a particular subject.

Firms, non-profits, and individuals have dealt with the problem of estab-
lishing credibility in a number of ways. For example, Consumer Reports,
which evaluates many kinds of consumer products, does not take money
from business for advertising. Indeed, Consumer Reports’s subheading on

constitutes
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its website reads: “Our mission since 193 6: Test, Inform, Protect. We
accept no ads.” The New York Times, the Wall Street Journal, and many
other media outlets place restrictions on what journalists can do in order to
maintain their independence.

The rules governing academicians and think tank types generally require
some form of disclosure. For example, the AE1-Brookings Joint Center,
which I direct, requires that authors submitting analyses of specific regula-
tions do not receive any support from industry for the regulatory policy
under study. We do that in order to preserve our reputation for impartiality
in this area. With regard to other publications, we ask authors to note
sources of financial support. And research journals are increasingly interest-
ed in knowing about sources of funding for research
work.

Universities place restrictions on how professors
restrict how identify themselves when doing outside consulting

and testimony. Think tanks do as well. For example,
professors authors are typically required to differentiate con-
. . sulting products from university or think tank prod-
may zdentzf y ucts by noting the source of support and not using
the institution’s logo without permission.
themselves Many in the press ask for similar kinds of disclo-
when doin g sure. When I receive a call from the press about one
) of my studies, one of the first questions asked is who
outside funded it. Indeed, that question often seems to be
more important to the journalist than how I arrived
at the results. That suggests a fundamental problem
to me. Many journalists either don’t have the time
to, or simply cannot, evaluate the validity of studies. Instead, they simply
take cues from less important aspects, such as the source of funding or the
affiliation of the individual.

Judge Richard Posner, in Public Intellectuals: A Study of Decline
(Harvard University Press, 2001 ) argues that there is little accountability for
public intellectuals — most notably, professors — and that the quality of
their public work has declined. A media that performs “virtually no gate-
keeping function” is partially responsible for an environment with “nobody
watching, nobody keeping score.”

Posner attributes the decline in the quality of public intellectual work to
the “growth in the specialization of knowledge.” He states that “the fact
that most public intellectuals today are academics, and thus engaged in pub-
lic-intellectual work on only a part-time basis, enables them to exit the pub-
lic-intellectual market at a low cost and by doing so has reduced to a trivial
level the penalty for the public intellectual caught selling a defective prod-

»

Universities

consulting.

uct.
The problem of assessing quality is not restricted to the press. Even acade-
mic peer review has serious problems, albeit for different reasons. Peer
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review has been shown to be an unreliable indicator of a paper’s quality,
accuracy, or integrity. A study that examined several articles from a promi-
nent economics journal found that the papers almost always contained
errors that were not caught by the peer refereeing process. The errors were
sufficiently serious that the results could not easily be replicated. The
authors also found that, notwithstanding both the general norm that data be
available and the requirement of the National Science Foundation (NSF) that
data be produced on NsE-funded projects, their requests for data were
ignored, denied, or otherwise frustrated in a substantial number of cases.2
Moreover, peer review is undermined by the difficulty of actually procuring
the relevant data that are supposedly available.

Finally, peer review cannot necessarily prevent or reveal dishonesty in aca-
demic work. A prominent sociology professor at the University of Texas
recently resigned after acknowledging scientific misconduct. She had been
accused of falsifying data that supported her research. A historian at Emory
University was accused of supporting an acclaimed book with untrue statis-
tics on gun ownership. And historian and author Stephen E. Ambrose has
been the subject of well-publicized plagiarism accusations.

The benefits of disclosure — and the costs

(—\HI; BENEFIT OF MORE disclosure is that the media public is given
additional information about possible conflicts of interest. When
disclosure raises a red flag that makes an editor or journalist exam-

ine arguments more closely, this is a benefit. Additionally, disclosure is also
valuable for its potential to deter what Richard Posner calls “improper and
irresponsible moonlighting.” More disclosure, unfortunately, has costs as
well. These include difficulties in monitoring and enforcement, difficulties in
defining an appropriate level of disclosure, and the impact on who provides
information and how they respond to disclosure rules.

Monitoring and enforcement. Some time ago, I was on a radio show
offering my views on the Microsoft case, a firm for which I occasionally
consult. The talk show host correctly identified me as a consultant and acad-
emic, but failed to note that one of the other “experts” on the show had
done a great deal of consulting for another firm on some key policy issues
related to the case. In doing so, she left the audience with the mistaken
impression that my counterpart in the debate was in some sense “clean”
because he had not consulted.

This is an example of providing incomplete information to the public that
tilts the playing field toward the side that is viewed as clean. I think it is a

2William G. Dewald, Jerry G. Thursby, and Richard G. Anderson, American Economic
Review 76 (1986).
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very serious problem. The problem arises in part because the disclosure rules
are difficult to monitor and in part because they are not always enforced
with the same vigor. Moreover, the penalties for not disclosing are not that
high in most situations.

Take another example. [ am aware of many people who write opinion
pieces on a particular subject for direct compensation. Some disclose that
information while many others do not. No one seems to care, except editors
at major newspapers. They are less likely to publish op-eds that come with
some kind of disclosure statement because they do not want to be viewed as
supporting free advertisements for a particular point of view. This creates an
incentive not to disclose. The incentive is just one factor that determines
whether a piece will contain a disclosure statement.
In a study of biomedical articles, 34 percent of the
N ewspapers articles had an author with a financial interest relat-
are less like ly ec.l to the topic of the ar.ticle. None of those authors

disclosed a conflict of interest. The study’s author

to publlsh explained that even when the publishing journals
have disclosure policies, poor compliance with those

op -eds that policies is prevalent.3

come with ifficulties in defining an appropriate level of dis

closure. The basic problem is that we are all walking
some kind o f conflicts of interest because most of us have to work

) for a living. And in exchange for money, most of us
disclosure make compromises. For academics and other profes-
sionals, it is not unusual to work for several compa-
nies, either giving speeches or on other short-term
contracts. Over time, it can be easy to develop con-
nections with businesses in the routine process of making a living. Not all of
these connections pose a conflict of interest. When considering what to dis-
close, it is sensible to focus on activities that could pose a substantial con-
flict.

Richard Posner suggests a norm in which “academic public intellectuals
disclose their income from all their public intellectual work.” Posner quali-
fies his position with the caveat that compared to public officials’ disclosure
of their income, it is not as important that academics comply with strict dis-
closure standards because they are not as powerful. But he argues that “rev-
elation of the lucrative character of some of this moonlighting would help
the public to evaluate public intellectual work and would deter some of the
most questionable forms of it.”

While some disclosure is justified, it is difficult to know where to draw
the line. How should we deal, for example, with firms that link pay to visi-

Sstatement.

3See Steven Phillips, “A Conflict that Might Interest the Ethicists,” Times Higher
Education Supplement (April 27, 2001).
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bility in the media? Should I note on the bottom of my op-eds that a small
part of my compensation at AEI and Brookings is related to the number of
op-eds I publish in newspapers? This, indeed, has an effect on the number of
op-eds I write, if not their bias.

In some cases, the linkage between salary and taking a particular position
in the media is more direct. [ know several people at so-called public interest
groups who get paid to take particular positions in the media. I do not
doubt that they believe these positions, but why, in principle, should they be
treated any differently from a business consultant taking money in exchange
for writing an op-ed? Yet they are treated very differently by the media —
with the opinion of the business consultant being

given less credence. Disclosure
Again, let me return to the Microsoft example to '
illustrate a problem with the incompleteness in the polzczes do

definition of disclosure. I wrote an article for
Regulation on the Microsoft case before I became a
consultant for Microsoft. Just prior to the publica-
tion of the article, [ was asked by someone repre-
senting an opponent of Microsoft if the article could information
be withdrawn, and if I would consider a consultancy

not provide

much

with that firm. I said no and, frankly, was offended on whether

by the offer. .o )
[ use this example because it says lots about the an Opinion is

limitations of actual disclosure policies. You are not like ly to be

asked to disclose clients that you turn away on prin-

cipled grounds — only those for whom you do biased.

work. We might learn more about an individual
from how she discriminates among potential clients if we could observe that,
but, unfortunately, that’s difficult to do.

If disclosure policies do not provide much information on whether an
opinion is likely to be biased, we could examine an individual’s incentive to
preserve her reputation. Academics have some incentive to preserve their
professional reputation among their colleagues. This can help to put con-
straints on their public pronouncements, but may not solve the problem.
Those academics who care less about their reputation and are more interest-
ed in public exposure will be more likely to become pundits or talking
heads. This could decrease the overall quality of punditry, assuming that
were possible.

Let me offer another example from the Joint Center website that will
illustrate some of the problems with “cleanliness” as perceived by the media.
I have signed one statement on liberalizing spectrum auctions at the Federal
Communications Commission and helped write a Supreme Court brief
signed by 39 leading economists on the need to consider costs, benefits, and
other relevant factors in regulatory decision making. While I did not take
any money for either endeavor, I fully expect that being on both documents
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will enhance my market prospects and market value, both as an academician
and as a consultant. So, it would be a bit disingenuous for me to say that I
did not have a direct financial interest in these activities. Frankly, though,
that was not the primary reason I got involved. The main reason I got
involved is because I care deeply about how public policies affect real people
outside the beltway. Should I be required to disclose that?

So, here we have an example of activities that would be viewed as clean
(and therefore, no disclosure is currently required), which give me substan-
tial monetary and nonmonetary benefits. Should we care more about my
future benefits likely to be derived from an activity than past payments? I
think so, but unfortunately, these benefits are hard to observe.

The difficulty of observing many features of dis-
closure taken together with gaining agreement on a

There is a reasonable definition of full disclosure makes it a

tmdeoff difficult goal at best. But I fear that achieving the

goal would actually do more harm than good by

between reducing the pool of experts and encouraging people

. to circumvent the system in ways that do not aid in
available the search for “truth.”

Impact on who responds and how they respond.
Andrew Sullivan has suggested that an individual
the degreg 0O f who consults for a company should not write about

) issues related to that company. He believes that indi-
disclosure vidual’s journalistic independence has been compro-
mised — no matter how innocent or transparent the
consulting arrangement. “Let’s say [Krugman and
Peggy Noonan] just took $50,000 minimum from
this company for legit extracurricular work,” he wrote. “Haven’t these pun-
dits essentially undermined themselves as independent watchdogs of the cul-
ture?”

Sullivan’s position, while extreme, has some empirical support. When an
individual consults for a company, she is more likely to take on the perspec-
tive of that company as a result of continued interactions with a group of
like-minded individuals. Even if a consultant tries diligently to preserve her
impartiality, there is a likelihood that a company’s views will grow on her,
and seem more sensible than they did before the consulting arrangement.
Sullivan’s rather extreme policy could reduce such conflicts, but at the
expense of reducing the available pool of experts. Who, after all, is in a bet-
ter position to write about a company, or a policy related to that company,
than someone who knows the business firsthand? Thus, there is a tradeoff
between available expertise and the degree of disclosure required.

Even stopping short of Sullivan’s suggestion to disallow any writing by a
consultant, calls for greater disclosure could be counterproductive. The pool
of potential experts on the subject may be reduced because some individuals
will prefer not to disclose and not participate in the public discussion.

expertise and

required.
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Moreover, some may simply evade the requirements and hope they don’t get
caught. Still others — the entrepreneurial types — will create “fronts” that
make the probability of detection less likely. A front is anything that
obscures the connection between an individual and that person’s sources of
support. It could be a business, a non-governmental organization, or an indi-
vidual serving as an intermediary.

What kind of fronts might be created? A look around at how the various
think tanks operate can offer some food for thought. Even the top think
tanks, like AET and Brookings, get much of their money from — dare I say
it? — business, or foundations whose wealth typically comes from business.
The foundations supporting think tanks run the gamut from anti-business to
pro-business, but a typical foundation will only pro-
vide support if it has a reasonable expectation of the
kind of results that will be produced. And even if
think tanks get their money frpm OVEIMMENt —  py,04 so-called
read: the taxpayer — that will create conflicts
because of an interest in pleasing that funder. government

The way think tanks deal with potential conflicts
is to introduce mechanisms that help preserve their 7720M€Y, comes

reputation for doing quality work. These mecha-

Most money,

nisms include: hiring scholars who are interested in with some

preserving their academic reputations, peer-review- strings related
ing their major published works, such as books, and
encouraging their scholars to publish in peer- 1o expected
reviewed journals.

Another important mechanism that think tanks
and universities use to preserve their reputation is to

results.

obtain funding from a variety of sources. Such diversification makes it easier
for these institutions to have their scholars take positions that may be at
odds with the views of their funders. Free trade is a good example. AEI
scholars are generally very supportive of free trade, even though some of
AED’s funders have argued for protectionist policies related to their firm or
industry.

The mechanisms for preserving reputation are not perfect, however.
Scholars may still be subjected to pressures from particular firms on particu-
lar issues. Those places concerned about their academic reputations tend to
be more adept at giving their scholars freer rein. But the bottom line is that
most money, even so-called government money, comes with some strings
related to expected results.

And the competition for funds is fierce, which means there may be greater
emphasis on producing work that increases funding rather than first-rate
scholarship. Still, at the leading think thanks and universities, I think these
mechanisms work reasonably well for scholarship published in a scholat’s
area of expertise. Work published outside of a scholar’s area of expertise is
another matter.
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Unfortunately, not all think tanks or universities take the same degree of
pride in academic freedom as AE1 or Brookings. Posner, for example, pro-
vides an account of the Independent Institute’s support of Microsoft while it
was receiving funding from the firm. But if disclosure requirements were
enforced more rigorously, I would expect more think tanks to emerge that
serve as fronts for all sorts of preferred interest group policies.

The same is true of websites. While I can say that the AE1-Brookings Joint
Center website has not been influenced one iota by our funders, I know
other websites where that is not the case, and I'm sure you do too.
Moreover, revealing the sources of support typically provides little, if any,
useful information about whether the work produced or featured by a site
represents independent analysis, or is merely a convenient vehicle for adver-
tising a funder’s preferred policy position. This creates a real problem for
people wishing to use disclosure as a meaningful measure of potential con-
flicts of interest.

In some cases, disclosure is selective. Posner notes that after the Valdez oil
spill, Exxon paid several academics to write articles on punitive damages. In
the articles, the authors noted that Exxon had paid them for their work. But
when Exxon used the articles as cited sources in briefs it prepared for its
appeal proceedings, it failed to disclose that it had paid for the articles.
Moreover, neither Exxon nor the commissioned academics would disclose
the amount of the received payment.

The point is that calls for greater disclosure will lead to more innovative
ways to circumvent disclosure and we should keep that in mind in crafting
solutions.

What needs to be done?

ONSIDER DISCLOSURE. A requirement of full disclosure is not

meaningful because it is hard to know how to implement and is

likely to create perverse incentives. The current system of disclosure,
for all its warts, is not a bad starting point. That system generally requires a
scholar to identify conflicts that would not pass a political “smell test.” That
is, if there is a reason to think that an average reader would be suspicious if
a scholar did not disclose something, then she should disclose it.

The basic problem with the current system of disclosure is that it is
incomplete. The media need to recognize this and do a better job. Here are
five concrete suggestions.

Suggestion 1: Place less reliance on disclosure as a signal. Disclosure can
provide a useful hint about a conflict of interest, but several other factors
should be taken into account. For example, does the “expert” have a reputa-
tion to preserve (e.g., in her field of expertise)? How do reputable colleagues
view her?

Suggestion 2: Apply rules for evaluating experts across the board. That
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means doing due diligence on all participants in a debate, not just those
where the conflicts are most obvious. The notion that taking money from
industry should necessarily taint someone is naive. But if it is going to be
treated as a practice that warrants disclosure, the self-interest of individuals
who appear to be clean, such as those from so-called public interest groups
and government, should also be highlighted.

Suggestion 3: Find out whether the person is really an expert. 'm an
cconomist — Ph.D. and all. T can’t tell you how many times I've heard “talk-
ing heads” get up there on TV and radio talk shows and get treated with
great respect on the stock market and forecasting issues, when they actually
know next to nothing on the subject. The press should not give these people
a pass, just because they sound good.

Suggestion 4: The media should think harder. The

press needs to be more critical in an academic sense. The media
There is no substitute for actually reading some
reports to determine their quality. If this skill is in seem to be

short supply, as I think it is for many journalists,
then leading media outlets, such as the New York

happy with

Times, the Wall Street Journal, and cNN, should hire the status
people to support reporters who can think critically
about technical issues. Some of these skills can be quo, and

taught and they should be.

Suggestion S: We all should think harder. One of f or the most
th.e things I try to teach in the classroom‘is criti.cal part, so is
thinking. Does the argument the person is making
really hold water? If more people learn to think criti- the pub lic.
cally, this would help.

What’s wrong with these recommendations? The
media seem to be happy with the status quo, and for the most part, so is the
public. So there is nothing that is likely to move us in this direction quickly
unless some foundation, or foundations, with serious money decides to take
up the cause.* One might consider government help, but beyond a voucher
program to stimulate competition and improve quality in education, I do
not see a useful government role.

Posner has suggested that, in addition to disclosing income related to pub-
lic intellectual work, academics should provide all of their work on public
intellectual activities in some kind of form that is easily retrieved, such as
posting to a website. He suggests that “one solution might be for universities
to require their faculty members to post annually, on the university’s web
page, all the non-academic writing . . . and public speaking that they have

4Posner notes that “the public-intellectual market does not appear to exhibit, at least to
any marked degree, ‘market failure’ in the economic sense” and that the shortcomings of

the market “do not warrant costly methods of correction.”

QOCcTOBER & NOVEMBER 2002 49



Robert W. Hahn

done during the preceding year. . . . At the end of the year the contents of the
web page would be downloaded and printed out, and copies deposited in
the major university libraries.”

Posner’s ideas could, of course, be extended to pundits in general. The
question is what good they would do. I'm not so sure. I am certain that it
would decrease the supply of opinion makers on key public policy issues,
but whether it would improve the overall quality of information is another
matter.

Reform?

E BEGAN WITH A tale of Paul Krugman and a controversy
over disclosure, but I don’t think Krugman is the real story
here. I think the real story is that disclosure has serious limita-
tions, there are lots of major conflicts of interest out there that don’t get
reported, and that the press tends to tilt the playing field in ways that have
not been adequately considered.
Full disclosure, far from being a panacea, could make things worse. My
basic suggestions for fixing the problem are a press that thinks more critical-
ly and a public that does the same. Don’t hold your breath.
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Classroom Research
and Cargo Cults

By E.D. HirscH JRr.

“We really ought to look into theories that don’t work, and science that
isn’t science. I think the educational . . . studies I mentioned are exam-
ples of what T would like to call cargo cult science. In the South Seas
there is a cargo cult of people. During the war they saw airplanes with
lots of good materials, and they want the same thing to happen now. So
they’ve arranged to make things like runways, to put fires along the sides
of the runways, to make a wooden hut for a man to sit in, with two
wooden pieces on his head for headphones and bars of bamboo sticking
out like antennas — he’s the controller — and they wait for the airplanes
to land. They’re doing everything right. The form is perfect. It looks
exactly the way it looked before. But it doesn’t work. No airplanes land.
So I call these things cargo cult science, because they follow all the
apparent precepts and forms of scientific investigation, but they’re miss-
ing something essential, because the planes don’t land.”

— Richard P. Feynman, “Cargo Cult Science,” Surely You're Joking, Mr
Feynman!: Adventures of a Curious Character (Norton, 1985).

FTER MANY YEARS of educational research, it is discon-
certing — and also deeply significant — that we have lit-
tle dependable research guidance for school policy. We
have useful statistics in the form of test scores that indi-
cate the achievement level of children, schools, and dis-
tricts. But we do not have causal analyses of these data that could reliably
lead to significant improvement. Richard Feynman, in his comment on

E.D. Hirsch Jr., a distinguished visiting fellow at the Hoover Institution,
is president of the Core Knowledge Foundation and professor emeritus of
education and humanities at the University of Virginia. Special thanks to
Eric Hanushek, Liz McPike, Ralph Raimi, Louisa Spencer, Steven Stabl,
and Grover Whitehurst for their suggestions.
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“cargo cult science,” identifies part of the reason for this shortcoming —
that while educational research sometimes adopts the outward form of sci-
ence, it does not burrow to its essence. For Feynman, the essence of good
science is doing whatever is necessary to get to reliable and usable knowl-
edge — a goal not necessarily achieved by merely following the external
forms of a “method.”

The statistical methods of educational research have become highly
sophisticated. But the quality of the statistical analysis is much higher than
its practical utility. Despite the high claims being made for statistical tech-
niques like regression analysis, or experimental techniques like random
assignment of students into experimental and control groups, classroom-
based research (as contrasted with laboratory research) has not been able to
rid itself of uncontrolled influences called “noise” that have made it impossi-
ble to tease out the relative contributions of the various factors that have led
to “statistically significant” results. This is a chief reason for the unreliability
and fruitlessness of current classroom research. An uncertainty principle
subsists at its heart. As a consequence, every partisan in the education wars
is able to utter the words “research has shown” in support of almost any
position. Thus “research” is invoked as a rhetorical weapon — its main cur-
rent use.

In this essay I shall outline some fundamental reasons why educational
research has not provided dependable guidance for policy, and suggest how
to repair what it lacks. On a positive note, there already exists some reliable
research on which educational policy could and should be based, found
mainly (though not exclusively) in cognitive psychology. In the end, both
naturalistic research and laboratory research in education have a duty to
accompany their findings with plausible accounts of their actual implications
for policy — as regards both the relative cost of the policy in money and
time and the relative gain that may be expected from it in comparison with
rival policies. Including this neglected dimension might wonderfully concen-
trate the research mind, and lead to better science in the high sense defined
by Feynman.

A tale of two studies

(—\Hl; NOVEMBER 20071 issue of Scientific American includes an
article called “Does Class Size Matter?” about the policy conse-
quences of research into the beneficial effects of smaller class size.

The centerpiece of the article is the famous multimillion dollar sTaR
(Student/Teacher Achievement Ratio) study — considered to be a method-
ological model for educational research — which showed with exemplary
technique that reducing class size will enhance equity and achievement in
early grades.

But when California legislators dutifully spent $5 billion to reduce class
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size in early grades, the predicted significant effect did not result.
Educational researchers, including the authors of the Scientific American
article itself, complained that the California policy was implemented with
“too little forethought and insight.” Presumably this complaint implies that
there are many factors that affect educational outcomes, and that we should
not rely on a single one like class size. This after-the-fact criticism is valid.
But if the California legislators had searched for useful “insight” in the sSTAR
research they would have been disappointed. “Forethought and insight”
cannot compensate for the deeper problem that the process of generalizing
directly from classroom research is inherently unreliable.

Also in November 2001, there appeared an article in Education Week
that summarized research into the multimillion dol-
lar “whole-school reform” effort (“Whole School :

Projects Show Mixed Results”). According to the Neither the
article, the researchers could not reliably discrimi- expensive
nate between those programs that worked well and

those that did not. The evaluators blamed the incon- whole-school
clusiveness of the results on uneven implementation
of the various programs by the schools — an
unhelpful observation. As a consequence, neither the ) o expen sive
expensive “whole-school” programs nor the expen-

sive research into their effectiveness can usefully research
guide policy across the nation — which was a chief
aim of the enterprise.

These are but two recent examples of the general
inconclusiveness of educational research. The histor-
ical record — like these two particular studies — can usefully
supports Feynman’s contention that even when edu- . .
cational research follows the external forms of sci- guld@ p Olle-
ence, it misses the essence. It dutifully gathers com-
plex data, and uses control groups and experimental groups, and it applies
sophisticated statistical techniques. In rare cases, as in the sTAR study, it fol-
lows the still more rigorous practice of purely random assignment of stu-
dents to the experimental and control groups. But even after researchers
have dutifully followed “all the apparent precepts and forms of scientific
investigation,” the planes don’t land. The test-score gaps between social
classes do not narrow.

What is missing from this research? How, for example, might the sTAR
study have been made scientifically more solid, and ultimately more useful
for the policymakers of California? These improvements would not have
been achieved by using the now widely advocated technique of random
assignment, since random assignment was in fact used. In fact, it was not the
experimental structure of STAR but its intellectual structure that was defi-
cient. This multimillion dollar study does not hazard a clear and detailed
theoretical interpretation of its own findings. It does not, for example,

programs nor

into their

effectiveness
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answer such nitty-gritty questions as: What are the various causal factors
that make smaller class size more effective for earlier grades than for later
ones? Could there be alternative and even more reliable ways of achieving
similar or higher student gains? Much of the literature I have read in connec-
tion with sTAR quietly assumes that smaller class size is itself the causal
agent. But even the more sophisticated interpretations of sTar which posit
deeper causal factors do not systematically explore the following critical
issue: Given the probable causes of student gain, are there even more effec-
tive and less costly ways of applying those causes and achieving the same or
greater gains? If, for example, an important causal advantage of smaller
class size is more interaction time between student and teacher, are there
alternative, less expensive policies for achieving more interaction time and
even greater student gains? These are the questions that a policymaker needs
to have answered, and it is the duty of the informed researcher on the
ground — not the beset legislator — to ponder and answer those questions.

Traditionally, scientific work is considered “good” if its results foster
deeper theoretical understanding. One of the most disdainful remarks in the
sciences is that a piece of work is “a-theoretical.” It’s true that in common
parlance the word “theory” has an overtone of impracticality. Scientists,
however, regard the formulation of theories about deep causal factors to be
the motive force of scientific progress — a view that has rightly replaced an
carlier just-the-facts conception of scientific advance. The sTAR study is a
first-rate illustration of the way in which the a-theoretical tradition in educa-
tion research hinders its utility. Wolfgang Pauli once remarked about a scien-
tific paper: “It is not even wrong.” That is exactly what can be said about
the sTAR study, and by extension many other classroom studies. Most of
them are profoundly a-theoretical. They neither enable good policy infer-
ences nor advance the research agenda. And they have other problems as
well.

Difficult and undependable research

N APOLOGETIC ARGUMENT heard in education schools is that

educational research can never be as clean and decisive as con-

trolled laboratory experiments because, on ethical grounds, one
cannot treat children like rats in a maze. Admittedly, there is truth in this
defense. Even the most carefully conducted school research must operate in
circumstances that preclude certainty. Unfortunately, however, the limita-
tions of classroom research eliminate not only certainty, but also the very
possibility of scientific consensus — a very serious problem indeed.

If we take an example of the best educational research — say the
Tennessce class-size experiment — and ponder why it fails to serve policy-
makers well, some very basic reasons present themselves. The sTAR
researchers were at pains not to interfere with anything in the school setting
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except class size. Had they manipulated other factors, they would have
introduced unmanageable uncertainties into the analysis. They wanted to
disclose what might be expected if the only policy change was the reduction
of average class size from 24 to 1 5. Given such careful control and analysis,
why was class-size reduction so much less effective in California than it
seemed to be in Tennessee? There’s one immediate and self-evident answer:
In some settings, class-size reduction helps an average .2 of a standard devia-
tion; in other settings it helps only .075 of a standard deviation (neither
effect being much to write home about).

This simple restating of the results, while almost too obvious to mention,
goes straight to the heart of one educational-research problem: the fact that
results cannot be generalized. Such research carries with it an implicit claim
to reproducibility in other settings. Otherwise, why undertake it? But its
multiplex character almost guarantees non-reproducibility. If just one factor
such as class size is being analyzed, then its relative contribution to student
outcomes (which might be co-dependent on many other real-world factors)
may not be revealed by even the most careful analysis. On the other hand, if
other classroom factors had been experimentally controlled at the same
time, then it would be extremely hard if not impossible to determine — even
by the most sophisticated means — just which of the experimental interven-
tions caused or failed to cause which improvements. And if a whole host of
factors are simultaneously evaluated as in “whole-school reform,” it is not
just difficult but, despite the claims made for regression analysis, impossible
to determine relative causality with confidence.

In his essay on cargo cult science, Feynman described how one researcher
managed with great persistence finally to obtain a reliable result in studying
rats in a maze. Here is his description:

There have been many experiments running rats through all kinds of
mazes, and so on — with little clear result. But in 1937 a man named
Young did a very interesting one. He had a long corridor with doors all
along one side where the rats came in, and doors along the other side
where the food was. He wanted to see if he could train the rats to go in
at the third door down from wherever he started them off. No. The rats
went immediately to the door where the food had been the time before.

The question was, how did the rats know, because the corridor was so
beautifully built and so uniform, that this was the same door as before?
Obviously there was something about the door that was different from
the other doors. So he painted the doors very carefully, arranging the
textures on the faces of the doors exactly the same. Still the rats could
tell. Then he thought maybe the rats were smelling the food, so he used
chemicals to change the smell after each run. Still the rats could tell.
Then he realized the rats might be able to tell by seeing the lights and the
arrangement in the laboratory like any commonsense person. So he cov-
ered the corridor, and still the rats could tell. He finally found that they
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could tell by the way the floor sounded when they ran over it. And he
could only fix that by putting his corridor in sand. So he covered one
after another of all possible clues and finally was able to fool the rats so
that they had to learn to go in the third door. If he relaxed any of his
conditions, the rats could tell.

As mentioned, given ethical constraints, the likelihood of conducting such a

scientifically rigorous experiment on American schoolchildren would appear
to be rather low.

There are other fundamental difficulties standing in the way of generaliza-

tion from classroom research. Young children learn slowly. The cumulative

effects of interventions are gradual, extending over

Children years. Yet most educational research is conducted

over spans measured in months rather than years,

learn s lowly’ ensuring that effect sizes will tend to be small. These

effects may be rendered almost invisible by another

yet most difficulty — the fact that the process of schooling is
exceedingly context-dependent. Children’s learning

educational is deeply social, lending each classroom context a
research is different dynamic. Moreover, learning is critically
dependent on students’ relevant prior knowledge.
conducted Neither of these contextual variables, the social and
the cognitive, can be experimentally controlled in
over spans real-world classroom settings. The social context of

schooling depends on unpredictable interactions
between teachers and students, and among students
months rather themselves. And what students bring to a classroom

depends not only on what they previously learned in
than years. school, but also — as is well-established — on

unpredictable knowledge they gained outside of

measured in

school.

Detailed analyses of the contextual factors that influence learning are
greatly to be desired, of course, but progress in understanding those contex-
tual factors is unlikely to result from coarse-grained classroom studies.
Progress is more likely to result from highly controlled “artificial” experi-
ments that reveal the fine-grained underlying causes. It used to be thought
that damp, low-lying air causes “swamp fever.” (The other term for swamp
fever, “malaria,” means “bad air.”) That theory of the cause of the disease
was accepted by medical science as long as researchers stuck to coarse-
grained observations which indicated that if you live in a swamp you are
likely to get swamp fever from the bad air. It was not until the disease was
put under the microscope that progress began to be made in determining the
true causes and vectors of malaria. Medical science continues to advance as
it becomes allied with ever more refined laboratory understandings. Its most
striking and reliable advances have occurred since medicine became closely
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tied to biochemistry at a still more fine-grained level — the molecular. By
analogy, it is plausible to think that progress in educational research, if it
occurs at all, will follow this sort of pattern.

Another hard-to-control contextual variable is, of course, teacher quality.
One argument of this essay is that deep-lying principles of learning are more
reliable than specific teaching methods, because a decision about which
teaching methods will be most effective will depend on unpredictable con-
textual variables, with the result that the same underlying principle may
require very different methods in different contexts. This means that the
teacher’s role as the on-the-spot translator of principles into methods is criti-
cal. But teacher training, though crucial, is not my subject here. Leaving
aside the vexed and critical question of “teacher quality,” the two other
uncontrolled-for context variables that I mentioned — the social and the
cognitive — are so important that their influences alone tend to drown out
most experimental interventions. That will be true even when (as in STAR)
the number of students being sampled is large enough to allow the hopeful
assumption that the variables will cancel out. In those cases, the influence of
contextual variables has been so great that the effect-sizes of most experi-
mental interventions have been small.

The smallness of effect sizes has prompted disinterested scholars like FL]J.
Walberg, Barak Rosenshine, and Jeanne Chall to analyze whole masses of
relevant studies on given educational topics to see if a reliable pattern
emerges. These meta-studies are the most dependable sources of the meager
insights that educational research has uncovered. But the end result of these
painstaking analyses is that most conclusions still remain insecure, and still
reflect the uncertainty and ambiguity of the underlying studies.

To summarize so far: Educational data are difficult to apply in a depend-
able way because of contextual variables that change from classroom to
classroom and from year to year, and that drown out the effects of single or
multiple interventions. Clearly, therefore, one major assumption of educa-
tional research needs to be examined and modified — i.e., the assumption
that data about what works in schools could be gathered from schools and
then applied directly to improve schools.

Changing the thought model

S THERE A WAY in which this inherent uncertainty principle in edu-
cational data can be diminished? Yes, by placing less reliance on tra-
ditional educational research that makes inferences from school data
and applies those inferences directly back to schools.
Here is an example of traditional educational research in action from the
government’s educational database called Er1C:

ERIC NO: ED394125 TITLE: Vocabulary Teaching Strategies: Effects
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on Vocabulary Recognition and Comprehension at the First Grade
Level. auTHOR: Peitz, Patricia; Vena, Patricia PUBLICATION DATE:

1996

ABSTRACT: A study examined teaching methods for vocabulary at the
first grade level. The study compared teaching vocabulary in context and
teaching vocabulary in isolation. Subjects were 32 culturally diverse
first-grade students from varying socio-economic backgrounds. The
sample consisted of 14 boys and 18 girls, heterogeneously grouped.
Two teacher-made tests were used, each consisting of 30 multiple choice
items: Test A, to test vocabulary in isolation; and Test B, to test vocabu-
lary in context. Target words for the tests were taken from the Dolch
list, the Harris-Jacob list, and the reading material used in the classroom
on a regular basis. Both tests were administered as pretests prior to
instruction. After a 3-month period of instruction, Tests A and B were
readministered as posttests to determine students’ vocabulary growth.
Results indicated that there was no significant difference in vocabulary
acquisition by the sample. Results also indicated that, although there
was vocabulary growth with both methods, the sample group’s growth
in vocabulary taught in isolation was greater than that of the vocabulary
taught in context. Findings suggest that both methods of learning vocab-
ulary will enable children to increase their vocabulary base and should
be used. (Four tables of data are included; contains 37 references, 4
appendixes containing lists of vocabulary in context and in isolation,
and related literature on vocabulary building.)

To paraphrase, there seems to be a slight benefit to teaching high-frequen-
¢y vocabulary words in isolation rather than in context, but no significant
difference in vocabulary growth as between the two methods. If the experi-
ment had been made on a grander scale with thousands of students, random
assignments, and a duration longer than three months, the data might have
shifted in favor of teaching words in context. To repeat, however, it is
unlikely that the results of a more massive experiment would supply depend-
able guidance. Again, we simply do not know enough about the uncon-
trolled factors at play in either sort of result to move confidently from
research to policy.

But suppose a policymaker had to form a decision on how teachers
should best achieve first-grade vocabulary enhancement (an extremely
important issue). What decision should be made? Someone who read the
work of cognitive scientists (rather than classroom reports) would find well-
tested advice on how to teach vocabulary. They would find a consensus that,
depending on the prior knowledge of students, both isolated and contextual
methods need to be used — isolated instruction for certain high-frequency
words students may not know or may not recognize by sight, like the prepo-
sitions “about,” “under,” “before,” “behind,” but carefully guided contex-
tual instruction for other words. Teachers and administrators would learn
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that word meanings are acquired gradually over time through multiple
exposures to whole systems of related words, and that the most effective
type of contextual word study is an extended exposure to coherent subject
matters.

This scientific consensus arose not just from classroom educational
research but principally from laboratory studies and theoretical considera-
tions unconnected to the classroom. One theoretical consideration, for
instance, is that a top-of-the-class 17-year-old high-school graduate knows
around 60,000 different words. That averages out to a learning rate of 11
new words a day from age two. Although this estimate varies in the litera-
ture from 8 to 18, its range implies by any reckoning a word-acquisition
rate that cannot be achieved by studying words in

isolgtion. There is notable c.o'gr.litive researc'h on the The most

subject of vocabulary acquisition. Synthesis of this

research is a more dependable guide to education reliable

policy than the data derived from classrooms. i )
If we follow this line of thought where it leads, we 2 uidance is

come to the conclusion that the most reliable guid-
ance to what works in school is not to be found by
looking at data from schools but rather by looking in data from
at inferences from the laboratory. (“By indirections

find directions out.”) Of course, these scientific schools but
inferences must prove themselves in the schools; they

not found

can’t be permitted to produce worse educational rather in
outcomes than we had before. But because‘ of the z'nferences
variability of the local contexts from which the
school data is taken, the probability that an infer- from the
ence from school data is wrong is much greater than
the probability that a scientific consensus is wrong. ldbOMtO?’y-

Education-school proponents of “qualitative”
research criticize quantitative research by taking note of the variability of
classroom contexts, and claiming that all education, like all politics, is local.
(They use the term “situated learning.”) They pride themselves on following
“ethnographic” methods, and taking into account the uniqueness of the
classroom context. They rightly object that quantitative research tries to
apply oranges to apples. But if their descriptions do not disclose something
general that I could confidently apply to my own classroom, their studies are
not very useful. And if their inferences did have general application, then the
value of an “ethnographic” rather than a straightforward general descrip-
tion would lie in the literary vividness of a concrete example. But literary
value is rarely claimed or observed in these productions.

Descriptive educational research suffers a fundamental shortcoming. To
describe is to select what is important to describe out of an uncountable
multitude of classroom happenings. How do I know that the chosen events
are the ones that have made a difference? Overt behaviors like calling on shy
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students or building medieval castles out of milk cartons may or may not be
the behaviors that have mainly caused one classroom to learn more about
medieval castles than another. To be useful, even in the abstract, the descrip-
tions would have to be selected on the basis of a prior theory about what is
important to be described. This begs the research question. What is impor-
tant to be described is what careful research should be trying to find out, not
what it should be taking for granted. Although advocates of qualitative
research are right to point out the unreliability of quantitative analyses like
the sTAR study, they need to apply a similar skepticism to their own efforts.
The reliability picture changes dramatically when we apply consensus sci-
ence to education. Cognitive scientists have reached agreement, for example,
about the chief ways in which vocabulary is
acquired. This theory gained consensus because it
explains data from many kinds of studies and a
diversity of sources. While incomplete in causal
detail, it explains more of what we know about
p?’élCtiCdl vocabulary acquisition than does any other theory.
. When we apply it, we are no longer applying
maxims but oranges to apples, but well-validated general princi-

A teacher

needs not just

alen ples to particular instances, in confidence that the
principles will work when accommodated to the

und erlyin g classroom or other context.
One might object that teachers should not have to
gener al think back to first principles every time they make
. lesson plans. Highly probable maxims that work
princip les. most of the time (Francis Bacon called them “middle

axioms”) get us through the day. True enough, but
for reasons I have already advanced, classroom research has been undepend-
able in offering middle-level generalizations. Its maxims tend to be overgen-
eralized beyond their highly uncertain sphere of validity, so they are often
inapplicable to particular circumstances. Teachers who were to read a differ-
ent research report such as ERIC ED246392 or ED392012 would con-
clude they should favor the words-in-context approach.

Yet neither conclusion would be warranted. According to more general
principles gleaned from cognitive science, it would be premature for teachers
to follow either approach without further consideration. If students in a par-
ticular class already know and recognize by sight critical foundational words
like “under,” “over,” “about,” “beside,” beneath,” it wastes class time
chiefly to use a words-in-isolation approach. This more general maxim is
grounded not just in classroom research but in an interpretation of data
from a diversity of domains.

Middle axioms are inherently probabilistic, and, in education, the proba-
bilities change greatly in different circumstances. A teacher needs not just
practical maxims but also underlying general principles that can guide their
intelligent application. The wider public shows an understanding of this
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truth in the adage “teaching is an art, not a science.” This is another way of
saying that the variabilities of classrooms demand a flexible application of
deep general principles, not a mechanical application of methods and max-
1ms.

What are “reliable general principles”?

IFTY YEARS AGO, psychology was dominated by the guru princi-

ple. One declared an allegiance to B.E Skinner and behaviorism, or

to Piaget and stage theory, or to Vygotsky and social theory. Today,
by contrast, a new generation of “cognitive scientists,” while duly respectful
of these important figures, have leavened their insights with further evidence
(not least, thanks to new technology), and have been able to take a less spec-
ulative and guru-dominated approach. This is not to suggest that psychology
has now reached the maturity and consensus level of solid-state physics. But
it is now more reliable than it was, say, in the Thorndike era with its endless
debates over “transfer of training.”

To lend some credence to the proposition that general cognitive principles
tend to be more dependable than maxims from direct classroom research, [
shall now outline some issues in cognitive science about which a degree of
consensus has been reached. Shrewd applications of these consensus princi-
ples would almost certainly enhance classroom learning, and ought also to
encourage a shift in the way policymakers use educational data and
research.

Prior knowledge as a prerequisite to effective learning. 1 have put this
principle first, because so many other principles and policy implications flow
from it. If “fortune favors the prepared mind,” so does learning. One of the
themes currently dominant in our education schools is that learning should
be based on the mastery of formal habits of thinking rather than on “mere
facts,” that learning how to think is more important than mere accumula-
tion of “factoids.” The modicum of truth in this widely-held notion would
appear to go something like this: After a student has reached a certain
threshold of enabling knowledge, then acquiring a habit of critical thinking
may be more valuable than acquiring a few more facts.

But it would be a profound mistake, uncountenanced by cognitive sci-
ence, to suppose that skillful thinking can be mastered independently of
broad subject-matter knowledge. The fallacy of derogating content is obvi-
ous in mathematics, where everyone concedes that skill and understanding
in multiplication depend on a preparatory knowledge of addition. And the
principle of preparatory knowledge applies not just to math, but to most
other intellectual domains.

The research that offers the most dramatic evidence that relevant prior
knowledge is critical to thinking skill is the area of expert-novice studies.
The expert learns more from a given experience than a novice does, even
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though the novice has much more still to learn. That’s because being pre-
sented with too many not-yet-interpreted items overloads and confuses the
mind, whereas prior knowledge makes experience salient and meaningful
(see “meaningfulness” below), and the expert need interpret less novelty
than the non-expert (see “attention” below).

Meaningfulness. A lot of learning is, of necessity, pretty meaningless. The
connection between the sound and the sense of many words is entirely arbi-
trary. That the words “brother” or “sister” sound like they do is, for a child,
just a brute fact that has to be learned. But, once the arbitrary sound-sense
connection is learned, the meaningfulness of those words ensures that they
will be remembered. Meaningfulness implies connectedness by experiential

association (episodic memory), by schematic struc-
ture (semantic memory), or by emotional associa-

One Of the tions. In the expert-novice experiments, it is thought
that prior knowledge enables the expert not only to
tasks Of connect the elements of an experience, but also to

pick out what is meaningful and salient in it.

teachi ng s Moreover, prior knowledge enables the expert to

to make deduce more from the experience than the novice
can. A novice looking at the outside of an Italian
learnin g villa wouldn’t understand that it has an unseen cen-

. tral courtyard; the expert, equipped with prior
mea”mgf ul. knowledge, would comprehend the unseen interior
courtyard as well as the exterior walls.

The familiar distinction between “rote learning”
and “meaningful learning” is thus well grounded — if understood liberally.
But, since not all learning is inherently meaningful to a child (e.g. “sts-tuh,”
“BRUH-thuh”) one of the tasks of teaching is to make it so. A brilliant
kindergarten teacher once described to me some tricks she used to teach chil-
dren the names of the numbers. One trick was to bring in a pretzel, “Look,
this is the shape of the number 8.” She plopped it into her mouth. “Look, I
ate it! I 8 it.” It’s hard to believe that this method of making “rote learning”
meaningful, which incidentally invoked the children’s prior knowledge of the
verb “to eat,” could have been easily forgotten by the children.

The right mix of generalization and example. Learning in school requires
generalization. Nothing could be more abstract and general than arithmetic.
But to acquire the concepts of addition, subtraction, multiplication, and
division (or as Lewis Carroll would have it: “Ambition, Distraction,
Uglification, and Derision”), you have to learn more than the abstract con-
ceptions. You have to work with a lot of examples. No one advocates saying
to first graders “OK, kids, this is the commutative law of addition. You
memorize that — and never mind fiddling around with all those beans.” The
beans or their equivalent are absolutely essential.

The optimal mode for learning most subjects is through a carefully
devised combination of the general concept and well-selected examples. This
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idea of teaching by both precept and example is so old — going back to the
earliest literature in many cultures — that its confirmation in experiment is
no surprise. Examples serve a number of functions that can’t be retailed
here. Researchers say that it’s important to get the right mix and number of
examples. If arithmetic exercises are too numerous and similar, time will be
wasted. It is important to vary the angle of attack in examples, to illustrate
different key aspects of the underlying concepts, and not to forget that
explicit restatements of the general concept are equally important. The way
we store these concepts is typically enmeshed with models or examples. One
famous experiment showed that the concept “bird” is stored (by North
Americans) as something about the size of a robin, not the size of a hum-
mingbird or ostrich. Concept and example are
deeply connected with one another in how we think .
and remember as well as how we learn. Education
.Attention {ietermines leaming.. Although “moti- 47006 to enable
vation” and “interest” are perennial themes of edu-
cation, and important to any practicing teacher, it is t//}e mznd
sobering to discover from cognitive science that
motivation is only an indirect and dispensable aid to to transcend

!earnmg. Intf:ntlf)n .to.learn, whether 1r.1t.ernally the narrow
imposed by intrinsic interest and ambition, or

imposed from outside through rewards and punish- constraints
ments, may be sometimes a condition for learning, )
but it is not a necessary or sufficient condition. Some O f workin g
things that we involuntarily pay attention to are

learned and remembered better than things we are HIEREOT Y

trying to learn and remember. What is learned is
that which is paid attention to, and, typically, what is paid attention to is
what is learned.

Attention is an aspect of our “working memory,” a function that lasts just
a few seconds. Out of the whirr of perceptual features that impinge on
working memory every instant, we attend only to a salient few. That few is
very, very limited in number, even for the most brilliant minds. A famous
article about the limited number of things we can attend to at one time was
called “The Magical Number Seven, Plus or Minus Two” (by G.A. Miller,
first published in 19 56). In some cases the limiting number is nearer to four.
An expert with prior knowledge will be able to attend to many more things
than a novice, not because of greater mental capacity, but because of
“chunking.” For an expert, noticing one thing is automatically to notice a
myriad of things implied by it and known to be chunked with it, whereas
the novice has to get through dozens of connections, which, because of the
limitations of working memory, is impossible.

One chief aim of education is to enable the mind to transcend the narrow
constraints of working memory by concentrating an immense wealth of indi-
vidual elements into a single symbol or name that can be attended to all at
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once. This concentration effect is one of the marvels of language, and it illus-
trates the immense importance of imparting a sufficient vocabulary. As indi-
viduals and societies learn more, they form and learn new names for these
large complexes of concepts and perceptions. By means of effective names
and symbols, the vastness of what an ordinary school child can retain, use,
and pay attention to in, say, mathematics, exceeds the capacity of the most
learned doctors of fourteenth-century Oxford.

If the attended-to things are given meaning by being connected with what
we already know, we will learn (remember) them. If we do not attend to
them and do not accommodate them to some known structure, we will usu-
ally not learn them. Although this finding is not surprising to common sense,

it is a sobering reminder that we should not be over-
ly distracted by the vast and unreliable literature on

Effecti ve what will or will not properly motivate students — a
; debate that seems baffling to many teachers, since
l@él?‘?ll?lg what motivates some students does not motivate

others. A teacher’s job is to ensure meaningful atten-
tion by as many students as possible towards that

depends on

rebearsal which is to be learned — using whatever methods
may come to hand, including, above all, giving stu-
by one dents the preparatory knowledge that will make

) attention meaningful.

means ot Rehearsal (repetition) is usually necessary for
by another. .retenti.on. How long something will be ‘r.emembered

is typically determined by how often it has been

attended to. Rehearsal has the double purpose of
retention and making meaningful connections between experiences. There is
evidence that the need for rehearsal has a physical basis in the neuron struc-
ture of the brain. The need for repetition to maintain what is learned has
been well understood in every culture. We teach children little poems or
songs so they can retain the letters of the alphabet or the days of the months.
All this the world knows well, however contemporary slogans may dispar-
age it.

The disagreeable need for rehearsal is called in the educational parlance
“drill and kill.” Good teachers try to find ways of making rehearsal less
obviously painful, when that is possible. But effective learning depends on
rehearsal by one means or by another. In the old argument between “natural
development” and “practice makes perfect,” it is the latter that has the sup-
port of cognitive science.

Some useful findings can make practice effective. It has long been known
that massed practice is less effective than distributed practice. Cramming for
an exam is less effective for long-term retention than keeping up with assign-
ments as you go along. Frequent classroom testing of students (another dis-
paraged method) is a very effective distributed-practice technique. To test
students shortly after they learn something rehearses that knowledge.
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Moreover, students’ awareness that a test is coming focuses their attention
during original learning — giving classroom tests a double whammy for
learning. A maximally effective mode of practice is to rehearse something
just shortly before getting rusty, thus gradually extending the time span
between rehearsals. So superior is distributed practice to massed practice
that the cognitive scientist Ulrich Neisser was moved to poetry:

You can get a good deal from rebearsal

If it just bas the proper dispersal.

You would just be an ass

To do it en masse:

Your remembering would turn out much worsal.

Automaticity (through rebearsal) is essential to higher skills. Rehearsal
serves other purposes beyond long-term retention and the constructing of
meaningful connections. It also serves to make certain operations non-con-
scious and automatic. An obvious example is reading. The beginning reader
must consciously correlate sound and symbol, and consciously move the eye
from left to right, and consciously form the symbols into words. The begin-
ning student does not have much “channel capacity” left for paying atten-
tion to what the words are saying. Since working memory can attend to just
a few things at a time, the meaning of the sentence and even its component
sounds are likely to spill into oblivion. As these underlying processes become
more and more unconscious and automatic, the possibility grows for mean-
ingful reading, and finally for thinking about the meaning. The processes do
not become automatic just because children grow older, as the term “devel-
opment” is often used to imply. Skills become automatic by being practiced.

What is true for reading is also true for other activities. Obvious examples
come from sports; the more one has to think about all the motions required
for hitting a tennis ball well, the less one is likely to do so. In sports no one
doubts the need to gain automaticity. And it is no less true of other skills
including academic ones. Automaticity frees up the working memory and
allows it to concentrate on higher-order thinking.

Implicit instruction of beginners is usually less effective. A theme in the
literature of American education research is that natural, real-world simula-
tions (hands-on projects), in which the student gains knowledge implicitly,
are superior to the artificial, step-by-step methods of traditional schooling. Tt
is initially plausible that exposure to the complex realities of reading — the
“whole language” method — would lead to more sophisticated reading skill
than stumbling along step by step with the bricks and mortar of the alpha-
betic code. The more general question is this, however: Should students be
immersed right away in complex situations that simulate real life — the
method of implicit learning — or should they first be provided with explicit
modes of instruction that are focused on small chunks deliberately isolated
from the complexities of actual situations?

The answer one gets from cognitivists is complex. A teacher needs to
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engage in both implicit and explicit teaching. Because of the limitations of
working memory, a step-by-step, explicit approach is good for beginners. A
new tennis player has to be able to hold the racket and hit the ball over the
net, and usually needs instruction in those sub-skills before going on to play
a game. On the other hand, it’s hard to see how one could gain knowledge
of the ways subskills work together except in an actual game. Successful
coaches provide guided practice in isolated subskills, and also in how to put
them together in real-world simulations.

Since the resolution of the implicit-explicit debate is that teachers should
use both, the main point of considering the issue here is that explicit learning
has been subjected to widespread “research-based” condemnation in educa-

tion schools. Hence the subject forms a good illus-
.. tration of the contrast between educational research
Exp licit and cognitive research.

There’s a dramatic experiment in the literature. At
issue was the problem of how to teach people to dis-
has been cern the sex of day-old chicks. The protosexual

) characteristics are extremely subtle and variable, and
sub Tecte d to even after weeks of guidance from a mentor, trainees
rarely attain a correctness rate of more than 8o per

learning

wzdespread cent. Learning this skill has important financial
“vesearch- implications for egg-producing farmers, and chick-

sexing schools have been set up in Canada and
based” California. The school training, which involves

. implicit learning from real-world live chicks, lasts
condemnation. from six to 12 weeks.

It occurred to two cognitive scientists familiar
with the literature on implicit vs. explicit learning that these chick-sexing
schools might present an experimental opportunity. They wondered if they
could construct a more efficient learning program based on their knowledge
of the literature. They decided to capitalize on the experience of a Mr.
Carlson, who had spent 50 years sexing over 55 million chicks. From a set
of 18 chick photographs representing the different types, Mr. Carlson was
able to identify the range of critical features distinctive to each sex, and on
the basis of his trait-analysis, a single-page instruction leaflet was created.
Training was to consist in looking at this analytical leaflet for one minute.

To conduct the experiment, people without any chick-sexing experience
were randomly divided into two groups, one of which looked at the leaflet.
Thereafter, both groups were tested. Those who did not study the leaflet
scored about 50 percent, that is, at the level of pure chance. Those who
looked at the leaflet scored 84 percent, which was even better than the
scores achieved by professional chick-sexers. Alan Baddeley, the distin-
guished psychologist from whose book this example was taken, interprets
the experiment as “an extremely effective demonstration that . . . one minute
of explicit learning can be more effective than a month of implicit learning.”
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Reading and other academic skills are, at least in some respects, analo-
gous to chick-sexing. Mr. Carlson’s 50 years of experience enabled him to
isolate the protosexual traits of chicks into an analytical chart that could be
learned in 60 seconds. This feat is analogous in its form to the achievement
of ancient scholars in isolating the phonemic structure of speech into an
alphabet of 26 letters. Their work, one of the great intellectual feats of
human history, can now be recited or sung by a non-precocious preschooler
by the age of four. Teachers and students can then be trained in the approxi-
mately 43 phonemes of English and their various correlations with the 26
alphabetic letters by using focused, analytical techniques. There is now
ample evidence that carefully planned explicit instruction in phoneme-letter
correlations is the fastest and surest way of empowering all beginners to
decode alphabetic writing. In instances like these, explicit instruction with
clearly defined goals is superior to implicit instruction and constitutes the
most effective use of that precious commodity, school time.

Implicit rather than explicit learning is, as we have seen, the superior
method for vocabulary growth, since word acquisition occurs over a very
long period, and advances very, very gradually along a broad front. On the
other hand, explicitly learning a few foundational words is much faster than
implicitly learning them. It may be that explicit learning is best for a limited
number of foundational elements, while implicit learning is best for advanc-
ing slowly on a broad front. It is not yet clear whether this division of labor
between explicit and implicit learning applies to domains other than vocabu-
lary growth, but even after that issue is sorted out, common sense will
remain a valuable classroom commodity.

Of convergence and consensus

N RECOMMENDING skepticism towards the findings of classroom

research, I have at the same time counseled confidence in the findings

of cognitive science as the more reliable guide to educational practice.
Cognitive science, in contrast to school-based research, gathers data from
many sources and explains why they converge on a consensus interpretation.
I do not mean that cognitive research is always good or that educational
research is always bad. The difference in the two fields is that, whereas class-
room research, in the nature of the case, rarely converges on a consensus
view, cognitive science has recently begun to do so.

The principle of independent convergence has always been the hallmark
of dependable science. In the nineteenth century, for example, evidence from
many directions converged on the germ theory of disease. Once policymak-
ers accepted that consensus, hospital operating rooms, under penalty of
being shut down, had to meet high standards of cleanliness. The case has
been very different with schools. Educational policymakers, in the grip of
their own strong sentiments or in thrall to the latest bulletins from the edu-
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cation-research front, have authorized experimentation upon children on a
vast scale, often under assumptions that conflict with the relevant scientific
consensus.

What policymakers should demand from the research community is con-
sensus. This has been achieved in some cases. Under the aegis of the
National Institutes of Health, a high degree of consensus has been reached
among both mainline psychologists and school-based researchers regarding
effective modes of teaching early reading. This N1H work is notable for hav-
ing integrated both laboratory and classroom research and for having sup-
plied theoretical accounts of the underlying causal processes at a detailed
level.

Policymakers can further demand that laboratory

Without researchers take the plunge that they have not yet
taken and offer us theoretical extrapolations to

greater classrooms. On the other side, policymakers can
) demand that classroom researchers take the extra
theoretical effort and study needed to offer theoretical descrip-
SOphiStiCdtiOﬂ tions (deduced from laboratory research) of the
causal factors that have produced the classroom

we are results they report. This was the theoretical element
so glaringly absent in the sTAR study. The nation

unlz/eely to needs both groups — basic researchers and
. school-level researchers, acting in concert to begin a
achieve tradition of hard theoretical effort at the most pro-
greater founq apd i.ntricate level. Without greater theoretical
sophistication we are unlikely to achieve greater

pra(;tical practical results. With it, educational research could
begin to earn the high gratitude and prestige that it

results. currently lacks but which, given its potential impor-

tance, it could some day justify.

Recently, an impressive book on educational research has appeared called
Evidence Matters (Brookings Institution, 2002). It contains a fine essay by
Thomas D. Cook and Monique R. Payne advocating the method followed
in the sTAR study — random assignment of students into experimental and
control groups. The Cook and Payne essay argues that randomization is the
most convincing way to determine whether the outcomes of educational
interventions have statistical significance. Currently, the method of random
assignment is advocated as the herald of a new research era.

One may concede to Cook and Payne and others that the practice of ran-
dom assignment may yield more convincing evidence of statistical signifi-
cance than other methods of data gathering, but that is not to concede that
statistical significance is itself a reliable guide to educational policy. When an
intervention yields effects that have statistical significance, we can infer only
that the effects are not accidental in the given circumstances. As was evident
in the sTAR study, we cannot necessarily be confident that the observed effect

68 Policy Review



Classroom Research and Cargo Cults

size will be repeated in new circumstances.

Brute empirical data does not speak its own meaning. The main policy
use of educational research is to enable us to make good predictions about
which interventions will yield significant effects in new situations — by
understanding of the root causes of the observed effects. In a domain as
causally complex as mass education, “statistical significance” no matter how
rigorously derived must be interpreted with a wary eye.

For instance, it is dangerous to predict long-term benefits from short-term
results. Random assignment research has shown short-term gains from
teaching “metacognitive” reading strategies (such as looking for the main
idea). At the same time, cognitive theory predicts that the rate of student
improvement with such interventions will not only reach a ceiling but will
ultimately slow down a student’s progress in reading — an important illus-
tration that theory (based on extensive data) is more important and useful
than ad hoc data.

In short while the new stress on random assignment is welcome, it doesn’t
affect the validity of Feynman’s strictures about the limitations of method in
educational research. A companion volume to Evidence Matters needs to be
issued entitled Theory Matters. By all means let us use random assignments
where plausible in educational data gathering. But then let us interpret the
results warily in light of the deepest and most detailed theoretical insights
into root causes that science has currently achieved.

In commenting on a draft of this essay, a federal administrator of research
who has pursued both classroom and laboratory research observes that, ide-
ally, the relationship between classroom research and cognitive science ought
to parallel the collegial and fruitful relationship between medical research
and biochemistry. This hopeful analogy, he concedes, could not be validly
drawn in describing the educational research of the past, but he is deter-
mined to make the analogy more applicable in the future. Godspeed!

OCTOBER ¢&@ NOVEMBER 2002 69



“PowER AND WEAKNESS”

Comments on Robert Kagan’s article from the June-July edition of
Policy Review:

“One of the texts helping to define the European discussion.”
— New York Times

“No academic piece in this realm has generated quite as much heat
and interest since Samuel Huntington’s ‘Clash of Civilizations article
in 1993 or Francis Fukuyama’s ‘End of History’ in 1989.”

— Francois Heisbourg, Foundation for Strategic Research, Paris

“Robert Kagan’s eloquent defence of American power is the talk of
foreign policy circles on both sides of the Atlantic.”
— David Goodhart, editor, Prospect magazine, London

“Pushes the debate to the next question.”
— Pascal Lamy, European Union trade commissioner, Brussels

“Brilliant.”
- Francis Fukuyama

Get a free copy of the

June-July edition, featuring
Robert Kagan’s landmark article,
with your paid subscription

of one year or longer:

Call: 1-877-558-3727

One Year (6 Issues) $26.95
Two Years (12 Issues) $49.95

OFFER GOOD WHILE SUPPLIES LAST



LL]

Books

The Pathos of
The Kass
Report

By PETER BERKOWITZ

A REPORT ISSUED BY
PRESIDENT’S

Broeruics. Human Cloning and

THE
CouNcIL ON

Human Dignity: An Ethical Inquiry.
PUBLICAFFAIRS.
$14.00

400 PAGES.

N ANTICIPATION of the first

report of the President’s

Council on Bioethics, critics on
the left and not a few right-wing liber-
tarians had been sharpening their
swords and replenishing their reserves
of moral indignation and intellectual
contempt. But those who had been
eagerly preparing to take up arms
against a manifesto of traditional
pieties grounded in literary fictions and
religious faith should have been sorely
disappointed in mid-July, when the
council delivered its report to President
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Bush. In fact, Human Cloning and
Human Dignity — now appearing as a
book, and scrupulously laying bare the
moral case for and against human
cloning — is an enlightened and
enlightening document, and Dr. Leon
Kass, chosen last fall by President Bush
to chair the council, deserves much
credit.

Not the least reason for the report’s
value is the seriousness with which the
council under Kass’s leadership took to
heart the November zoo1 presidential
Executive Order that brought it into
being, directing the members, first of
all, “to undertake fundamental inquiry
into the human and moral significance
of developments in biomedical and
behavioral science and technology,”
and also “to explore specific ethical
and policy questions related to these
developments.” In responding to this
presidential mandate, the council has
provided a model of liberal inquiry in
the service of the public interest. It has
also dramatized the inescapable priori-
ty of the good of freedom in our judg-
ments about cloning, as in all of our
considered moral judgments and policy
prescriptions.

The council chose the ethics of, and
public policy related to, human cloning
as its first topics of inquiry, and it pro-
duced policy recommendations on two
issues. All 17 members of the council
who cast votes recommended an out-
right congressional ban on reproductive
cloning or, in the report’s preferred lan-
guage, “cloning-to-produce-children.”
This unanimity reflects both a consen-
sus embodied in the conclusions of pre
vious presidential commissions and the
views of a substantial majority of the
American people.

Concerning therapeutic cloning or,
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again in the report’s preferred language,
“cloning-for-biomedical-research,” a
majority of ro members of the council
recommended a four-year national
moratorium to allow for further study
of the moral, political, and scientific
issues, and a seven-member minority
recommended that cloning-for-biomed-
ical-research be allowed to proceed

More important is the
spirit, liberal in the best
sense — generous,
open, and devoted to
the dignity of the
individual while ever
aware of the
multifarious threats to
which that dignity is
constantly exposed —
that animates the

council’s report.

promptly, subject to strict federal regu-
lation. (Since debate concerning regula-
tory mechanisms has scarcely begun,
however, the initiation of research even
under the minority recommendation
could take some time.)

There is good reason to suppose that
the majority position, which Kass sup-
ports, will not carry the day or that
should Congress enact a national mora-
torium of some duration it will be fol-
lowed by a decision to proceed with
cloning-for-biomedical-research. But
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this political reality only makes the
council’s exploration of the ethics of
human cloning, and the elaboration by
the majority of the moral harms threat-
ened by human cloning, all the more
significant, for what is politically neces-
sary or unavoidable may nevertheless
carry menaces to our moral well-being
of which the public should be apprised.

The council got off on the right foot.
It is composed of a politically, religious-
ly, and intellectually diverse group of
distinguished individuals — six medical
doctors, three practicing scientists, four
legal scholars, three political scientists,
a moral philosopher, and a theologian
— many of whom were nominated by
Kass (himself an M.D. as well as a
Ph.D. in biochemistry), all of whom
were ultimately appointed by the presi-
dent. To be sure, and neither surpris-
ingly nor deplorably, the composition
of the council established by a conserv-
ative president has a conservative tilt
{though not by much: perhaps as many
as eight of the 18 members voted for
Gore in 2000). More important
though is the spirit, liberal in the best
sense — generous, open, and devoted
to the dignity of the individual while
ever aware of the multifarious threats
to which that dignity is constantly
exposed — that animates the council’s
report.

The liberal spirit of the report
should not be passed over lightly. And
not only because rising above the parti-
san fray is an understandably rare
event in Washington. For some time
now, getting past politics has been a
rare event at our universities, where
officially partisanship is supposed to
take a back seat to disinterested
inquiry. In particular, the report stands
in stark contrast to the spirit embodied
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in the standard operating procedure at
university-based centers for the study
of ethics and the professions, the pri-
mary sites in the country for the study
of the morality of biomedical research.
Typically these centers lack, seemingly
with a clean conscience, intellectual
diversity: You would be hard pressed to
find among the top programs on pro-
fessional and practical ethics more than
a token conservative among the year’s
visiting fellows or on the faculty advi-
sory comumiittees.

However, in the effort to understand
complex questions where science,
morals, and politics converge, intellec-
tual diversity is not merely an orna-
ment, as the Kass report illustrates. A
many-sided inquiry is indispensable to
the achievement of a correct grasp of a
many-sided issue. Indeed, it is thanks to
the council’s commitment to air and to
address opposing opinions that the
pathos of the majority position comes
into focus.

On one hand, a majority of council
members supports the four-year mora-
torium on embryonic stem cell research
because of the variety of threats it
believes such research poses to the
moral preconditions of human free-
dom. On the other hand, the freedom
whose moral preconditions the majori-
ty wishes to protect is on a collision
course with the restrictions embodied
in the moratorium.

Indeed, the quest for a moratorium,
as well as for many of the federal regu-
lations that will be designed to permit
such research while keeping it within
limits, will very likely prove incompati-
ble with and eventually fall before the
very freedom to inquire, the freedom to
improve our condition, and the free-
dom to master our world that liberal
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democracy in America secures, and the
hunger for ever more of which it stead-
fastly encourages.

(\Hl; cASE OF cloning-to-pro-

duce-children was a relatively

easy one for the council,
because the members did not find that
it presented any serious clash of com-
peting goods. What united the council
members in voting to ban such cloning
altogether were concerns about the
consequences that flow from “the idea
of designing and manufacturing our
children.” While recognizing the claims
of parents’ freedom to choose and the
claims of parents’ happiness or well-
being, the council members concluded
that cloning-to-produce-children “is
not only unsafe but also morally unac-
ceptable.” Cloning human children will
of necessity involve using human beings
as “experimental guinea pigs for scien-
tific research,” requiring much trial and
error; experimentation that has already
been performed with animals suggests
that a huge percentage of deformed
fetuses and severely impaired viable
babies would result, Moreover, cloning
children will encourage parents to see
their children as a function of their
deliberate choice and will, rather than
as independent beings arising as a gift
from a man and a woman freely giving
themselves to each other in love. It will
deprive the cloned children of the sense
of a unique identity and individuality. It
will create treacherous family dynamics
because a child that is cloned with the
cells from one of his or her parents will
have a vivid biological tie to that parent
(its genetic double) and no genetic tie at
all to the other. And through its
endorsement in law of the design and
manufacture of children, the cloning of



Books

children may well put society at risk by
coarsening our sensibilities and inclin-
ing us to transfer even more terms and
styles of thinking and ways of judging
drawn from production and commer-
cial life into the realm of intimate rela-
tions.

The case of cloning-for-biomedical-
research, however, was a hard one for

The most important
divisions on the
council spring from
questions about the
moral status of the
cloned human embryo
and the consequences
for our moral
sensibilities of
routinizing their
production and

destruction.

the council, and with excellent reason.
Whereas the benefits supposedly yield-
ed by cloning-to-produce-children are
at best ambiguous, the potential bene-
tits of cloning-for-biomedical-research
— alleviating suffering by developing a
variety of treatments for degenerative
diseases that ravage millions of
Americans — are a great good. And
whereas the costs of cloning-to-pro-
duce-children seem unacceptably high
to nearly everybody, the costs of
cloning-for-biomedical-research are
intensely controversial, revolving
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around the moral status of the cloned
human embryos that are destroyed in
the process of extracting from them the
versatile stem cells, which have the
potential to develop into any sort of
cell in the body.

Indeed, the most important divisions
on the council and perhaps in the
debate over human cloning as a whole
spring from questions about the moral
status of the cloned human embryo and
the consequences for our moral sensi-
bilities of routinizing and legalizing
their production and destruction.
Appropriately, the council’s report
highlights these divisions and explores
them from several angles.

On one end of the spectrum, where
many scientists seem to reside, is the
view that the cloned human embryo
“should be treated essentially like all

>

other human cells,” and hence is
deserving of no more respect than any
other microscopic particle. For those
who hold this view, embryonic stem
cell research presents no moral dilem-
mas, and therefore it follows that
research should proceed forthwith. On
the other end of the spectrum, where
many pro-life conservatives stand, is
the view that a human embryo, howev-
er it came into being, is deserving of the
same respect and rights as a fully devel-
oped human being. For them, too, the
moral issue is uncomplicated by consid-
eration of other goods: Since it is
immoral to create and then destroy a
human being for the benefit of another,
cloning-for-biomedical-research should
be banned immediately and permanent-
ly (and indeed is in a sense worse than
cloning-to-produce-children, which at
least aims to bring a human being into
existence, not to harvest certain parts
of a developing human life and then
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discard it).

In the middle are those who believe
that the human embryo, a human being
in the very earliest stages of develop-
ment, is deserving of heightened
respect, but less respect than a human
being at later stages of development,
say a fetus or a viable baby or an adult
human being. And they believe that
policies that implement systematic dis-
respect for developing human life are
likely to have consequences for how
fully developed human beings come to
think of themselves and others. Unlike
those who see no moral obstacle to the
use and destruction of human embryos
on one hand, and unlike those who see
an insuperable moral obstacle to such
use even for a good cause on the other
hand, those who attach “intermediate
and developing moral status” to the
embryo face a stiff challenge in formu-
lating policy. For not only must they
give some content to the in-between
sort of respect they believe is owed to
nascent human life, they must also bal-
ance that good and its implications
against other competing human goods.

Some council members who accord
heightened moral respect to human
embryos nevertheless joined the minori-
ty and favored proceeding with
research without delay, on the grounds
that what is owed to the millions who
suffer debilitating diseases overrides
what is owed to the human embryos.
And they discerned no serious harm to
a society as a consequence of legitimat-
ing and routinizing the systematic pro-
duction and destruction of the life
embodied in human embryos.

Other council members who accord
heightened moral respect to nascent
human life voted with the majority in
favor of the four-year moratorium on
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research. They believe that the potential
of making discoveries that may reduce
suffering and cure disease is, at this
moment, outweighed by the combina-
tion of several considerations: the
respect that is owed to developing
human life; the need to debate and
design effective regulatory mechanisms
before research on cloned human
embryos begins; and the need to pre-
vent the moral harm to society that
would result from further undermining
our shared sense, under siege from
many sides, that human life must not
be reduced to manufacture and market-
ing. Nevertheless, the moratorium for
which they call, far from embodying
final conclusions about what is to be
done about cloning-for-biomedical-
research, reflects their conviction that
more thought and discussion is urgent-
ly needed before national policy is set.

(\HT: ESSENTIAL liberalism of

the council’s report has been

lost on many critics. Most
alarmingly, despite the measure with
which the council’s arguments are put
forward, some liberal critics have been
determined to depict Kass as a reac-
tionary moralist and to dismiss the
majority position he joined as utterly
devoid of merit. Prominent among such
critics is Dr. Jerome Groopman, who
last winter published a mocking cri-
tique of the council’s first public meet-
ing in the New Yorker (“Science
Fiction,” February 4, 2002), suggest-
ing that in the debate over cloning Kass
was bent on substituting literary fiction
for scientific fact. More recently, this
summer in the New Republic
(“Holding Cell,” August 5 & 12,
2002) Groopman found that the coun-
cil’s majority recommendation calling
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for a four-year moratorium on biomed-
ical cloning confirmed his initial per-
ceptions: “It shackles lifesaving
research and provides no clear frame-
work to advance the ethical debate.
What’s more, the arguments deployed
on its behalf don’t withstand scrutiny.”

In fact, it is Groopman’s scrutiny
that does not hold up. To the majority’s

The question about

the effects on our
humane sensibilities

is an empirical one.
That such effects may
be difficult to measure
does not transform
them into metaphysical
questions or render
them irrelevant to

public policy.

argument that cloning for biomedical
research involves terminating a
“pascent human being,” Groopman
replies that an early stage human
embryo, a zygote, “is crucially differ-
ent” from other types of “vulnerable
human life” because lacking organs or
a nervous systemn, it “cannot receive
any form of stimulation related to the
senses, cannot perceive or cogitate, and
thus cannot be hurt or suffer.” This is a
valuable observation, but its reach is
uncertain and its implications are
unclear. That the human embryo in its
earliest stages is different in an impor-
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tant respect from developed human life
does not mean that it is different in all
important respects. That it cannot be
hurt or suffer does not distinguish the
developing human embryo from a
sleeping person, who can be killed
painlessly in his sleep by a variety of
means. And it is silly for Groopman to
argue that since the majority thinks the
reason for protecting the embryo is that
“the embryo’s human individual genet-
ic identity is present from the start,”
therefore the majority is committed to
the conclusion that “no human cell
could ever be discarded.” While every
cell contains the individual’s unique
genetic identity, only the embryo, when
permitted to follow its natural course
of development, grows into a human
being. Finally, Groopman simply fails
to move beyond the question of the
rights of the developing human embryo
to address the question of the conse-
quences for us as members of a society
in which nascent human life is used as
a resource. By the way, this latter ques-
tion about the effects on our humane
sensibilities of the use and disposal of
human embryos is an empirical ques-
tion. That such effects may be difficult
to measure does not transform them
into metaphysical questions or render
them irrelevant to disputes about pub-
lic policy.

Groopman also finds no cause for
concern regarding the majority’s fear
that cloning for biomedical research
will create a slippery slope that will
inevitably lead to the reproductive
cloning that all members of the council
oppose as well as to the production of
embryonic and even fetal organs for
therapeutic purposes. To this he coun-
ters that “there is always a slippery
slope,” and that all scientific advances
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bring with them dangers and the possi-
bility of abuse. True enough, but this
hardly disposes of the matter. While
there is always a slippery slope, some
slopes are more slippery than others.
Moreover, that we have effectively reg-
ulated previous scientific break-
throughs does not prove that the dan-
gers inherent in new scientific break-
throughs will be equally subject to
effective regulation. As the fine print on
the mutual fund ads correctly states,
past performance is no guarantee of
future success. Yet Groopman proceeds
as if the answer to the question of
whether we can effectively regulate
cloning for biomedical research is read-
ily knowable in advance of investiga-
tion.

Why does Groopman, who profess-
es devotion to the facts, overlook or
attempt to answer without investiga-
tion key empirical questions posed by
the majority? Perhaps it is because his
objection to the majority position is not
really empirical but based on an unex-
amined faith in progress and enlighten-
ment.

Indeed, the alacrity with which he
seeks to expose what he takes to be the
Kass report’s irreducible religious foun-
dations both disguises and reveals
Groopman’s own faith. Groopman
insinuates that the Kass majority
sought to conceal the real foundation
of its argument against cloning:

The report studiously avoids men-
tioning religion — perhaps to pre-
empt charges that theology under-
girds the anti-cloning case — but in
so doing, it overstates the possibili-
ty for moral compromise. For
many Americans, theology is cen-
tral to their opposition to therapeu-

OCTOBER ¢&@ NOVEMBER 2002

77

tic cloning. Four years from now
the theology of the Vatican or of
evangelical Protestantism is unlike-
ly to be revised. Science will not
produce data on when the soul
appears, because this is a meta-
physical question not amenable to
experimentation; thus those who
believe a cluster of cells from a
manipulated egg represents sacred
human life will have nothing new
to consider. The council seems to
anticipate new, nontheological ethi-
cal insights that will transform the
cloning debate. But the report itself
comprehensively delineates the sec-
ular moral positions, pro and con.
It is hard to imagine new ethical
insights from further debate or dis-
cussion that will turn minds one
way or another, producing the
“public consensus” the council’s
majority seeks.

In fact the report does not mention reli-
gion because, contrary to Groopman’s
suggestion of a cover-up, the majority
position does not rely upon it. No more
at least than does any position that
begins from the premise that human
beings are by nature free and equal,
and that our politics should protect the
rights we share in a manner consistent
with those rights.

Notwithstanding Groopman’s alle-
gations, it is he who averts his glance
from and seeks to cover up the hard
empirical questions. And it is
Groopman who proudly proclaims his
refusal to tolerate compromise: “The
council’s moratorium is indeed a com-
promise — too much of one. It is a
compromise of faith in our society’s
ability to regulate itself.” Groopman’s
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unexamined faith in effective regula-
tion, which he refuses to compromise
to the extent of shielding it from empir-
ical investigation, reveals itself to be the
theological underpinnings of the pro-
cloning case. As can happen with faith-
based arguments, the zeal with which
Groopman holds his blinds him to the
merits of the arguments on the other
side of the question,

NE SHOULD NOT make too

much of the council’s majority

recommendation on cloning
for biomedical research. Government
of course must take action, and the
decision not to act or to postpone a
final decision is certainly an action
fraught with consequences. But the
council’s report does not carry the force
of law. Tt is not a judicial decision. Nor
is it a draft bill. Tt is an advisory study.
It carries the force of argument. The
recommendation to impose a moratori-
um on cloning-for-biomedical-research
may not prevail. However, if such
cloning is permitted, the forceful articu-
lation of the moral dangers associated
with it may serve to make regulation
more respectful of the claims of human
dignity than they might otherwise have
been.

In the end, perhaps the most endur-
ing argument the report makes, both
explicitly and in practice, is for the
value to public debate of liberal deliber-
ation. Indeed, if the president, members
of Congress, interested citizens, and not
least our academic ethicists allow them-
selves to be instructed by the council’s
report, they could help maintain the
nation on the right path in the debate
about human cloning, helping us to
avoid the error that for so long ham-
pered the debate over abortion, which
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was the refusal by both camps to grasp
the good that lay on the other side of
the question.

At the same time, the most enduring
argument the report does not make but
which it quite vividly dramatizes is the
primacy of our commitment to free-
dom, and the tension between our
demand for ever more of it, and the
maintenance of the moral precondi-
tions that enable us to use our freedom
wisely. Freedom, of course, is a great
good. The extension of equality in free-
dom to an ever broader spectrum of
citizens is our nation’s outstanding
achievement. However, as no debate
before it, the debate over human
cloning throws into sharp relief the
question of freedom’s limits; and the
extent to which progress in the freedom
to inquire, to improve our condition,
and to master our world pose threats to
freedom; and whether, even if the
extension of freedom threatens free-
dom, we can limit freedom in a manner
consistent with the principles of a free
society.
the

President’s Council on Bioethics that he

We owe Leon Kass and

chairs a debt of gratitude. It is not only
that Human Cloning and Human
Dignity clarifies the human significance
of the questions raised by, and the clash
of goods implicated in, the awesome
new powers scientists have developed
to create human life. In addition, the
council’s report provides a sterling
example of the political benefit in a free
society that comes from scholars who
address urgent and weighty ethical
questions and policy options governed
not by narrow partisan interest but by
a broader conception of the public
good and the imperatives of intellectual
integrity.
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A Village Upon
A Hill

By BENJAMIN
WALLACE-WELLS

Ross WEeTzsSTEON. Republic of
Dreams: Greenwich Village: The
American Bohemia, 1910-1960.
SIMON & SCHUSTER. 617 PAGES.
$35.00

KNOW A GUY in New York

City, a brakeman’s son from

Grand Junction, Colorado,
who tells a true story about the Great
American Lettuce Train. Each day at
dawn, according to the brakeman’s son
— and he knows, he says, since his
father has worked on this train — a
Jocomotive sets out from Stockton,
California bound for New York City
with dozens of cars, several reserved
for lettuce, some for tomatoes, one or
two for carrots — the whole brilliant
range of American vegetable produce.
This train has near-mythic powers of
right of way — signalmen from Grand
Island, Nebraska
Pennsylvania know that unless it’s an

to Reading,

Army train, it’s got to get out of the

Benjamin Wallace-Wells is a metro
reporter for the Philadelphia Inquirer.
His essay, “Creating September 12,”
was published last month in the collec-
tion At Ground Zero (Thunder’s
Mouth Press).
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way for the lettuce. Amtraks have to
pull over for turnips. Thirty-six hours
after departure — and just before din-
nertime the next day — the lettuce
train arrives in the grimy freight sec-
tions of Penn Station and, the brake-
man’s son says, fourth-tier assistant
chefs from all New York’s finest restan-
rants cluster to buy the best, freshest
American vegetables.

New York’s
dynamism of it, the uniqueness of it —

culture — the

has never been a topic to want for
printed matter. This is particularly true
in the current American moment: You
can buy good paeans to New York at
better rates than a dime a dozen. This
new, posthumous book by the Village
Voice’s career critic Ross Wetzsteon
adds to the pile, sometimes delightfully.
Its ambition is to use a long series of
character sketches to delineate — more
than explain ~— the mythic cultural cen-
trality of Greenwich Village: how that
once-ratty Italian immigrant neighbor-
hood became a worldwide cue-word
for bohemianism, artistic and intellec-
tual ambition, and New York’s position
as the world’s edgiest cultural capital.

UT WETZSTEON’S account,

like so many books about

New York, can be frustrat-
ingly parochial. Republic of Dreams
reads, after a hundred pages or so, as a
rather crowingly long list of the life sto-
ries of artistic celebrities linked not by
common inspiration or theme or even
time period but by the simple fact that
they had lived substantial periods of
their adult lives in the same physical
space, Greenwich Village. And so this
very New York book has a very New
York flaw: It forgoes substance for tri-
umphalism and celebrates the city’s cul-
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tural dynamism so much it refuses to
acknowledge New York’s cultural
dependence on the rest of the country,

Theodore Dreiser and William
Carlos Williams and Hart Crane may
have lived or partied in Greenwich
Village at roughly the same period, but
they were from Chicago and New
Jersey and Cleveland, and their art had
less to do with their Village experiences
than with the wherever-they-came
from. Housing artists isn’t the same as
creating them. When Wetzsteon tries to
make claims for the liberating (usually
sexually) or inspirational effect the
Village had on one of his figures (Edna
St. Vincent Millay, say, or Eugene
O’Neill), he usually undermines himself
when he gets around to fuller biograph-
ical explanation. Liberation and inspi-
ration, for most of Wetzsteon’s charac-
ters, predate their moves to the Village:
If something dynamic was going on in
New York, it was dependent on the
underground dynamisms of lowa,
Maine, and Rochester to sustain it.
Ideas travel by lettuce train, too. The
lettuce may arrive in New York eventu-
ally, and be put together there in strik-
ingly pretty arrays, but it is California
lettuce, after all.

This is an error with some pretty
deep implications for Ross Wetzsteon’s
book. He tries to keep his text light and
narrative, which is all right up to a
point, but Wetzsteon passes that point
quickly. He ends up describing
Greenwich Village as a rule-less
playpen for the intellectual elite, popu-
lated by the eager and nubile, a fantasy
waiting to be personalized. Wetzsteon
misses a chance to take a real look at
the culture of artistic ambition and
genius, and to say something more
complex about artists in America than:

8o

Unappreciated, they tend to cluster in
this lower Manhattan ghetto and, in
between spurts of genuine brilliance,
act very silly indeed. The book starts
out promisingly enough, but ends up
reading like a celebrity gossip sheet for
the modernist movements, a sort of
proto-Wild On.

I’m a native New Yorker, and
Greenwich Village really is a wonderful
place. The streets seem clean, quiet, and
personal without sacrificing any of the
city’s essential energy. Wetzsteon isn’t
concerned so much with that Village,
but a more mythic place: home not just
to artists and writers and political radi-
cals, but the home of the feminist
movement, sexual liberation, human
liberation in general, decadence
wrought into fashion, and general, fet-
ter-free flamboyance. It’s a more com-
pelling place than the geographic
Greenwich Village, but it’s not clear it
ever really existed.

Wetzsteon died before he could fin-
ish this book; we’re told, in an epilogue
written by his daughter, that he
planned to write a chapter covering the
period from 1960-1998. There’s a lot
of meat in those 40 years: Larry
Kramer and AcT UP, a real-estate mar-
ket that has made those narrow streets
inaccessible to all but New York’s jog-
ging classes — television producers and
investment bankers. Other reviewers
have caged their treatments of Republic
of Dreams, saying they would have
loved to see Wetzsteon take on those
subjects, issues, and events he actually
lived with.

Not me. Republic of Dreams covers,
in time span, the period from 1910-
1960, but Wetzsteon’s real joy is very
evidently with the formative Village,
the period from 1910-1930. During
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this period, Wetzsteon makes a pretty
fair claim that criticism of mainstream
American culture was embodied by the
Village’s inhabitants and its institutions,
and so when he uses a history of those
people and institutions to shape a nar-
rative of the American counterculture,
his arguments are pretty credible. This
was a period when, Wetzsteon says,
New York’s cultural and political life
was dominated by two institutions
reflective of the sensibilities of the
moment. First, Greenwich Village was
dominated by The Masses magazine,
with its deeply, cynically socialist per-
spective. Then, in the twenties, the
Village’s key institution was the
Provincetown Theater Company,
through which Wetzsteon watches the
Village move from cynicism to irony to
absurdism, from politics to theater, and
eventually, in the 1930s, to nothing at
all.

These are far and away Wetzsteon’s
best sections, when he gets to concen-
trate not on isolated, individual efforts
but on collective projects. He’s got a
good sense of humor, a strong eye for
character, and a feel for the dynamics
of the creative collective enterprise.
When he argues, for example, that the
sexual longings of a lonely Irish secre-
tary kept her attached to the
Provincetown Players in its early years
and, because of her talent for organiza-
tion and bookkeeping, functionally
kept the theater company afloat, it’s a
credible read.

He’s got a good eye for event and
symbolism as well. Here’s Wetzsteon
describing a moment at the trial of five
editors of the influential left-wing jour
nal The Masses for treason — publish-
ing nasty anti-war cartoons during
World War 1:
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A Liberty Bond rally was taking
place in the square below and the
proceedings had hardly begun
when a band outside the window
struck up “The Star-Spangled
Banner.” The Masses’ business
manager, Merrill Rogers, stood at
rigid attention in a solemn and
somewhat disingenuous display of
patriotism. Judge Hand, realizing
he had no choice, reluctantly rose
to his feet, whereupon the entire
courtroom, including the seditious
defendants, reverently followed
suit. Twenty minutes later, as the
prosecution was explaining its
indictment to the jury, the band
once more struck up the national
anthem, Rogers once more shot to
his feet and once more Judge Hand
and the courtroom followed his
lead. When it happened a third
time, Judge Hand, while joining
Rogers in pious ritual, stared down
at the patriot with something close
to exasperation. And when it hap-
pened a fourth time, and nearly
everyone in the courtroom strained
to hold back their laughter, Judge
Hand announced rather testily, “I
think we shall have to dispense
with this ceremony from now on.”

Max [Eastman, editor of The
Masses), to whom Merrill’s canny
charade was erroneously attributed
in later years, regarded it as a disas-
ter. By rising to his feet he was sub-
mitting to the “religion of patrio-
tism” he had so vehemently
denounced, abandoning the very
position for which he was on trial.
But by refusing to stand he would
have offered the jury the spectacle
of one stubbornly seated figure in a
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courtroom of standing patriots —
he might as well have thrust out his
arms and accepted the handcuffs.
“I did get up, of course — reluc-
tantly, and no doubt with a very
solemn expression,” he recalled,
“for my thoughts were concerned
with the relative merits of different
ways of murdering Merrill
Rogers.”

When Wetzsteon writes like this it
does more than entertain and give good
insight into the character of radical cul-
ture — it makes you wish for a brass
band outside every courtroom.

But after about a hundred usually
thrilling pages of stuff like this, the
Village’s reputation grows, every cul-
tural figure from Djuna Barnes to
Philip Rahv to Willem de Koonig
appears, and Wetzsteon spends the rest
of the book looking for a good way to
sort the resultant material. He doesn’t
find it. Instead he rehashes biographic
material that has been done more thor-
oughly elsewhere. When he’s talking
about reasonably obscure figures like
Max Eastman, this is all right — a
four-page synopsis is probably about
what Eastman’s life warrants. But when
he shifts over to Delmore Schwartz,
and Dylan Thomas, and Jackson
Pollock — we’ve read those biogra-
phies, and Mr. Wetzsteon’s Cliff Notes
version grows frustratingly inadequate.

LL OF THIS is a shame,
because there’s compelling
material here. It’s easy to
write Greenwich Village off as a fetish, a
place that considered the most slight,
trite, and rambunctious behavior to be
existentially significant. Mr. Wetzsteon
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nearly gets there himself: His essays on
the Village’s assorted brilliants tend to
mock them for their various indulgences
and releases (whether Theodore Dreiser’s
needy sexual profligacy or Edna St.
Vincent Millay’s needy sexual profligacy
or Jackson Pollock’s booze-fueled, needy
sexual profligacy) — and he gets a lot of
comic mileage out of poking fun at how
adolescent all of this seems.

But geniuses don’t flock in such
number just for a good time. There’s
something more to Greenwich Village
than that, and more too than the ripe
bohemianism that Mr. Wetzsteon cele-
brates with an alternately indulgent
and prudish descriptive eye, like an
excited librarian peeking into a bordel-
lo. What’s spurred the artists and writ-
ers who’ve lived in Greenwich Village
has not been the abandonment of exis-
tent social rules or norms — all that
did was change the hours which they
spent in bed and the terms of what they
did there. What’s significant about
Greenwich Village is the mythic cen-
trality that it inhabits in America, the
sense that living there (or in a place like
it) is an essential experience for anyone
who wants to be an artist or a writer —
for anyone, that is, who pretends to
have a deep sense of what life is really
about. The idea of Greenwich Village
came to stand in not just for sexual lib-
eration or general artistic giddiness but
as the American place where lives are
most deeply lived and complex artistic
conceptions of the world are formed.
The real story of Greenwich Village
involves the corruptions, inspirations,
and shifts which that giddy sense of
artistic centrality inspires,

Mr. Wetzsteon’s book has a whiff of
this, and sometimes a little more. But
it’s hard to take too seriously a text
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which measures all the most complex
permutations of genius and madness,
happiness and artistic productivity, in
the raw numerical data of sexual part-
ners and booze consumed.

Orwell’s
Example

By CHERYL MILLER

CarisTOoPHER HiTcHENS. Why
Orwell Matters. Basic Booxs. 208
PAGES. $24.00

HRISTOPHER HITCHENS is

always contrary about some-

thing, so it is with no great
surprise that we find him attacking his
reviewers. “There’s always an early
paragraph,” he moans, “usually writ-
ten in a standard form of borrowed
words that says, ‘Hitchens, whose pre-
vious targets have even included
Mother Teresa and Princess Diana as
well as Bill Clinton, now turns to . . ."”
So there it 1s.

Hitchens’s concern over the belea-
guered state of modern letters was also
of more than passing notice to another
contrarian type, George Orwell. Orwell
was perhaps even less kind to the press
than Hitchens; when he was not cen-
suring their mangling of proper English
(he was once “upset for days” when
the Tribune printed “verbiosity” in one

Cheryl Miller is a policy fellow at the
Project for the New Amevrican
Century.
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of its articles), he was abusing them as
“professional liars” and “halfwits.”
“FEarly in life,” he wrote, “I had
noticed that no event is ever correctly
reported in a newspapet.”

Hitchens has long taken Orwell to
be a kind of intellectual father, and so
like father, like son. The similarities
between the two men are numerous: To
name just the most obvious, they are
both English liberals with socialist sym-
pathies, who nonetheless depart from
liberal orthodoxy on key subjects. But
most importantly, both have long wres-
tled with questions regarding the rela-
tionship between politics and language,
between the political life and the liter-
ary life. In Hitchens’s past writings, the
figure of Orwell remained in the back-
ground of this larger discussion — the
source of a quotation or two — but
now in his latest offering, Why Orwell
Matters, Hitchens’s mentor has become
both the work’s subject and its pervad-
Ing spirit.

N IS DIscussioN of Orwell,

Hitchens again plays the advo-

cate, but unlike his other works
(The Trial of Henry Kissinger, The
Missionary Position: Mother Teresa in
Theory and Practice), this time he is
squarely on the side of his subject. His
treatment of Orwell can be most prop-
erly described as an appreciation,
though he avoids the extremes of the
cult of “St. George” — fans of Orwell
who, in Hitchenss words, turned his
prickly hero into the “object of sickly
veneration and sentimental over-
praise.” Hitchens does manage to regis-
ter some minor arguments with Orwell
— he was often anti-Semitic and homo-
phobic; he was too prone to pessimism
— but the whole of his argument is
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mainly devoted to demonstrating
Orwell’s superlative qualities: his
integrity, his intellectual independence,
and his honesty.

And indeed, there is much to admire
about the man. He fought bravely in
the Spanish Civil War and was wound-
ed in the throat. He stuck by his con-
victions even when they kept him

There is something
about Hitchens’s
treatment that suggests
the bubbly enthusiasm
of a student for his
mentor. This is, after
all, a study of Orwell
which begins with a
quotation about
genius by Proust.

unpublished and in the poorhouse. And
even at the end of his life, dying of
tuberculosis, Orwell’s courage and
tenacity never deserted him. In the hos-
pital, when his right arm was impaired,
he learned to write with his left hand.
Still, there is something about
Hitchens’s treatment that suggests the
bubbly enthusiasm of a student for his
mentor. This is, after all, a study of
Orwell which begins with a quotation
about genius by Proust.

Yet Hitchens has not gone all warm
and fuzzy on us. The angry young man
is still in rare form — though his exas-
peration is most often directed at
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Orwell’s critics. There is a particularly
delightful chapter titled “Orwell and
the Postmodernists,” in which Hitchens
castigates those doublethinking decon-
structionists in a fit of fury worthy of
Orwell himself. Hitchens, though, is as
always an equal-opportunity offender.
Everyone — left and right, progressive
and traditionalist, warmonger and
pacifist — is at one time or another the
object of his pointed wit. His topics are
as wide-ranging as his subject; in a little
over 200 pages, he touches on Nazism,
feminism, Soviet apologists, imperial-
ism, boys’ weeklies, poetry, the proper
way to make English tea, and the met-
ric system. It seems at times there is no
subject upon which Hitchens (or
Orwell) has not opined.

Hitchens presents Orwell as a “pro-
fane and humorous writer,” who was
constantly at odds with the orthodoxies
of his day. A freethinker, he eschewed
religion; politically, he was something
of a maverick. An anti-Soviet when
everyone else was hand-shaking with
Uncle Joe, Orwell nonetheless sympa-
thized with the socialists. All his life, he
was to claim “democratic socialism” as
his watchword. What the content of
that credo was, though, is still some-
thing of a mystery. Orwell perhaps
more accurately described himself
when he only half-jokingly offered up
the label “Tory anarchist.” He always
had about him something of the cur-
mudgeon (as a child, his first recorded
word is said to have been “beastly™),
yet he is also known for his generosity
and his compassion toward his fellow
men. A contradiction in terms, Orwell
was (as Hitchens has elsewhere written)
“the lonely dissident who set his whole
grit and fiber against the ‘smelly little
orthodoxies’ that are the pox of the
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twentieth century” — that is, a proto-
Christopher Hitchens. Orwell once
noted that writers often “tell you a
great deal about [themselves] while
talking about someone else.” And
indeed, one often gets the impression
that Hitchens is speaking not so much
about Orwell as about himself. Yet
Hitchens’s subject is also larger than
both himself and Orwell; at the center
of the book is Hitchens’s discussion of
his intellectual vocation as the eternal
drag, the naysayer, the critic — in
short, the contrarian. Why Orwell
Matters is something of a Letters to a
Young Contrarian, Part Two — a guide
to what it means to be a permanent dis-
senter as seen through the prism of
George Orwell’s life.

Why Orwell Matters deals with
mentorship, and like Hitchens’s earlier
Letters to a Young Contrarian (Basic
Books, 2001), it ends with a call to its
readers to throw off the shackles of
common opinion.
Orwell’s life, Hitchens states what he

Summing up

believes to have been the core principle
behind Orwell’s writing:

[Wihat [Orwell] illustrates, by his
commitment to language as the
partner of truth, is that “views” do
not really count; that it matters not
what you think, but bow you
think; and that politics are relative-
ly unimportant, while principles
have a way of enduring, as do the
few irreducible individuals who
maintain allegiance to them.

The gist of this is obvious: The “few
irreducible individuals,” like Orwell
and Hitchens, are the outsiders, the
nonbelievers in relation to all the
“smelly little orthodoxies.” Indeed, the
language describing Orwell here is
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almost verbatim Hitchens’s definition
of the contrarian: “[W]hat really mat-
ters about any individual,” he writes in
Letters, “is not what he thinks, but
how he thinks.”

TILL, THERE 1S something
hollow in Hitchens’s image of
the intellectual as contrarian

Orwell once noted that
writers often “tell you
a great deal about
[themselves] while
talking about someone
else.” And indeed,

one often gets the
impression that
Hitchens is speaking
not so much about

Orwell as about
himself.

— and his image of George Orwell.
The contrarian thinker as Hitchens
envisions him becomes a kind of
poseur; it is enough for him simply to
adapt a certain air of worldliness and
skepticism. As Orwell said of Dickens
in a slightly different context, one must
describe him by the things that he is
not. The contrarian is all form and no
content: Above all, he is anti-authority
and nonconformist, but behind his
mask of unconventionality there is little
in the way of substance.

Hitchens states that Orwell made
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language a partner of truth, but in
asserting that “what an individual
thinks” does not matter so much as
“how he thinks,” he effectively empties
truth of all meaning. While the atti-
tudes (the “how”) that Hitchens pre-
scribes to his young contrarians —
honesty, independence, and skepticism
— are valuable, they alone are not

In his revulsion for
orthodoxy, Hitchens
goes too far; the
contrarian view almost
becomes an orthodoxy
itself. Orwell saw the
error of this clearly.
Omne should only be
contrary when the

other side is wrong.

enough. One must do more than think
with honestly or with integrity, one
must also apply that “principled”
mindset to defending the truth, the
“what” of one’s views. As an example
of Orwell’s independent thinking,
Hitchens explains that after learning
Stalin had not fled German attack,
Orwell changed his manuscript of
Animal Farm from having Napoleon
the pig throw himself on the ground
during an attack to having him stand
proudly. Orwell, as Hitchens sees it,
could do this only because he was not a
slave to orthodoxy. Even when writing
about a man he knew to be the worst
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of tyrants, he could still acknowledge
when that man acted honorably.

But Orwell didn’t change his manu-
script simply out of a commitment to
thinking independently; Orwell was
motivated by his attachment to the
truth. After the Spanish Civil War,
Orwell was horrified by the number of
lies about the fighting he had read in
English newspapers: “This kind of
thing is frightening to me because it
gives me the feeling that the very con-
cept of objective truth is fading out of
the world. Lies will pass into history.”
His scrupulousness in presenting an
accurate history of Stalin’s USSR was as
much motivated by his belief in objec-
tive truth as by his independence of
thought.

Hitchens’s emphasis on Orwell’s
contrarian attitude is misleading, more-
over, because it is clear that Hitchens
admires Orwell precisely because he
was right about so many things. Orwell
was anti-imperialist, anti-Soviet, anti-
fascist, and also pro-socialist, pro-
democracy, pro-equality — all views of
which Hitchens himself heartily
approves. Indeed, Hitchens is gleefully
triumphant when he shows that
Orwell’s critics” views often come up
short in comparison to Orwell’s. On
the French postmodernist Claude
Simon, who fought on the side of Stalin
during the Spanish Civil War, Hitchens
writes, “M. Simon . . . must at some
point have believed that ‘History’ . . .
was indeed on his side. Subsequently
lapsing in that belief — though not in
his attachment to the Ussr — he opted
for indiscriminate relativist promiscu-
ity, where nothing can be taken as cer-
tain except the bad faith of those with
whom he disagrees.”

Hitchens’s aside here is revealing, for
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what Hitchens hates about Simon —
and all the other Orwell critics — is not
their beliefs so much as their fanati-
cism. As Hitchens sees it, the catalyst
behind all the horrors that Orwell had
to face was dogmatism. There is a great
deal of truth in this. When we look at
the history of the ussr or even the
“smelly little orthodoxies” contending
for Orwell’s soul in Hitchens’s book,
there is something in us that wants to
chuck the entire lot of them out the
window.

Yet in his revulsion for orthodoxy,
Hitchens goes too far; the contrarian
view almost becomes an orthodoxy
itself. Orwell saw the error of this
clearly. One cannot simply be contrary
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for the sake of being contrary; one
should only be contrary when the other
side is wrong. The independent free-
thinker, Orwell knew, could be as dan-
gerous as the most obstinate stickler if
he was not first schooled in the hard
lessons of real life. About the radical
leftists of his day, he wrote, “So much
of left-wing thought is a kind of play-
ing with fire by people who don’t even
know fire is hot.” Orwell’s writing was
a warning to his contemporaries to
look around them and see the dangers
in playing with fire. It is why he, like
Hitchens, made himself a mentor to his
readers through his writing. But he did
not teach them to be contrarians, he
taught them to be truth-seekers.
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LETTERS

Robert Kagan’s

Transatlantic

Sir, — I am flattered though slightly
disconcerted that Robert Kagan
(“Power and Weakness,” June/July
2002) bases his argument in part on
my book American Visions of Europe.
I think his article is a thought-provok-
ing and valuable contribution to the
debate on transatlantic relations, but 1
question the basic argument that
Europe has opted out of the world of
power politics.

It is interesting that while Kagan
says the Europeans “see the world
through the eyes of weaker powers,”
and behave as weaker powers, nowhere
does he say they are weak. This is
because they are not. One need only
look at their combined GpP. France
and Britain have serious armed forces
and their military traditions are alive
and well. Germany had a very good
army during the Cold War and would
again if necessity required it. In the
wake of the common currency (and of
their the
Europeans are setting up a Rapid

Kosovo humiliation)

Reaction Force which will sooner or
later be put to the test. There are pro-
jects underway to build a European
fighter and transport aircraft. The rU
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recently approved funding to build a
satellite-based global positioning sys-
tem. (This was opposed by the
Pentagon.) It is true that European
defense spending is nowhere near U.S.
levels, but are current American levels a
reasonable benchmark? Mixed with
tsk-tsking about European weakness
and lack of capabilities T detect
American irritation (and a certain anxi-
ety) at the fact that Europe is not pre-
pared to concede a monopoly of power
and diplomatic initiative to the United
States.

My book argues that along with
Roosevelt’s impulse to “retire” Europe
from world politics and Acheson’s to
embrace and control it in a U.S.-led
alliance (both mentioned by Kagan),
there is a third American approach. |
associate it mainly with George F.
Kennan, but Eisenhower summed it up
best when he said that the United States
should not oppose but encourage the
emergence of “a third great power
bloc.”

Eisenhower did not prefer or think
sustainable over the long run (nor to
his credit does Kagan) a situation in
which the U.S. remained Europe’s
“pacifier” and protector but in so
doing provided a permanent alibi for
the Europeans to do less. He foresaw
that with U.S. power taxed by global
commitments, Furope would have to
assume the main responsibility for the
security of the continent (at a mini-
mum). The next ro-15 years may
prove him right.

Joun L. HARPER

The Bologna Center

of the Johns Hopkins University
School of Advanced International
Studies

Bologna, Italy
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S1r, — Robert Kagan’s article on the
divide between Furope and the United
States is a serious and challenging con-
tribution to the debate on this impor-
tant matter. I applaud his conclusions,
particularly about shared values and
the need for honest discussion of differ-
ences. I also appreciate his description
of European policy formation as “post-
modern.”

Even so, I find myself disagreeing
with Kagan on many areas of detail.
Above all, I question the extent to
which differences in foreign policy can
be ascribed to Europe’s relative weak-
ness and America’s relative strength.

Back in the days of the Cold War,
European governments certainly tended
to be less confrontationalist than
Washington in their approach to the
Soviet Union. But did this reflect per-
ceived weakness? I must say that, hav-
ing lived in the then West Germany
during the Brandt/Schmidt era, I
formed the contrary impression. I recall
the Ostpolitik of those years as a brave
experiment on the part of an increas-
ingly self-confident democracy and not
as a quivering response to Soviet might.

I think it’s fair to say that, during the
Cold War, American administrations
were worried about Soviet communism
while Europeans were worried about
Russia. European governments may
have feared their mighty and tyranni-
cally-ruled eastern neighbor but they
also understood her and recognized
that she too suffered from the traumas
of a terrible past. It wasn’t primarily a
question of relative strength (although
this could obviously not be ruled out of
the equation) but of whether you saw
your opponent in abstract or concrete
terms. Americans, true children of the
Enlightenment, tend to prefer the
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abstract. Europeans tend to know,
from often bitter experience, that
they’re always dealing with the con-
crete.

Moreover, both the British and the
French have been more than willing
over the past few decades to use armed
force in pursuit both of their own inter-
ests and of broader humanitarian goals.
The Falklands campaign was, surely,
just the kind of successful, long dis-
tance projection of force of which
Donald Rumsfeld talks (albeit conduct-
ed with 1980s technology), while
Britain’s recent involvement in Sierra
Leone may have set the standard for
armed altruism for some time to come.
If such campaigns do not loom large
for Robert Kagan, could this simply be
because the interests of the United
States were not directly involved?

Having said which, Americans taken
in the round do these days seem to
have a more bellicose approach to
international affairs than do Europeans
and are more prone to think in terms of
quick and violent fixes. According to
Kagan, this reflects the greater
American capacity for resolving prob-
lems, as a result of its huge preponder-
ance of weaponry.

But the most powerful military
machine that has ever existed did not
prevent the atrocities of ¢/17T.
Moreover, although high-tech warfare
certainly played a key role in dislodging
the Taliban from power in Kabul, it is
proving of only limited use in flushing
al Qaeda out of its remaining foxholes.
Similarly, 30 years ago, the best mili-
tary technology in the world failed to
tame Indo-China. And, as Israel is dis-
covering, its own regional military pre-
ponderance offers little protection
against the suicide bomber. In fact, a

Policy Review



Letters

characteristic of most (though not all)
recent international crises is that they
are simply not amenable to straightfor-
ward military solutions.

Almost certainly, the United States
could overthrow Saddam Hussein. But
could it provide Iraq with a post-
Saddam settlement that would stick?
Could it, moreover, guarantee that the
main beneficiaries of Saddam’s defeat
would not be pro-Tranian militant
Shiites? And what about the Kurds?
Would they not make yet another bid
for independence? If so, how would
Turkey react and what consequences
would its reaction have for NATO’s
South-Eastern flank? How would the
“Arab street” respond? Would the
throne of the Hashemites stand the
strain? Would the Mubarak regime go
the way of all flesh? Would the House
of Saud survive? Above all, would
Saddam decide to go down guns blaz-
ing, loosing chemical and biological
terror on Israel? It is not weakness to
ponder these questions. It is wisdom.

As the
Europeans are conscious of these

dealers in concrete,
conundrums. They do not understand
why the current United States adminis-
tration seems to ignore them. Nor, as
dealers in the concrete, do Europeans
understand why a humane people such
as the Americans seems so unaware of
the misery its policies threaten to
impose on the innocent.

To claim, as the United States does,
that the current sufferings of Iragi civil-
ians are the fault of Saddam Hussein is
to take refuge in an abstraction. It
would be similarly abstract to dismiss
as collateral damage the mountain of
corpses which would inevitably attend
Saddam’s overthrow.

For many Americans (the shades of
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Vietnam now apparently laid to rest),
war seems to have become a regrettable
but rational continuation of policy by
other means, particularly if the main
American commitment consists of mas-
sive aerial bombardment from safe alti-
tudes. But for Europeans, and not least
for Clausewitz’s own compatriots, war
still means ruined cities, the stench of
rotting corpses, destroyed infra-struc-
tures, lost loved ones and starving chil-
dren shivering in the rubble.

This does not necessarily make all
Europeans doctrinaire pacifists. But to
live responsibly in the world of con-
crete reality is to accept that only the
most extreme circumstances can justify
the carnage inherent in modern war-
fare. Do we face such extreme circum-
stances today? I suspect that most
Europeans, and most non-American
westerners, think otherwise.

JAN MORRISON
Auckland, New Zealand

Sir, — I like Robert Kagan’s article
“Power and Weakness,” but I believe it
is weak on two points. The first is the
idea that Europeans are relegated to
“doing the dishes” in peacekeeping
missions. A better view is that there is a
division of labor between the
Americans and the Europeans in peace-
keeping missions, with each having
roles peculiarly suited to its skills. The
second deficiency is a misperception of
the role of U.S. military power within
European politics, stemming, oddly,
from an inadequate use of Hobbes’s
analysis of the foundation of a polity.
In regard to peacekeeping missions,
they are usually divided into two phas-
es. The first phase involves terminating
the hostilities and stabilizing the situa-
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tion; the second phase is the more deli-
cate matter of establishing a stable
political situation so that hostilities will
not resume. Stabilization requires the
ability and willingness to use force and
the willingness to escalate the amount
of force beyond the capabilities of any
of the combatants. More important,
the perception that one is willing to
escalate the amount of force beyond
the capabilities of any of the combat-
ants. Clearly, the U.S. is uniquely
poised to perform this service. Within
the metaphor of preparing a meal, this
is the step of butchering the cow — the
technical skill of applying enormous
force to a difficult but fundamentally
straightforward problem.

The second phase of peacekeeping,
reconstructing the polity, nation-build-
ing, is a more complex operation that
requires entirely different skills. And
who is better positioned to do this than
the nations of the u? What other poli-
ty of former adversaries has been
assembled over such a short period
without imperial conquest?

Who, for instance, is better posi-
tioned to teach the Balkan nations how
to set aside a thousand years of wars
than a sophisticated group of countries
who have themselves set aside a thou-
sand years of wars? Within the
metaphor, we can compare nation-
building to cooking the meal, in that it
requires a delicate judgment in han-
dling many complex, interacting fac-
tors.

In regard to Furope’s military situa-
tion, Kagan likens it to Kant’s
“Perpetual Peace.” But I would prefer
to look at it as a commonwealth, in
Hobbes’s term. In this regard, the gu
can be seen as a sovereign, which is
hardly a radical concept. But where is
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the sovereign’s military capability, with
which he keeps the peace among his
subjects? How does the sovereign
ensure that his subjects obey his rules?
In short, if France and Germany take a
trade dispute to the point of military
conflict, what suppresses the conflict?

When said in that way, the answer is
simple — the United States. The U.S.
has already done it twice, after all. This
leaves a situation where the enforce-
ment of the peace is left to a force that
isn’t under control of the sovereign of
the polity. However, this is not uncom-
mon — in any modern state, physical
violence is prevented within a million
organizations not by the organization,
but rather by the state’s police force.
The BU has decided that it is adequate
to leave the heavy police work between
the members (and between the mem-
bers and the outside world) to the
United States.

In this regard, the EU seems to have
decided that the interests of the U.S. are
close enough to that of the EuU that they
can trust the U.S. to handle the job. Or
at least, that the savings in military
expenditure will make up for any inad-
equacies. And in this regard, the Eu
seems to be correct — despite the U.S.
being a “hyperpower,” its ability to use
its hegemony to dominate other indus-
trialized countries seems to be quite
poor. For instance, the banana tariff
mess looks like it will be settled by the
WTO, not by gunboats. Similarly, the
United States could crush Canada mili-
tarily in a day, but due to economics
and international politics, is con-
strained to deal with Canada as an
equal. Hegemony ain’t what it used to
be.

DALE WORLEY
Waltham, Massachusetts
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S1r, — Robert Kagan’s article provides
a neat summary of the differences in
mindset between Europe and the U.S.
in the matter of international relations;
nevertheless, it appears to rest on cer-
tain somewhat simplistic presupposi-
tions. First, the notion that power
alone is the defining factor in the
approach taken to international rela-
tions. This seems far-fetched. Kagan
argues that weak nations, mostly for
the lack of alternatives, choose a
“Kantian” approach (establishment of
an international-legal regime to super-
vene national sovereignty) while strong
nations, because they can push their
weight around, choose a “Hobbesian”
approach (in which nations act without
regard to the law). While there is unde-
niable truth to this statement, it is cer-
tainly not the whole story. Kagan
implies that there is no other choice;
that we must either be “Kantian” or
“Hobbesians™ in this regard; but there
is another choice, in fact the baseline
approach to international law since the
sixteenth century. We might label this
the “Vitorian™ approach in remem-
brance of the “founder” of internation-
al law, Francisco de Vitoria. Here there
is most certainly a universal law, the so-
called jus gentium, which postulates
nations as the bearers of sovereignty,
upholding an international law the
essence of which is the right of commu
nication — trade, travel, church mis-
sions. It is a law which binds the
nations but which also depends on
nations for enforcement. And to my
mind, the U.S. from its inception has

]

been “Vitorian,” even in the postwar
world in which it has been the super-
power.

Kagan quotes Briton Robert Cooper,

who argues that outside of the Europe
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of today, other standards apply than

<

apply within Europe. There, “we need
to revert to the rougher methods of an
earlier era — force, preemptive attack,
deception, whatever is necessary.” But
the notion, as I say, is based on a bifur-
cation, law sans force or force sans law.

It should be a simple matter to real-
ize that law needs to be enforced, and it
needs to be enforced by force if neces-
sary. Underlying Cooper’s notion of a
“double standard” is the belief that
force 1s somehow backwards, a lower
stage on man’s evolutionary ascent to a
forceless world where conscience rules.
The same notion underlies the view
that the abolition of spanking would
signal mankind’s ascent to a higher
level of civilization; here, the Swedes
serve as a shining example to us all.

But the most glaring fault in this fine
article, to my mind, is Kagan’s view
that Europe in its postwar phase has
chosen to eschew power. He argues
that the formation of the European
Union is not about power but about
restraining power. My own experience
has led to the exact opposite conclu-
sion. The European Union is @l about
power, not military power per se but
economic power, diplomatic power, the
power to dominate the world of inter-
national organizations and institutions,
with the ultimate goal of establishing
“universal jurisdiction,” bypassing
national sovereignty altogether (and
thus pesky U.S. obstruction as well). It
will require power and plenty of it to
erect such a global jurisdiction, and the
Europeans are game for it. And they
recognize in the U.S. the biggest
obstruction to their world.

This is nothing new. Since the nine-
teenth century, power in Europe has
been pursued by scapegoating capital-
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ism, and, by extension, the Anglo-
Saxons and their ilk, they being the
chief proponents of said capitalism.
This scapegoating has been part and
parcel of the European self-image, espe-
cially in Germany with its contrast
between German Kultur and British
Zivilisation. Two times now the forces
of Anglo-Saxonism have triumphed on
continental Europe, but the underlying
opposition to Zivilisation, far from dis-
appearing, has simply taken on a new
guise. For this reason I view Kagan’s
sanguinity about the European Union
with general alarm. For behind the ide-
ological divide separating Europe and
the U.S. is a fundamental conflict in
worldview and a fundamentally
opposed approach to international
order. The conflict between these two
approaches, [ am convinced, will deter-
mine the shape of the future world
order.

RUBEN ALVARADO

Aalten, Netherlands

S1r, — Sitting “down under” one gets
somewhat worried at some of the
actions and lack of action in the north-
ern corridors of power, and angry at
the inconsistencies (apparent or other-
wise) of (especially) American interna-
tional policy.

I think that you’ve explained this,
and in such a way that both under-
standing of and sympathy for the
Americans is enhanced, even though a
reasonable inference is that “the end
justifies the means” — which perhaps it
does in the case of our good friend, the
Iraqi president.

However, given one’s acceptance of
your thesis, it would be good to see the
U.S. be more overt in explaining its
policy and strategy to the rest of us.

94

My assumption here is that the U.S.
(with the rest of the “West” and a fair
amount of the rest) believes that
democracy is the best form of gover-
nance so far devised, and that the val-
ues underpinning this are at least rea-
sonably universal (e.g. freedom of asso-
ciation, religion, safety etc), therefore
this should be actively pursued and
encouraged.

Given this, applying the existing
double standard with people like the
Malaysian Prime Minister, Mahathir
Mohamad, should be accompanied by
a friendly message to the effect that
“we appreciate your support, pal, but
our longer-term goal includes a democ-
ratic state in Malaysia.” Or wherever.

In addition, we who believe in
democracy (preferably of a secular kind)
should be doing whatever we can to
help people at the community level in
the poorer and/or fundamentalist coun-
tries to raise themselves to an economic
and educational level where the niceties
of our system can be appreciated.

[an BURNS
Melbourne, Australia
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