ENCYCLOPEDIA
of AMERICAN
FOREIGN POLICY



ADVISORY BOARD

Elizabeth Cobbs Hoffman
San Diego State University

Nick Cullather

Indiana University

Chester Pach
Ohio University

William O. Walker 111
Florida International University



ENCYCLOPEDIA
of AMERICAN
FOREIGN POLICY

Second Edition

VOLUME 1

Chronology
A-D

Alexander DeConde, Richard Dean Burns,
and Fredrik Logevall, Editors in Chief

Louise B. Ketz, Executive Editor

¥ecSs
‘H
f—"
CHARLES SCRIBNER’S SONS

GALE GROUP

e

THOMSON LEARNING

New York ® Detroit ® San Diego ® San Francisco
Boston ¢ New Haven, Conn. ® Waterville, Maine
London ® Munich



Copyright © 2002 by Charles Scribner’s Sons

Charles Scribner’s Sons

An imprint of the Gale Group
300 Park Avenue South

New York, NY 10010

All rights reserved. No part of this book may be reprinted or reproduced or utilized in any form or by
any electronic, mechanical, or other means, now known or hereafter invented including photocopying
and recording, or in any information storage or retrieval system, without permission in writing from
Charles Scribner’s Sons.

1357911131517192018161412108642

Printed in the United States of America

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

Encyclopedia of American Foreign Policy : studies of the principal movements and ideas
/ editors, Alexander DeConde ... [et al.]--2nd ed.
p. cm.

Includes bibliographical references and index.
ISBN 0-684-80657-6 (set : alk. paper) -- ISBN 0-684-80658-4 (v. 1) -- ISBN
0-684-80659-2 (v. 2) -- ISBN 0-684-80660-6 (v. 3)

1. United States--Foreign relations--Encyclopedias. 2. United States--Foreign
relations--Philosophy--Encyclopedias. 1. DeConde, Alexander.

E183.7 .E52 2002
327.73'003--dc21 2001049800

The paper used in this publication meets the requirements of ANSI/NISO Z3948-1992
(Permanence of Paper)



EDITORIAL AND PRODUCTION STAFF

This Book Was Produced by the Louise B. Ketz Agency

Manuscript Editors
Nancy Belanger ~ Michael Levine  Linda Sanders
Elizabeth 1. Wilson

Bibliographic Researcher
Alison C. Kero

Proofreaders
Janet Byrne  Carol Holmes  Evangeline Legones
Laura Patchkofsky

Composition Manager
Evi Seoud

Designer
Pamela A. E. Galbreath

Typesetter
LM Design

Senior Editor
John Fitzpatrick

Associate Publisher

Timothy J. DeWerff

Publisher
Frank Menchaca



CONTENTS

PREFACE . L
CHRONOLOGY OF AMERICAN FOREIGN Policy, 1607-2001
Richard Dean Burns and Louise B. Ketz

AFRICAN AMERICANS )
Brenda Gayle Plummer

ALLIANCES, COALITIONS, AND ENTENTES
Warren E Kimball

AMBASSADORS, EXECUTIVE AGENTS, AND SPECIAL REPRESENTATIVES
Kenneth J. Grieb

ANTI-IMPERIALISM .
Robert Buzzanco

ARBITRATION, MEDIATION, AND CONCILIATION
Calvin D. Davis

ARMED NEUTRALITIES .
Ian Mugridge

ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT .
Richard Dean Burns

ARMS TRANSFERS AND TRADE
Michael T. Klare

ASYLUM. .o
Michael Dunne

BALANCE OF POWER . o
A. E. Campbell and Richard Dean Burns

THE BEHAVIORAL APPROACH TO DIPLOMATIC HISTORY .
J. David Singer

BIPARTISANSHIP .
Randall Woods

BLOCKADES. o
Frank J. Merli and Robert H. Ferrell

THE CHINA LOBBY
Warren I. Cohen

C1viL WAR DIPLOMACY .
Kinley Brauer

CoLD WAR EVOLUTION AND INTERPRETATIONS
Walter L. Hixson

vii

Xiil
Xvil

13

29

49

61

73

79

105

117

131

141

155

171

185

193

207



CONTENTS

CoLD WAR ORIGINS .
Anders Stephanson

COLD WARRIORS .
Andrew J. Rotter

CoOLD WAR TERMINATION
Thomas R. Maddux

COLLECTIVE SECURITY
Roland N. Stromberg

COLONIALISM AND NEOCOLONIALISM .
Edward M. Bennett

CONGRESSIONAL POWER .
Robert David Johnson

CONSORTIA. .
Warren I. Cohen

THE CONSTITUTION
David Gray Adler

CONTAINMENT . .
Barton J. Bernstein

CONTINENTAL EXPANSION
David M. Pletcher

THE CONTINENTAL SYSTEM .
Marvin R. Zahniser

COVERT OPERATIONS .
John Prados

CULTURAL IMPERIALISM . .
Jessica C. E. Gienow-Hecht

CULTURAL RELATIONS AND POLICIES
Akira Iriye

DECISION MAKING
Valerie M. Hudson

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
Steven L. Rearden

DEPARTMENT OF STATE o
Jerry Israel and David L. Anderson

DETERRENCE
David Coleman

DEVELOPMENT DOCTRINE AND MODERNIZATION THEORY
Nick Cullather

DICTATORSHIPS
David E Schmitz

DISSENT IN WARS . e
Russell FE Weigley and David S. Patterson

DOCTRINES. o
Marc Jay Selverstone

viii

223

241

257

273

285

293

313

323

345

365

377

387

397

409

427

439

451

463

477

493

505

521



CONTENTS

DOLLAR DIPLOMACY .
Eugene P. Trani

DOMINO THEORY .
Edwin Moise

VOLUME 2

EcoNnoMic PoLicY AND THEORY
David Shreve

ELiTISM . L
Alan K. Henrikson

EMBARGOES AND SANCTIONS .
Jerald A. Combs

ENVIRONMENTAL DIPLOMACY .
Kurk Dorsey

EXCEPTIONALISM )
Trevor B. McCrisken

EXTRATERRITORIALITY . o
Jules Davids and Jonathan M. Nielson

FOREIGNADD . . . . .
Katherine A. S. Sibley

FREEDOM OF THE SEAS e
Armin Rappaport and William Earl Weeks

GENDER. S
Laura McEnaney

GLOBALIZATION .
Thomas W. Zeiler

HUMANITARIAN INTERVENTION AND RELIEF
Darlene Rivas

HUMAN RIGHTS S
T. Christopher Jespersen

IDEOLOGY . .
Jennifer W. See

IMMIGRATION .
Roger Daniels

IMPERIALISM
David Healy

INTELLIGENCE AND COUNTERINTELLIGENCE
John Prados

INTERNATIONALISM R
Warren E Kuehl and Gary B. Ostrower

INTERNATIONAL LAW .
Christopher C. Joyner

INTERNATIONAL MONETARY FUND AND WORLD BANK
Francis J. Gavin

ix

543

551

17

33

49

63

81

93

111

123

135

151

173

187

203

217

225

241

259

283



CONTENTS

INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATION . .
Inis L. Claude, Jr.,, and Klaus Larres

INTERVENTION AND NONINTERVENTION
Doris A. Graber

ISOLATIONISM .
Manfred Jonas

JuDpICIARY POWER AND PRACTICE
Terrence R. Guay

LOANS AND DEBT RESOLUTION .

Richard W. Van Alstyne and Joseph M. Siracusa

MANDATES AND TRUSTEESHIPS .
Edward M. Bennett

MILITARISM. .
William Kamman

THE MILITARY-INDUSTRIAL COMPLEX
James A. Huston

MOST-FAVORED-NATION PRINCIPLE . L
Justus D. Doenecke and Michael R. Adamson

MULTINATIONAL CORPORATIONS
Burton I. Kaufman

THE MUNICH ANALOGY .
Joseph M. Siracusa

NARCOTICS PoLICY )
William O. Walker 111

THE NATIONAL INTEREST
H. W. Brands

NATIONALISM . .
Lawrence S. Kaplan

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL .
Anna Kasten Nelson

NATIVISM o
Geoffrey S. Smith

NAVAL DIPLOMACY
William R. Braisted

NEUTRALISM ..
T. Michael Ruddy

NEUTRALITY o
Thom M. Armstrong

NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY ORGANIZATION.
Klaus Larres

NUCLEAR STRATEGY AND DIPLOMACY . .
Kenneth J. Hagan and Elizabeth Skinner

299

315

337

353

365

381

387

403

417

429

443

455

473

485

499

511

529

543

559

573

595



CONTENTS

VOLUME 3
Ow . . . s
David S. Painter
OPEN DOOR INTERPRETATION. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21
William Appleman Williams

OpeN DOOR PoOLICY . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29
Mark Atwood Lawrence

ORGANIZED LABOR . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 45
Elizabeth McKillen

OUTER SPACE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .61
Roger Launius

Pacipism. . . . . . . . . ... ... .. .. . .13
Charles Chatfield

PAN-AMERICANISM . . . ... ... . . 83

Thomas M. Leonard and Thomas L. Karnes

PArTY POLITICS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9
Fredrik Logevall
PEACEMAKING . . . R I 0

Berenice A. Carroll

PEACE MOVEMENTS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 129
Robert H. Ferrell
PHILANTHROPY. . . . 2

James A. Field, Jr, and Tim Matthewson

Post-CoLp WAR PorLicy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 153
Richard A. Melanson

Powsr PoriTics . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 169
Thomas H. Etzold and Robert L. Messer

PRESIDENTIAL ADVISERS . . . o179

Albert Bowman and Robert A. Divine

PRESIDENTIAL POWER. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 195
Alexander DeConde

THE PRESS . . . . . . . . ... 22]
Ralph B. Levering and Louis W. Liebovich

PROPAGANDA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 239
Kenneth A. Osgood

PROTECTION OF AMERICAN CITIZENS ABROAD . . . . . . . . . 255

Burton E Beers

PROTECTORATES AND SPHERES OF INFLUENCE . . . . . . . . . 265
Raymond A. Esthus

PuBLic OPINION . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 275
Melvin Small
RACE anp ETHNICITY. . . . . . . . ... . . . . . . 289

John Snetsinger

REALISM AND IDEALISM . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 311
Norman A. Graebner

xi



CONTENTS

RECIPROCITY A
Robert Freeman Smith

RECOGNITION . .
Paolo E. Coletta

REFUGEE POLICIES
David M. Reimers

RELIGION . . . .
Leo P, Ribuffo

REPARATIONS e
Carl P, Parrini and James 1. Matray

REVISIONISM .o
Athan G. Theoharis

REVOLUTION
Jeremi Suri

SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY . o
Ronald E. Doel and Zuoyue Wang

SELE-DETERMINATION .
Betty Miller Unterberger

SPECIAL-INTEREST LOBBIES .
William Slany

SuMMIT CONFERENCES .
Theodore A. Wilson

SUPERPOWER DIPLOMACY
Vojtech Mastny

TARIFF PoOLICY. .
Thomas W. Zeiler

TELEVISION.
Chester Pach

TERRORISM AND COUNTERTERRORISM .
Brian Michael Jenkins

TREATIES
J. B. Duroselle and Ian J. Bickerton

THE VIETNAM WAR AND ITS IMPACT
Larry Berman and Jason Newman

WILSONIANISM
Tony Smith

WILSONIAN MISSIONARY DIPLOMACY .
Roger R. Trask

EDITORS AND ADVISERS .

CONTRIBUTORS

INDEX

xii

329

345

357

371

393

407

425

443

461

483

501

513

531

547

563

571

597

617

627

637
639
643



PREFACE

As in the first edition of the Encyclopedia of American Foreign Policy (1978),
this second edition differs markedly from other works of reference dealing
with the history of American foreign policy. Instead of bringing together small
batches of information on many topics, it offers in-depth, original, interpre-
tive essays commissioned from distinguished scholars who are experts in
their field. Using both narrative and topical structure, the authors explain
concepts, themes, large ideas, significant movements, and distinctive policies
in the history of American foreign relations. Unlike textbook writers, they do
not attempt to cover the full narrative history of those relations, or even to
recount in detail major episodes. These essays may be used to supplement,
and certainly to enrich, the traditional accounts available in history text-
books, special monographs, or other encyclopedias.

Taken as a group, the essays offer a unique approach to the study of Amer-
ica’s international connections. Most entries are longer than articles in journals
but shorter than monographs. Their length has allowed authors sufficient space
to probe their topics deeply without including the usual scholarly parapherna-
lia. This methodology benefits students in universities, colleges, and high
schools because they can quickly find and read authoritative accounts written
in clear, straightforward prose in three easily available volumes rather than
search through many books and academic journals, often scattered in distant
libraries. Readers wishing to probe a topic in greater depth can use the carefully
constructed bibliographies for more information and for leads to other sources.

In addition, the authors assess the pertinent scholarship on the topics
they discuss and offer differing perspectives on viewing the past. Frequently
they challenge previously established wisdom on a topic because perspectives
in historical writing have always been subject to revision and change. We
have encouraged this kind of investigation and debate because they make
clear to the reader that research and writing in history and the social sciences
are not monolithic. As with most all higher learning, these disciplines are
vibrant and constantly growing. As new information becomes available and
analyzed, the findings of scholars working within these disciplines are subject
to assessment, modification, and even considerable alteration. This kind of
probing and review by peers, like most other scholarly endeavors, enriches
our understanding of the past while advancing the frontiers of knowledge.

In addition to scholarly practice, considerable changes in the conduct
and theory of American foreign policy in the twenty-three years since publi-
cation of the first edition demanded revising and updating the encyclopedia’s
essays and supplementing them with new ones. Institutions such as the
National Security Council, the Department of Defense, and the Central Intel-
ligence Agency have expanded the governments decision-making structure
and at times even eclipsed the Department of State as the main organization
for making and carrying out foreign policy.

xiii



PREFACE

The mounting diversity of the nation’s population as it has swelled over
the past two decades, primarily as the consequence of new immigration laws,
also has altered foreign policy considerations. While ethnic, racial, religious,
cultural, and other political pressures have long been part of the foreign policy-
making process, special-interest lobbies have proliferated since the 1980s.
Along with their added numbers and greater prominence, these lobbies have
acquired more sophistication and clout than in the past in influencing Amer-
ican relations with other countries and peoples. The stepped-up internation-
alization of finance, the international mobility of industries lured by cheap
labor, the proliferation of multinational corporations, and the mushrooming
of electronic systems across national boundaries also have contributed to a
transformation in Washington’s timing and means of reacting to international
crises, and hence to its shaping of both short- and long-term foreign policies.

These developments, plus the changing demographics of the nation’s
student population, the growth of new educational institutions, and the
remodeling of old ones, have contributed to an expansion of topics that tradi-
tionally came under the heading of foreign policy. At the same time, we have
seen a marked increase in the numbers of those who teach and study the his-
tory of American foreign relations in colleges and universities, both in the
United States and abroad. Equally important, a new generation of historians
who write the books and the articles in academic journals on the subject has
risen to prominence.

These teachers, researchers, and writers have brought fresh perspectives
to the discipline of diplomatic history. They frequently view its historiography
differently than had their predecessors. For example, scholars of the previous
generation wrote extensively on nineteenth-century foreign policy, devoting
considerable attention to topics such as continental expansion, Anglophobia
and Anglophilia, and isolationism, a topic about which they felt deeply and
debated at length as to its impact on policymaking. When dealing with the
twentieth century, they focused mostly on the diplomatic problems of the two
world wars, communism, New Left historiography, and atomic diplomacy.
Although the present generation does not ignore these topics—and it should
not—its field of vision also includes the problems of international terrorism,
“ethnic cleansing,” the end of the Cold War, post—Cold War issues, the envi-
ronment as an international concern, and the role of the United States as the
world’s sole superpower.

The extent of this new scholarship contrasts so strikingly with that of
the entries of the first edition, as readers may readily discern, that this edition
deserves consideration as a new project rather than strictly an updating and
revision of the old. We have increased the entries by more than 25 percent and
the new authors by a larger margin. Of the initial contributions, only one has
remained untouched and only a few have survived with modest updating and
revision. We are fortunate that a number of the senior scholars who wrote for
the first edition more than a quarter of a century ago agreed to rework their
essays and offer their wisdom for this new work.

The topics investigated and depth of analysis applied to them in this edi-
tion are also more extensive than in the first and compare favorably with sim-
ilar writings on American diplomacy and related subjects in books and
monographs. Of the present 121 essays, 44 are new topics to this edition.
They reflect our expanded coverage and the breadth of the nation’s view of
topics that fall within the range of foreign policy concerns or activities that
influence policymaking. For example, in the first edition we had one entry
that covered the Cold War. Now, as a consequence of the end of the Cold War
in 1991, we have five entries that deal with that topic: “Cold War Origins,”

xXiv



PREFACE

“Cold War Evolution and Interpretations,” “Cold War Termination,” “Cold
Warriors,” and “Post—Cold War Policy,” in addition to several other Cold
War—centered essays such as “Containment.” Other new essays include
“African Americans,” “Covert Operations,” “Cultural Imperialism,” “Devel-
opment Doctrine and Modernization Theory,” “Exceptionalism,” “Gender,”
“Globalization,” “Immigration,” “Narcotics Policy,” “Organized Labor,” “Reli-
gion,” and “Science and Technology.”

More than in the past, we have sought to avoid snippets of information
by combining some of the smaller essays of the first edition into longer pieces.
We have, for instance, combined the essays on the Monroe and Eisenhower
Doctrines in a longer piece that discusses and analyzes all doctrines con-
nected with foreign policy. To give flavor, often from primary sources, and to
provoke thought, we have included sidebars with most of the essays. To help
readers when they have the need to place topics in a broad chronological con-
text, we have added a chronology that highlights the significant events in
America’s foreign relations from the colonial era to the present. We have con-
tinued to offer with each essay an up-to-date selected bibliography with anno-
tations, as well as extensive cross-references at the end of each essay.

We have not devoted separate essays, as has been conventional in stud-
ies of American foreign relations, to accounts of major subjects such as the
diplomacy of the American Revolution, the Louisiana Purchase, the War of
1812, the War with Mexico, the Spanish-American War, World War 1I, the
Marshall Plan, or the Korean War. We have omitted extended commentary on
these topics because we chose not to focus at length on negotiations that pro-
duced specific treaties or that led to individual conflicts, other than the Civil
War and the Vietnam War. We examine the Vietham War in depth because it
was the longest in the nation’s history and because of its continuing promi-
nence in twenty-first-century American foreign policy scholarship. We have
not, however, ignored other wars or downplayed the importance of traditional
topics. Various authors discuss or scrutinize these matters within the context
of the subjects they survey and analyze. The cross-references and a detailed
subject-and-concepts index provide easy access to the standard topics.

Again, as in the first edition, we believe the encyclopedia’s topical frame-
work, as well as the quality of the essays, will appeal to the growing segment
of the public interested in history, as well as to students, academicians, jour-
nalists, and others who may wish to use this work for reference or for intel-
lectual stimulation and insight on the significant international aspects of the
American experience. Since the authors have written with free rein, readers
may note conflicting views of the same topic or event. These differences
reflect the flexibility, complexities, and nuances of historical interpretation.
They show also that while historians and social scientists cannot escape
agreement on hard facts such as dates or contents of treaties when known,
even experts can, and often do, clash in their evaluations of the significance of
the data they use and the theories they fashion. This diversity, as the essays
illustrate, enriches our understanding of the history of U.S. foreign policy.

Diversity also influenced our choice of topics. From the start, we realized
that even experts would differ on which topics merited selection. Our criteria
for selecting some topics while excluding others of seemingly comparable
worth evolved out of decisions to bring the subject matter up to date, to avoid
the usual narratives of extended diplomatic negotiations, and to explain in
depth new aspects of foreign relationships as well as the significance of the old.
In doing this, we canvassed various scholars for their views. Ultimately,
though, we had to choose from their recommendations and from our own
experiences what topics we would cover that would be of most value to poten-
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PREFACE

tial readers. We subjected each essay to careful review and editing to make sure
each fitted our objective. In both selection and editing, we balanced our own
judgments with the recommendations we received from other scholars. We
believe we have been fortunate in attracting to this project some of the finest
scholars on the subject of America’s foreign policies, past and present.

—Alexander DeConde, for the Editors

Xvi



CHRONOLOGY OF AMERICAN FOREIGN PoOLICY,
1607-2001

Richard Dean Burns and Louise B. Ketg

1607 On 24 May, 105 English settlers establish a
village at Jamestown, Virginia, England’s
first permanent American settlement.

1689 King William’s War (War of the League of
Augsburg) begins 12 May and inaugurates a
series of hostile engagements between Eng-
land and France. The war ends on 20 Sep-
tember 1697.

1702 Queen Anne’s War (War of the Spanish Suc-
cession) begins on 4 May and ends 11 April
1713.

1739 After twenty-six years of peace, British con-
flict begins again, with Spain in the War of
Jenkins’ Ear on 19 October, and enlarged
when France joins Spain in King George’s
War, which ends on 11 October 1748.

1754 The French and Indian War (Seven Years’
War) begins in the Ohio River Valley when
British and colonial troops fight French
forces and their Indian allies, beginning on
17 April. The war spreads to Europe on 15
May 1756. The Albany Congress meets 19
June to 10 July, at which Benjamin
Franklin’s Plan of Union is rejected.

1763 British hegemony in North America is con-
firmed in the Treaty of Paris (10 February),
which ends the French and Indian War.

1764 The Sugar Act (5 April) passes Parliament,
the first parliamentary law designed specifi-
cally to raise money in the colonies.

1765 The Stamp Act Congress convenes (7 Octo-
ber) in an effort to unite the American
colonies in protesting the Stamp Act
(passed by Parliament on 22 March), the
first direct tax levied by Parliament on the
American colonies.

1767 The Townshend Acts are passed by Parlia-
ment requiring import duties on tea, oil,
glass, lead, and paper.

xvii

1773 The Boston Tea Party on 16 December
protests the Tea Act, which Parliament had
approved on 10 May.

1774 On 31 March, Parliament passes the first of
the Coercive Acts (called Intolerable Acts by
colonial radicals).The First Continental
Congress convenes in Philadelphia on 5
September, providing a forum for all of the
American colonies to protest jointly British
policy.

1775 The American Revolution begins on 19
April, when shots are exchanged between
British troops and colonial militia at Lexing-
ton and Concord, Massachusetts. The Sec-
ond Continental Congress convenes on 10
May in Philadelphia and forwards the Olive
Branch Petition to the king (5 July) to seek
compromise. On 23 August, King George III
proclaims the colonists are in rebellion. The
Continental Congress on 19 September
appoints a secret committee to buy foreign
arms and ammunition. Congress creates (29
November) the Committee of Secret Corre-
spondence to Conduct Foreign Relations,
which sends agents to Europe to seek loans,
alliances, and the purchase of military sup-
plies. On 23 December a royal proclamation
closes the American colonies to all foreign
commerce.

1776 Thomas Paine’s Common Sense is published
on 10 January. Paine’s proposal that America
should pursue peaceful commerce with all
nations while making political alliances with
none becomes the essence of American polit-
ical isolationism for over a century. On 3
March, Silas Deane is sent to France to seek
aid for the American cause. Congress on 6
April opens American seaports to all nations
but Britain. Louis XVI of France on 2 May
provides for one million livres to secretly
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supply the American army. On 4 July, Con-
gress approves the Declaration of Indepen-
dence. The Model Treaty of 1776 (Plan of
1776) is approved; on 26 September a diplo-
matic commission to France is appointed.

1777 On 17 April the Committee of Secret Corre-
spondence is reconstituted as the Commit-
tee for Foreign Affairs. The Articles of
Confederation are adopted by Congress on
15 November.

1778 The Franco-American Treaty of Alliance
and the Treaty of Amity and Commerce are
signed on 6 February.

1779 Spain declares war on England but refuses
to recognize American independence or to
join the Franco-American alliance.

1780 Catherine II of Russia on 28 February pro-
claims the League of Armed Neutrality.
Indirectly the league helps America by plac-
ing most of Europe against Great Britain.
On 5 October, Congress approves the prin-
ciples of the league.

1781 On 1 March the Articles of Confederation
are ratified, granting Congress the power to
make decisions about peace and war and to
conduct foreign relations. The British defeat
at the Battle of Yorktown on 20 August leads
the British government to seek peace. On 20
October, Robert R. Livingston is appointed
the first secretary for foreign affairs.

1782 English-American peace talks begin infor-
mally on 12 April in Paris between Benjamin
Franklin and Richard Oswald. On 23 June,
John Jay joins Franklins discussions. John
Adams signs a Treaty of Friendship and
Commerce with the Netherlands on 8 Octo-
ber and on 26 October joins Jay and
Franklin in Paris to finalize a peace treaty
with the British. A preliminary peace agree-
ment with Britain is signed on 30 November.

1783 On 20 January, Great Britain concludes
peace terms with France, Spain, and the
United States. The Definitive Treaty of Paris
is formally signed on 3 September.

1784 The first U.S. merchant ship, the Empress of
China, sails to China from New York on 22
February. Based on the Model Treaty of
1776, on 7 May Congress approves new
guidelines for commercial treaties with
other nations. On 26 June, Spain closes the

xviii

Mississippi River to American navigation.
On 21 September, John Jay becomes secre-
tary for foreign affairs.

1785 On 24 February, John Adams is appointed
minister to Great Britain. Thomas Jefferson
replaces Franklin as minister to France on
10 March. On 20 July, Congress authorizes
Jay’s discussions with Don Diego de Gardo-
qui to resolve disputes with Spain regarding
the southwest boundary and navigation of
the Mississippi River. On 10 September,
Prussia and the United States sign a com-
mercial treaty.

1786 Samuel Shaw is informed on 30 January that
he is to be the first U.S. consul at Canton.
On 17 July, Congress approves a treaty with
Morocco, under which vessels of each
nation would be protected from seizure by
passes of safe conduct and commerce would
be based on most-favored-nation principles.
On 29 August the Jay-Gardoqui negotia-
tions end when Congress does not yield on
the Mississippi navigation issue.

1787 On 25 May the Constitutional Convention
convenes at Philadelphia, and on 17 Sep-
tember the Constitution is approved. On 27
October the first of the Federalist Papers to

promote ratification of the Constitution is
published.

1789 George Washington is inaugurated the first
president of the United States on 30 April.
The Department of Foreign Affairs is
renamed the Department of State on 15 Sep-
tember. Thomas Jefferson is appointed sec-
retary of state on 26 September and takes
office on 22 March 1790.

1791 On 9 November, George Hammond, the first
British minister to the United States, presents
his credentials to Secretary of State Jeffer-
son, just after Thomas Pinckney is nomi-
nated as U.S. minister to England.

1792 Gouverneur Morris is appointed minister to
France and received at the French court on
3 June.

1793 Following the arrival on 8 April of Edmond
Genet, the new French minister to the
United States, the U.S. cabinet members
agree unanimously that neutrality in
France’s disputes with other European
nations should be maintained. On 19 April,
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President Washington prepares the Procla-
mation of Neutrality, issued on 22 April,
which asserts that the United States is at
peace with all nations. On 31 December, Jef-
ferson resigns as secretary of state.

1794 On 2 January, Edmund Randolph becomes

secretary of state. Legislation passed on 26
March calls for a thirty-day embargo of
British ships, extended on 25 April for
another month. On 19 April the Senate
confirms John Jay’s appointment as a spe-
cial envoy to London to negotiate disputes
about trade and the Northwest posts. Con-
gress approves the Neutrality Act on 5
June, prohibiting the recruitment of sol-
diers or sailors within the U.S. territory by
a belligerent agent. James Monroe is
appointed the new minister to France on 10
June. On 19 November, Jay’s Treaty
between the United States and Great Britain
is signed. The treaty causes controversy in
America because it does not gain U.S. prin-
ciples of neutral rights.

1795 The U.S. Senate ratifies Jay’s Treaty on 24

June. On 19 August, Edmund Randolph
resigns as secretary of state, and Timothy
Pickering is appointed to the office. On 27
October, Spain and the United States sign
the Treaty of San Lorenzo (or Pinckney’s
Treaty). Spain acknowledges that both
Spanish and American citizens should have
the free navigation of the Mississippi River.

1796 On 2 March the Senate ratifies a treaty with

Algeria to protect U.S. commerce. On 2 July
a French decree announces France will no
longer treat American ships as neutral, com-
plaining that the United States renounced
its neutral rights in the Jay Treaty. On 19
September, President Washington issues his
Farewell Address, urging the nation to keep
free of subservience to any foreign power.
On 7 December the presidential election is
won by John Adams; Thomas Jefferson
becomes vice president.

1797 On 31 May President Adams appoints a spe-

cial commission (Charles C. Pinckney, John
Marshall, and Elbridge Gerry) to France to
seek a treaty of amity and commerce.

1798 On 3 April President Adams releases copies

of dispatches from Pinckney, Marshall, and
Gerry to Congress, revealing that French

agents suggested that an American loan and
bribe would permit official talks to begin.
Believing any war with France would
involve naval engagements, Adams on 27
April signs a law creating the Department of
the Navy; Congress authorizes the construc-
tion of twelve ships. On 7 July the treaties
with France are abrogated and the unde-
clared Quasi-War begins.

1800 As first consul Napoleon on 7 March
receives the American peace commissioners
in a formal audience. On 30 September the
final signing of the Convention of Mort-
fontaine (Convention of 1800) restores
friendly relations between France and the
United States.

1801 Because of an electoral tie the House of
Representatives selects Thomas Jefferson on
17 February as president of the United
States. On 5 March, James Madison
becomes secretary of state, remaining in
office throughout Jefferson’s eight years as
president. On 14 May the pasha of Tripoli
declares war on the United States.

1802 Spain, on 16 October, announces suspension
of America’s right of deposit at New Orleans,
contravening Pinckney’s Treaty of 1795.

1803 On 30 April, France cedes the Louisiana
Territory to the United States, which takes
possession on 20 December.

1805 The Essex decision by the British Admiralty
on 22 May destroys the principle of “broken
voyage,” causing a rapid increase of U.S. ship-
ping losses and renewed friction between
England and America. On 10 June peace is
established with Tripoli, and on 30 August a
new treaty is made with the bey of Tunis.

1806 Napoleon establishes his continental system
with proclamation of the Berlin Decree on
21 November, a (paper) blockade of Great
Britain that closes all continental trade with
the British. On 31 December, James Monroe
and William Pinckney sign a treaty with
Great Britain on neutral rights. President
Jefferson and Secretary of State James Madi-
son immediately reject it.

1807 On 2 July, President Jefferson orders all ports
closed to British ships, and on 22 December
signs the Embargo Act of 1807, prohibiting
U.S. ships from leaving for foreign ports.

Xix
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1808 James Madison is elected president on 7
December.

1809 On 1 March Jefferson signs the Noninter-
course Act, which ends the embargo on 4
March but still forbids trade with England
and France. After negotiations between
Britain’s minister and Secretary of State
Robert Smith, on 19 April President Madi-
son proclaims the renewal of trade with
Great Britain. British foreign minister
George Canning disavows the Erskine
Agreement on 30 May, and on 9 August
Madison revives the Nonintercourse Act.

1810 Congress on 1 May passes Macon’s Bill No.
2, designed to coerce England and France
into ending their restrictions on neutral
trade. On 27 October, West Florida, terri-
tory disputed with Spain, is annexed to the
United States.

1811 James Monroe becomes secretary of state on
6 April, serving until March 1817.

1812 On 1 June President Madison asks for a dec-
laration of war on Great Britain, and Con-
gress does so on 18 June. On 23 June, aware
the United States has declared war, British
prime minister Castelreagh announces
repeal of British restrictions on the trade of
neutral nations.

1813 On 7 December, Congress embargoes all
trade with the enemy, and on 30 December,
Castlereagh’s offer for direct peace negotia-
tions is accepted by President Madison.

1814 Peace talks began at Ghent, Belgium, on 8
August. On 24-25 August the British cap-
ture and burn Washington, D.C., then with-
draw. The Hartford Convention meets in
secret sessions on 15 December to protest
dissent against the War of 1812. The Peace
Treaty of Ghent is signed on 24 December;
the treaty basically restores the status quo
ante bellum.

1815 On 2 March Congress declares war on Alge-
ria, which accepts peace terms on 30 June,
ending the Barbary Wars.

1816 James Monroe is elected to the first of two
terms as president.

1817 In March, John Quincy Adams is appointed
secretary of state, serving throughout Mon-
roe’s presidency, until 3 March 1825. The

Rush-Bagot Agreement of 28-29 April pro-
vides for the demilitarization of the Great
Lakes.

1818 The Neutrality Act of 1818 codifies existing
neutrality laws and favors the independence
movement in Latin America. The Conven-
tion of 1818 with Great Britain resolves
issues on the Northeast fisheries, deported
slaves, the Northwest boundaries, and
transatlantic commerce.

1819 The Adams-Onis (Transcontinental) Treaty
is signed on 22 February and resolves
boundary disputes that had embroiled Spain
and America in quarrels since 1803.

1822 Starting with Colombia on 19 June, President
Monroe begins recognition of the Latin Amer-
ican republics and Congress appropriates
$100,000 to establish diplomatic missions.

1823 On 2 December, President Monroe enunci-
ates the Monroe Doctrine in his State of the
Union message.

1825 In March, Henry Clay becomes secretary of
state, serving until the end of John Quincy
Adams’s presidency in 1829.

1828 On 12 January a treaty is signed with Mex-
ico recognizing the Sabine River as the
U.S.—Mexico boundary. Congress approves
the Tariff of Abominations on 19 May. On
3 December, Andrew Jackson is elected
president.

1829 On 6 March, Martin Van Buren is appointed
secretary of state.

1831 On 7 December, President Jackson and the
Senate reject an arbitrated decision on the
Northeast boundary.

1832 A commercial treaty is signed with Russia
on 18 December.

1835 On 6 November, U.S.—French relations are
severed, caused by internal politics in
Washington and Paris and spoliation
claims.

1836 France agrees on 5 February to pay the U.S.
spoliation claims. The Alamo in Texas falls to
Mexican forces on 6 March, but after victory
at the Battle of San Jacinto on 21 April, Tex-
ans proclaim their independence.

1837 On 29 December the Caroline incident, pro-
viding military supplies to Canadian rebels,
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causes antagonism between Americans and
Canadians.

1839 Spain demands the release of the ship Amis-
tad on 6 September and the return of its
cargo of slave mutineers to Cuba; the case
would not be resolved until 9 March 1841.

1842 The Webster-Ashburton Treaty is signed on
9 August, settling the Northeast Boundary
Dispute. On 29 August federal courts are
given jurisdiction over illegal acts commit-
ted under orders of a foreign government.
In a message to Congress on 30 December,
President Tyler implies a “Monroe Doc-
trine” for Hawaii.

1843 On 30 September the State Department
learns that China will grant the United
States most-favored-nation status.

1844 On 12 April Secretary of State Calhoun
signs a treaty to annex Texas to the union,
but on 8 June the Senate rejects the treaty.
On 3 July the Treaty of Wanghia is signed
with China, giving the United States trading
rights equal to those of Britain. James K.
Polk is elected president on 4 December.

1845 On 1 March, Texas is annexed to the United
States by a joint resolution of Congress.
James Buchanan is appointed secretary of
state on 6 March, serving throughout Polk’s
presidency. On 2 July the British reject Polk’s
offer to settle the Oregon boundary dispute.
John Slidell is sent on a mission to Mexico on
10 November to settle Mexican-American
disputes and purchase territory to the Pacific
Ocean. President Polk on 2 December asks
Congress to annex the Oregon territory and
keep Britain out of California. Newspaper
editor John O’Sullivan coins the term “mani-
fest destiny” in an editorial on 27 December.

1846 On 26 February, President Polk indicates a
willingness to settle the Oregon boundary
question with England at the forty-ninth
parallel. The Mexican War begins on 25
April with a clash of U.S. and Mexican
forces on disputed territory. President Polk
asks Congress for and gets a declaration of
war on 13 May. Great Britain and the United
States sign a treaty to settle the Oregon
boundary on 15 June. On 12 December the
United States and New Granada (Colombia)
sign the Treaty of New Granada, giving
America the right of way across Panama.
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1847 On 13 January the Treaty of Cahuenga ends
fighting in California and Mexican forces
surrender. The independent Republic of
Liberia is established on 27 July.

1848 The Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo is signed
on 2 February ending the Mexican War.

1850 On 19 April the Clayton-Bulwer Treaty pro-
vides an Anglo-American agreement on a
Central American canal.

1851 Americans greet Hungarian patriot and
exiled leader Lajos Kossuth on 5 December.

1853 The Convention of 1853 with Britain,
signed 8 February, settles all outstanding
claims. William Learned Marcy is appointed
secretary of state on 7 March. The Gadsden
Treaty between Mexico and the United
States is signed on 30 December, adjusting
the southern boundary of the United States,
which acquires nearly 30,000 square miles
of new territory.

1854 On 31 March, Commodore Matthew Perry
and Japanese officials sign the Treaty of
Kanagawa, opening Japanese ports and
granting most-favored-nation status. The
Marcy-Elgin Treaty with Britain is signed on
5 June, resolving Anglo-American reciproc-
ity and fishing rights. The Ostend Manifesto
of 18 October, drawn up by U.S. ministers to
Spain, France, and Great Britain, favors U.S.
purchase or annexation of Cuba from Spain.

1855 On 1 March an act of Congress for the first
time provides for diplomatic ranks and pre-
scribes duties of American consular offices.
William Walker, an American adventurer,
conquers Grenada on 15 October and takes
control of Nicaraguan government.

1856 A U.S. court ruling is accepted on 13 Febru-
ary giving a consular treaty precedence over
the U.S. Constitution.

1857 On 1 May, William Walker’s regime in
Nicaragua is overthrown at the hands of a
coalition Central American army assisted
by Great Britain. Walker is executed on 12
September 1860, ending his filibustering
adventures.

1858 The Treaty of Tientsin is signed on 18 June
with China, one of the “open door”
treaties. A commercial treaty is signed with
Japan on 29 July, a model treaty that will
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regulate relations with Japan for more than
forty years.

1859 On 7 April the United States recognizes the
liberal, constitutional Mexican government
of Benito Juarez.

1860 On 6 November, Abraham Lincoln is
elected president.

1861 The Morrill Act approved on 2 March levies
high tariffs to protect American manufac-
turing. On 5 March, William Henry Seward
becomes Lincoln’s secretary of state, and on
1 April he proposes a “foreign war panacea”
to stimulate national unity and avoid civil
war. Fort Sumter in South Carolina falls to
Confederate forces on 13 April and the
American Civil War begins. On 19 April,
President Lincoln proclaims a blockade of
the South, forbidding trade with the
seceded states. The United States on 21 May
insists that Great Britain’s neutrality
requires it to stop all intercourse with
“domestic enemies” of the United States. On
17 December, Veracruz, Mexico, is occupied
by French, British, and Spanish forces.

1862 The Confederate warship Alabama leaves
England on 31 July, the ship built despite
Great Britain’s claimed neutrality in the
American Civil War. President Lincoln on
23 September issues the preliminary Eman-
cipation Proclamation as a means of pre-
venting foreign recognition of the
Confederate government.

1863 President Lincoln issues the Emancipation
Proclamation on 1 January, formally liberat-
ing all slaves in areas still in rebellion, win-
ning wide public support in England and
France. On 7 June, French troops occupy
Mexico City to establish a monarchical gov-
ernment. On 24 September two Russian war-
ships arrive in New York, but Americans
incorrectly believe the Russian ships are there
to support the United States against British
and French intervention in the Civil War.

1864 Confederate agents violate the neutrality of
the U.S.—Canadian border on 19 October by
an attack on St. Albans, Vermont. Lincoln is
reelected president on 8 November.

1865 The Confederate Army surrenders on 9
April. On 14 April, President Lincoln is
assassinated.
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1866 On 17 March the United States terminates
the reciprocity Marcy-Elgin Treaty of 1854
with Canada. Americans learn on 5 April
from Paris newspapers that Napoleon 1T will
withdraw French troops from Mexico. The
Irish Fenian Brotherhood unsuccessfully
attacks Canada from the United States, a
campaign for Irish independence from
Great Britain. The transatlantic cable goes
into operation on 27 July.

1867 On 12 March the last French troops with-
draw from Mexico. Russia sells Alaska to
the United States on 30 March.

1868 The Burlingame Treaty with China is signed
on 28 July, recognizing the right of unre-
stricted immigration of Chinese.

1869 On 13 April the Senate rejects the Claren-
don-Johnson Treaty to settle indemnity
claims with Great Britain.

1871 On 8 May the Treaty of Washington creates
an arbitration tribunal to settle the Alabama
claims with Britain; the tribunal’s report is
issued on 14 September 1872 and accepted.

1873 On 29 November, Spain agrees to indemnify
the United States for the Virginius incident
in Cuba, when on 7 and 8 November fifty-
three crew members and passengers were
executed by Cuban officials.

1875 A reciprocity treaty is signed on 30 January
with Hawaii, giving the United States a vir-
tual protectorship over the islands.

1878 A U.S.—Samoan treaty is signed on 17 Janu-
ary, providing for an American naval and
coaling station at Pago Pago. On 23 March
the Diaz regime in Mexico is recognized.

1880 The Treaty of 1880 with China, signed 17
November, permits restriction of Chinese
immigration.

1881 President James Garfield is assassinated on
2 July.

1882 A congressional act of 6 May suspends Chi-
nese laborers from immigration for ten
years. On 22 May a commercial treaty is
signed with Korea.

1883 Passage on 3 March of the Tariff of 1883
retains U.S. protectionist principles; the
same day Congress authorizes the building
of a modern “steel” navy.
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1884 On 6 December the United States secures a
naval base at Pearl Harbor, Hawaii.

1885 The United States participates in the Berlin
Conference on the Congo, which adjourns
on 26 February and gains U.S. commercial
privileges in the region.

1887 The fur seal controversy begins on 9 Janu-
ary when the British protest seizure of
Canadian pelagic sealing ships. Congress
on 3 March empowers the president to bar
Canadian ships, fish, and other products
from U.S. ports.

1888 On 15 February the Bayard-Chamberlain
Treaty on fishing rights with Great Britain
is signed. A treaty with China on 12 March
excludes Chinese laborers from immigra-
tion for twenty years. On 10 May a Pan-
American conference is authorized by
Congress.

1889 On 14 June the General Act of Berlin is
signed, forming a German-British-U.S. pro-
tectorate over Samoa. The first Pan-Ameri-
can Conference is held in Washington on 2
October.

1891 On 15 June, Britain signs a modus vivendi
on the Bering fur sealing dispute. Seamen
from the USS Baltimore are attacked by a
mob in Chile on 16 October; Chile makes
reparations on 25 January 1892 and talk of
war ends.

1893 On 30 March, Thomas E Bayard becomes
the first American to hold the rank of
ambassador with his appointment as ambas-
sador to Great Britain. An arbitration com-
mission on 15 August rules against the
United States in the sealing dispute with
Britain and Canada.

1894 On 28 August the Wilson-Gorman Tariff is
approved, providing for duty-free raw mate-
rials for U.S. industry.

1895 American neutrality laws are applied on 12
June in the Cuban rebellion against Spain.
On 20 July the United States intervenes in
the British-Venezuelan boundary dispute as
a “duty” under the Monroe Doctrine.

1896 On 4 April assistance is offered to Spain to
mediate with the Cuban rebels. On 12
November an arbitration treaty between
Venezuela and England is established.
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1897 A treaty of annexation is signed on 16 June
with Hawaii. The Dingley Tariff on 7 July
raises rates to a new high in U.S. history.

1898 On 12 January the USS Maine is sent to
Havana, Cuba, and destroyed in the harbor
on 15 February. Congress approves a joint
resolution authorizing force to assure
Cuban independence from Spain on 19-20
April. On 1 May the navy defeats the Span-
ish fleet in Manila Bay in the Philippines.
Guam is captured from the Spanish on 20
June. The Spanish fleet in Cuba is destroyed
on 3 July. Congress annexes Hawaii on 6
July. John Hay is appointed secretary of state
on 20 September. On 19 November an anti-
imperialist league is founded in Boston. On
10 December the Treaty of Paris is signed by
Spain, formally ending the Spanish-Ameri-
can War.

1899 On 4 February fighting breaks out in Manila
between U.S. and Filipino troops. The First
Hague Conference adjourns on 29 July and
the United States agrees to join the Perma-
nent Court of International Arbitration. On
6 September, Secretary of State Hay asks six
other powers to join America in the Open
Door policy. An Anglo-German-American
Treaty of 2 December partitions the Samoan
Islands.

1900 On 3 July Secretary Hay issues the second
Open Door Note. An international force lifts
the Boxer rebels’ siege of the Peking diplo-
matic legation on 14 August. On 20 Decem-
ber the Hay-Pauncefote Treaty for a Central
American canal is ratified.

1901 Congress on 2 March approves the Platt
Amendment to regulate future relations
with Cuba. On 4 July, William Howard Taft
becomes first civil governor in the Philip-
pines. President William McKinley is shot
on 6 September and dies on the 14th. On 22
October the second Pan-American Confer-
ence opens in Mexico City. Senate approves
on 16 December the revised Hay-Pauncefote
Treaty to build and control a Central Ameri-
can canal.

1902 Congress approves construction of a
Panama canal on 26 June. The Philippine
Government Act (Organic Act) is pro-
claimed by President Roosevelt on 4 July,
ending the Philippine Insurrection. The
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Drago Doctrine on 29 December proposes
that European nations cannot intervene in
the Latin American countries to collect debt
payments.

1903 On 20 October the Alaskan boundary dis-
pute is resolved. American rights to con-
struct and control a Panama canal are
granted by the Hay—Bunau-Varilla Treaty on
18 November.

1904 The Roosevelt Corollary to the Monroe
Doctrine is declared in President Theodore
Roosevelt's annual message to Congress on
6 December.

1905 Elihu Root is named secretary of state on 7
July. On 29 July the Taft-Katsura Agreement
is signed, recognizing Japan's rights in
Korea and maintaining the Open Door pol-
icy in Korea and Manchuria. The Russo-
Japanese Peace Conference convenes at
Portsmouth, New Hampshire, on 9 August
with President Roosevelt serving as an
intermediary.

1906 The Royal Navy launches the Dreadnought,
first all-big-gun battleship, on 10 February.
On 7 April the Algeciras Conference ends,
settling French and German disputes over
Morocco. The Third Inter-American (Pan-
American) Conference is held at Rio de
Janeiro beginning on 31 July.

1907 In a note known as the “Gentleman’s Agree-
ment” on 24 February, Secretary of State
Root resolves disputes with Japan about
immigration. On 18 October the Second
Hague Peace Conference adjourns. The U.S.
Navy by 12 December is the second largest
in the world and begins an around-the-
world cruise to demonstrate its power.

1908 The Root-Takahira Agreement of 30
November with Japan acknowledges the
new balance of power in East Asia. On 4
December ten major naval powers meet at
the London Naval Conference to clarify
rules of naval warfare.

1909 On 27 January, Great Britain agrees to take
the Northeast fisheries dispute to arbitra-
tion. The Payne-Aldrich Tariff of 9 April
continues protectionism. Dollar diplomacy
is extended to China when America seeks
admission on 24 May to the banking con-
sortium constructing a Chinese railway. On

16 December the United States assists a
rebellion in Nicaragua.

1911 On 11 February the commercial treaty of

1894 with Japan is renewed, including the
Gentleman’s Agreement to regulate emigra-
tion of laborers. The Knox-Castrillo Con-
vention of 6 June with Nicaragua
establishes control of that nation’s finances.
On July 7 the pelagic sealing issue is settled
with Britain, Russia, and Japan.

1912 The United States joins a six-power consor-

tium on 20 June to offer loans to China. On
2 August the Lodge Corollary extends the
Monroe Doctrine to Japan and to foreign
companies. U.S. marines land in Nicaragua
on 14 August to protect American property
and interests. Woodrow Wilson is elected
president on 5 November.

1913 General Victoriano Huerta overthrows the

Mexican government on 9 February, begin-
ning a new series of revolutions. On 5
March, William Jennings Bryan is named
secretary of state. President Wilson with-
draws U.S. participation in the Chinese loan
consortium on 18 March. On 27 August,
Wilson informs Congress of a “watchful
waiting” policy toward Mexico. The Under-
wood Tariff is passed on 3 October lowering
tariffs.

1914 U.S. forces occupy and blockade Veracruz,

Mexico, on 21 April, and on 24 April, Wil-
son accepts mediation of the Mexican dis-
pute. On 28 July, Austria declares war on
Serbia and World War 1 begins. Wilson
issues on 4 August the first of ten U.S.
proclamations of neutrality. On 6 August,
Secretary of State Bryan asks European bel-
ligerents to accept the naval rules of the
Declaration of London of 1908. American
loans to any European belligerent are for-
bidden on 15 August, the same day the
Panama Canal officially opens. In the Decla-
ration of London of 5 September, England,
France, and Russia agree not to make a sep-
arate peace. On 15 October, Wilson
approves “credits” to foreign belligerents by
private U.S. bankers. The following day
Herbert Hoover’s Food Relief Program is
launched.

1915 Japan submits the Twenty-one Demands on

18 January to gain predominance in China.
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On 4 February, Germany declares a war zone
around Great Britain, which the United
States protests on 10 February. The Lusita-
nia, a British passenger ship, is sunk by a
German submarine on 7 May. On 11 May,
President Wilson refuses to accept any Sino-
Japanese agreement that impairs the Open
Door policy. Secretary of State Bryan resigns
on 8 June, believing Wilson’s protests against
German policy could lead to war. U.S.
marines occupy Haiti on 29 July.

1916 The House-Grey Peace Plan is signed on 22

February to obtain a negotiated peace with
Germany. Mexican bandit Pancho Villa
raids Columbus, New Mexico, on 9 March,
and on 15 March, General John Pershing
leads an expeditionary force against Villa.
On 4 May the Sussex Pledge is issued in
which Germany agrees not to permit sub-
marines to attack any ships without warn-
ing. On 27 May, President Wilson proposes
“a new world order” at a session of the
League to Enforce Peace. Denmark cedes
the Virgin Islands to the United States on 4
August for $25 million. Full military occu-
pation of Santo Domingo begins on 29
November. On 12 December the German
chancellor asks President Wilson to trans-
mit Germany’s peace offer to the belligerent
powers. On 18 December, Wilson asks all
belligerents to state their peace objectives.

1917 On 22 January, President Wilson delivers his

)

“peace without victory” speech. Germany
announces renewal of unrestricted subma-
rine warfare to begin on 1 February; two
days later Wilson breaks diplomatic rela-
tions with Germany. The Zimmerman
Telegram is revealed on 24 February, in
which Germany proposed an alliance with
Mexico against the United States. Wilson
calls for a declaration of war against Ger-
many on 2 April; it is granted four days later.
The Trading with the Enemy Act becomes
law on 6 October, prohibiting commerce
with enemy nations and permitting takeover
of alien property in the United States. On 2
November the Lansing-Ishii Agreement is
signed, recognizing Japan’s special interests
in China, and Japan declares respect for the
Open Door policy. The Bolshevik Revolution
on 7 November overthrows the provisional
government in Russia.

XXV

1923 The

1918 In a speech to Congress on 8 January, Presi-

dent Wilson outlines his peace objectives,
the Fourteen Points. On 3 March, Russia
and Germany sign the Treaty of Brest-
Litovsk to end their war. Germany seeks
peace on the basis of the Fourteen Points on
6 October. On 11 November, Germany signs
an armistice to end World War L.

1919 The Paris Peace Conference opens on 18 Jan-

uary; on 14 February, President Wilson devel-
ops the Covenant of the League of Nations at
the conference. Senator Henry Cabot Lodge
presents on 4 March to President Wilson a
petition signed by thirty-nine U.S. senators
opposing the League of Nations. Germany
signs the Treaty of Versailles on 23 June. On
25 September, President Wilson suffers a
physical breakdown during a nationwide tour
seeking public support for the League of
Nations. The Palmer Raids, ordered by Attor-
ney General A. Mitchell Palmer, begin on 7
November against American socialists and
communists. On 19 November the Senate
rejects the Treaty of Versailles.

1920 The Red Scare raids continue on 2 January

with 4,000 suspected radicals rounded up in
twenty-three states. On 19 March a final
vote in the Senate again defeats the Treaty of
Versailles. Trade restrictions on Russia are
removed on 7 July but the communist
regime is not recognized. The Washington
Naval Conference opens on 12 November
and ends on 6 February 1922 with limits on
capital shipbuilding

1921 Congress approves the Emergency Quota Act

on 19 May restricting immigration. A joint
resolution is passed on 2 July declaring that
hostilities with the Central Powers have
ceased.

Fifth Pan-American Conference
adjourns in Santiago, Chile, on 3 May. Great
Britain on 19 June accepts a plan to repay its
U.S. war debts, a model for agreements with
other Allies.

1924 On 24 May the Rogers Act unites the U.S.

Consular Service and Diplomatic Service
into one branch of the State Department,
creating the Foreign Service. Secretary of
State Charles Evans Hughes on 1 July reaf-
firms America’s refusal to recognize the
USSR. The Dawes Plan of 1 September seeks
to solve the German reparations problem.
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1925 The Geneva Protocol is signed on 27 June,
prohibiting the use of poisonous gas and
bacteriological weapons of war; only Japan
and the United States do not ratify the pact.
U.S. marines leave Nicaragua on 4 August.

1926 The Senate approves membership, with
amendments, in the World Court on 26 Jan-
uary, but the Court does not accept the
amendments and the United States drops its
membership application.

1927 The Geneva Naval Limitations Conference
convenes on 20 June but Anglo-American
disputes lead to no achievements.

1928 Chiang Kai-shek’s Nationalist government
of China is recognized on 25 July. On 27
August fourteen nations sign the Kellogg-
Briand Pact to outlaw war.

1929 The Hague Economic Conference com-
pletes agreements on 31 August ratifying
the Young Plan on German reparations.

1930 On 22 April the London Naval Conference
delegates agree on a three-power (United
States, Britain, Japan) treaty to limit cruis-
ers, destroyers, and submarines.

1931 The Smoot-Hawley Tariff, continuing pro-
tectionist policy, is approved on 17 June. On
20 June, President Herbert Hoover offers a
moratorium on all debt payments owed
America if Europeans postpone payments
on debts due them.

1932 The Hoover-Stimson Nonrecognition Doc-
trine is announced on 7 January, protesting
Japan’s aggression in Manchuria.

1933 Cordell Hull becomes secretary of state on 4
March and serves until November 1944.
President Franklin Roosevelt on 3 July dis-
rupts the London Economic Conference by
repudiating all temporary currency stabi-
lization proposals. Fulgencio Batista comes
to power in Cuba on 5 September but Roo-
sevelt refuses to recognize the regime. On
17 November, Roosevelt signs an agreement
to normalize relations with the USSR. A
nonintervention pact is signed on 26
December at the Seventh Pan-American
Conference in Montevideo, Uruguay.

1934 President Roosevelt establishes the Export-
Import Bank on 2 February to encourage
overseas commerce. The Tydings-McDuffie
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Act of 24 March grants the Philippines inde-
pendence, to begin in 1936. The Nye Com-
mittee is established to investigate the arms
and munitions industry as a cause of war on
12 April. The Platt Amendment is abrogated
on 29 May, ending limits on Cuban sover-
eignty but retaining a naval base on the
island. Japan gives necessary two-year notice
on 29 December that it will terminate the
Washington Naval Limitation Treaty of 1922.

1935 On 16 March, Adolf Hitler denounces the
disarmament clauses of the Treaty of Ver-
sailles and plans to increase the German
army by thirty-six divisions. The Neutrality
Act of 31 August authorizes the president to
embargo arms to belligerents and to forbid
citizens to travel on belligerent ships except
at their own risk.

1936 On 15 January, Japan withdraws from the
London Naval Conference. A treaty is
signed with Panama on 2 March abolishing
the American protectorate over Panama. On
7 March Germany moves soldiers into the
Rhineland. The Spanish Civil War begins on
17 July with insurgents led by General Fran-
cisco Franco. Secretary of State Cordell Hull
announces a “moral embargo” against both
belligerents in the Spanish Civil War. Ger-
many and Japan sign an anti-Comintern
Pact on 25 November.

1937 On 8 January, President Roosevelt signs legis-
lation applying an impartial neutrality
embargo to the Spanish Civil War. Another
Neutrality Act is passed on 1 May, with cash-
and-carry provisions on exports. On 7 July
an incident near Peking leads to the unde-
clared Sino-Japanese War; on the 16th, Secre-
tary of State Hull issues a peace circular to all
nations urging them to adopt the “American
principles of international good conduct.”
President Roosevelt delivers his “quarantine
speech” on 5 October, urging against isola-
tionism. On 12 December the U.S. gunboat
Panay is sunk by Japanese airplanes; Japan's
apology is accepted on 24 December.

1938 Germany invades and annexes Austria on
13 March. The Senate Foreign Relations
Committee blocks a resolution for cash-
and-carry provisions for arms to Spain’s
Loyalist government on 13 May. On 29 Sep-
tember at the Munich Conference, France,
Italy, and Britain “appease” Hitler by trans-
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ferring the Sudetenland in Czechoslovakia
to Germany. President Roosevelt on 14
December announces a $25 million loan to
China. The Lima Declaration of 24 Decem-
ber asserts that the twenty-one nations at
the Inter-Americas Conference will defend
against all foreign intervention.

1939 On 14 March, Hitler conquers all of Czecho-

slovakia, and two days later Secretary Hull
announces the United States will not recog-
nize the conquest. The Spanish Civil War
ends on 28 March when Madrid surrenders
to Franco’s forces. The British and French
pledge on 31 March to aid Poland in the
event of aggression, ending their appease-
ment policy. Franco’s government in Spain is
recognized on 3 April. President Roosevelt
on 15 April appeals to Hitler and Mussolini
to guarantee peace by not attacking thirty-
one listed nations for ten years. On 23
August a Nazi-Soviet pact is signed in which
they agree not to attack each other. German
armies launch an invasion of Poland on 1
September. Britain and France declare war
on Germany on 3 September; Roosevelt
announces U.S. neutrality on 5 September.
Scientists on 11 October inform Roosevelt
that an atomic bomb can be developed. Roo-
sevelt signs a revised neutrality act on 4
November ending the arms embargo and
permitting cash-and-carry sale of arms.

1940 On 26 January the 1911 commercial treaty

with Japan is ended. Winston Churchill
becomes Britain’s prime minister on 10 May.
Congress approves legislation on 28 May
permitting the president to release military
supplies to Latin American countries for
Western Hemisphere defense. On 3 June aid
is extended to Britain and France via “sur-
plus” U.S. arms and ammunition. France
surrenders to Germany on 17 June; on 19
June, Henry Stimson becomes secretary of
war and Frank Knox secretary of the navy. A
naval construction bill is signed by Presi-
dent Roosevelt on 20 July to create a two-
ocean navy. On 18 August the Ogdensburg
Agreement is signed with Canada for a per-
manent joint board of defense. The destroy-
ers-for-bases deal with Great Britain is
announced on 3 September. On 27 Septem-
ber, Japan signs a tripartite pact with Italy
and Germany. The “Germany first” war
strategy is recommended on 12 November

by Chief of Naval Operations Harold Stark.
President Roosevelt’s radio “fireside chat” of
29 December urges a buildup of a “great
arsenal of democracy.”

1941 In his State of the Union Address on 6 Feb-

ruary, President Roosevelt announces his
proposal for a lend-lease program and enun-
ciates his Four Freedoms; Congress
approves the Lend-Lease Act on 11 March.
On 9 April, Denmark agrees to provide
rights for U.S. defense bases in Greenland.
Roosevelt on 11 April informs Churchill
that the U.S. Navy will patrol areas in what
would become the Battle of the Atlantic.
Japan and Russia sign a mutual nonaggres-
sion pact on 13 April. President Roosevelt
orders all German and Italian consulates
closed on 16 June. On 22 June Germany
launches an invasion of the Soviet Union.
On 7 July U.S. marines land on and occupy
Iceland. Japanese assets are frozen on 26
July. Roosevelt and Churchill meet secretly
off Newfoundland on 12 August and pre-
pare the Atlantic Charter, a joint declaration
of principles. On 9 November a settlement
is reached with Mexico for an oil and agrar-
ian expropriation compensation agreement.
On 6 December, President Roosevelt
appeals to Japan to maintain peace by with-
drawing Japanese troops from Southeast
Asia; the following day Japanese planes
attack Pearl Harbor. On 8 December, Con-
gress declares war on Japan; on December
11, Germany and Italy declare war on the
United States.

1942 On 1 January the United Nations Declara-

tion is signed by twenty-six nations, affirm-
ing the Atlantic Charter, to fight the Axis
powers. Twenty-one American republics
recommend breaking relations with the
Axis powers on 28 January. Japanese Ameri-
cans living on the West Coast are ordered
relocated on 19 February. President Roo-
sevelt on | June promises Russia a second
front in Europe by the end of 1942. On 13
August, General Leslie R. Groves is
appointed to command of the Manhattan
Project to develop the atomic bomb.

1943 The Casablanca Conference results on 24

January with plans to invade Sicily and Italy
and the requirement that the Axis powers
must surrender unconditionally. Roosevelt,
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Churchill, and military advisers finalize mil-
itary decisions at the Trident Conference in
Washington on 25 May and the Quebec
Conference on 24 August. On 30 October
the Moscow Conference of Foreign Minis-
ters (Hull, Anthony Eden, and V. M. Molo-
tov) ends. The United Nations Relief and
Rehabilitation Administration is established
by forty-four nations on 9 November. The
first Cairo Conference on 26 November
results in British and U.S. agreements on
China and the Far East. On 1 December the
Big Three Conference ends at Tehran, Iran;
on 6 December the second Cairo Confer-
ence concludes.

1944 On 6 June, D-Day, an Allied invasion begins

along the Normandy coast of France. Diplo-
matic relations are severed with Argentina
on 22 June because of pro-fascist sympa-
thies. The Bretton Woods Conference ends
on 22 July, establishing the International
Monetary Fund and the World Bank. At the
Quebec Conference of 16 September, Roo-
sevelt and Churchill make final plans for
victory over Germany and Japan. The Dum-
barton Oaks Conference on 7 October pre-
pares a draft for the United Nations
organization. The Moscow Conference of 18
October ends, during which Churchill and
Stalin decide on East European “spheres of
influence”; Roosevelt later concurs.

1945 The Yalta Conference between Churchill,

Roosevelt, and Stalin concludes on 11 Feb-
ruary and defines the shape of postwar
Europe. Roosevelt dies on 12 April and
Harry S. Truman becomes president. On 21
April the Soviet Union and Poland sign a
twenty-year mutual assistance pact. The San
Francisco Conference on the United
Nations convenes on 25 April. Germany’s
unconditional surrender is signed on 7 May,
and the end of the war in Europe is declared
on 8 May. On 5 June the European Advisory
Commission decides on the division of Ger-
many and Berlin. The United Nations Char-
ter is signed by delegates of fifty nations on
26 June. Truman, Churchill, and Stalin
begin discussions at Potsdam on 16 July. On
26 July an ultimatum is issued to Japan for
an unconditional surrender. Atomic bombs
are dropped on Japan at Hiroshima, 6
August, and Nagasaki, 9 August. On 15
August Japan surrenders “unconditionally.”
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Lend-lease aid is terminated on 21 August.
Ho Chi Minh on 2 September proclaims the
independence of Vietnam. Canada, Britain,
and the United States agree on 15 Novem-
ber to provide for international control of
atomic energy; on 20 December legislation
is backed by the Truman administration for
civilian control of America’s atomic energy.

1946 George Kennan sends his “Long Telegram”

on 22 February, outlining the policy of
“containment.” Winston Churchill on 5
March delivers his “Iron Curtain” speech at
Fulton, Missouri. On 3 June, Japanese war
crime trials begin under U.S. jurisdiction.
Bernard Baruch presents the American plan
(Baruch Plan) for the international control
of atomic energy on 14 June; the UN Secu-
rity Council accepts the plan on 31 Decem-
ber. The Fulbright Act is passed on 1 August
to finance foreign study. On 15 August,
President Truman approves a memo stating
Soviet aggression against Turkey would be
resisted. The Nuremberg war crimes tribu-
nal announces its decisions on 1 October.

1947 On 29 January mediation efforts between

the Communists and Nationalists in China
are abandoned. The Truman Doctrine is
enunciated on 12 March in a request for aid
to Greece and Turkey to combat commu-
nism. On 5 May the State Department Pol-
icy Planning Staff is established with George
Kennan as director. Secretary of State
George C. Marshall proposes a plan on 5
June for economic aid to European nations
to rehabilitate their economies. The
National Security Act of 26 July establishes
the Department of Defense, National Secu-
rity Council, and Central Intelligence
Agency. The Rio Pact is signed on 2 Septem-
ber, a mutual assistance treaty for Western
Hemisphere nations. Twenty-three nations
sign the General Agreement on Tariffs and
Trade (GATT) at Geneva on 30 October.

1948 On 14 May the State of Israel is proclaimed.

The Vandenberg Resolution, affirming U.S.
support for regional security pacts, is
approved on 11 June. The Berlin blockade
begins on 24 June, followed by a U.S. airlift
for more than a year. On 9-10 December the
United Nations adopts the Universal Decla-
ration of Human Rights and the Genocide
Convention.
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1949 President Truman in his inaugural address

on 20 January proposes the Point Four pro-
gram; Dean Acheson becomes secretary of
state on 21 January. On 4 April the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization is chartered by
twelve nations. The Berlin blockade ends on
11 May with a four-power accord on Berlin.
On 5 August the State Department issues a
“White Paper” relating to Chang Kai-shek’s
loss of China. A White House press release
of 23 September announces that the Soviet
Union has detonated an atomic bomb. Mao
Zedong proclaims the creation of the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China on 1 October. On 7
October the Soviet zone of Germany is
established as the German Democratic
Republic.

1950 On 12 January, Secretary of State Dean

Acheson describes a “perimeter strategy”
for East Asia to prevent the spread of com-
munism. Senator Joseph McCarthy charges
on 9 February that communist spies have
infiltrated the State Department. NSC 68,
drafted by Paul H. Nitze, a document
depicting the Soviets as aggressors seeking
to conquer the world, is presented to the
National Security Council on 14 April. On 5
June, President Truman signs a foreign aid
bill, granting nearly $3 billion for the Euro-
pean Recovery Plan (Marshall Plan) and the
Point Four Program. North Korean forces
attack South Korea on 25 June. On 23 Sep-
tember, Congress adopts the McCarran
Internal Security Bill over President Tru-
man’s veto. Chinese communist troops
launch a counteroffensive on 26 November
to Korea against UN troops, forcing their
retreat to the thirty-eighth parallel. On 23
December a mutual defense agreement with
France and the Associated States of
Indochina is signed to combat communist
forces in Vietnam under Ho Chi Minh.

1951 The UN General Assembly approves an

arms embargo against Communist China on
18 May. Truce negotiations begin on 8 July
in Korea. A mutual defense treaty is signed
with the Philippines on 30 August. On 1
September the ANZUS Tripartite Security
Treaty with Australia and New Zealand is
signed. A mutual security agreement is
signed with Japan on 8 September. Marshall
Plan aid ends on 31 December.

1952 Britain, France, and the United States agree

to West Germany’s internal independence
on 26 May. The McCarran-Walter Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act is passed on 26
June, setting a quota for Asian immigration.

1953 Joseph Stalin dies on 5 March. An armistice

agreement is signed and becomes effective
26-27 July in Korea. A coup in Iran on 19
August restores Shah Reza Pahlavi with CIA
help. On 26 September, Spain agrees to cre-
ation of U.S. air and naval stations in
exchange for $250 million in aid. President
Dwight D. Eisenhower’s “New Look” policy
emphasizing massive retaliation is described
on 30 October. The Atoms-for-Peace Plan is
proposed by Eisenhower on 8 December.

1954 The Bricker Amendment to limit the presi-

dent’s executive agreement and treaty-mak-
ing powers is narrowly defeated in the Senate
on 25-26 February. Vietminh forces on 14
March attack French troops at Dien Bien
Phu; on 4-5 April, President Eisenhower
decides to send only limited assistance to the
French. On 8 June the CIA assists in over-
throwing the left-wing government of Jacobo
Arbenz Guzman in Guatemala. The Geneva
Conference of 1954 on 20 July divides Viet-
nam into two parts. The Southeast Asia
Treaty Organization (SEATO) is formed on 8
September. On 23 October, President Eisen-
hower offers aid to South Vietnam. A mutual
defense pact is signed on 2 December with
Nationalist China.

1955 Congress on 25 January authorizes use of

armed forces to defend Nationalist China
and the Pescadores. The U.S. Army on 12
February agrees to take charge of training
the army of South Vietnam. West Germany
joins NATO on 9 May. The Warsaw Pact
defense alliance is formed on 14 May by
European communist nations. The Big Four
Summit Conference is held 18-23 July in
Geneva, where Eisenhower gains favorable
world reaction to his “Open Skies” pro-
posal, permitting aerial reconnaissance. On
26 October, Ngo Dinh Diem gains control of
South Vietnam; he proclaims a republic and
himself as the first president.

1956 Secretary of State Dulles refuses on 9 May to

supply arms to Israel to avoid a Middle East
confrontation with the Soviet Union. On 19
July, Dulles cancels U.S. offer to aid Egypt in
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construction of the Aswan Dam. Egypt
nationalizes the Suez Canal on 26 July. On 6
November the Suez Crisis is resolved, when
President Eisenhower applies pressure on
Britain, Israel, and France after their attack
on Egypt beginning on 29 October.

1957 The Eisenhower Doctrine, to check com-

munist aggression in the Middle East, is pre-
sented in an address to Congress on 5
January. The Senate approves the Atoms-
for-Peace Treaty on 18 June. The Soviet
Union launches Sputnik, the first artificial
Earth satellite, on 5 October.

1958 A cultural exchange agreement is signed

with the Soviet Union on 27 January. On 31
January the first U.S. Earth satellite,
Explorer I, is placed in orbit. Vice President
Richard Nixon experiences intense anti-
American feeling on a tour of Latin America
28 April-14 May. U.S. marines land in
Lebanon on 15 July to halt aggression of the
United Arab Republic. On 23 August, Chi-
nese communists bombard the islands of
Quemoy and Matsu in the Formosa Strait.

1959 Cuban president Fulgencio Batista flees

Cuba after Fidel Castro’s forces march into
Havana on 3 January. Bilateral defense pacts
are signed with Iran, Pakistan, and Turkey
on 5 March. The United States supports but
does not join the Central Treaty Organiza-
tion (CENTO), a defensive alliance formed
on 19 August by Turkey, Iran, Pakistan, and
Britain. Twelve nations approve a treaty to
reserve the Antarctic for scientific and
peaceful purposes on 1 December.

1960 On 19 January the Japanese mutual security

treaty of 1952 is renewed. The Soviet Union
announces on 5 May that an American U-2
spy plane was shot down over Soviet terri-
tory; President Eisenhower accepts respon-
sibility for the incident. On 6 July, Congress
approves and Eisenhower levies cuts in
Cuba’s sugar quota; Castro retaliates by
nationalizing all U.S. property in Cuba. The
San José Declaration of 28 August of the
Organization of American States condemns
intervention “by any extracontinental
power,” a warning against Russian interfer-
ence in Cuba. On 19 September the Organi-
zation of Petroleum Exporting Countries
(OPEQC) is formed in Baghdad. Twenty
nations on 19 November form the Organi-

zation for Economic Cooperation and
Development (OECD).

1961 On 20 January, President John E Kennedy in

his inaugural address calls on the nation to
renew its commitment to extend freedom
throughout the world. Dean Rusk is
appointed secretary of state the following
day. On 13 March, President Kennedy
announces the Alliance for Progress pro-
gram to aid Latin America. Twelve hundred
Cuban exiles, trained and supported by the
United States, land at the Bay of Pigs in Cuba
in a failed attempt to overthrow Castro on 17
April. A “moon race” is announced on 25
May to beat the Soviet Union to the moon.
On 13 August the Soviets begin construction
of the Berlin Wall, dividing East and West
Berlin to prevent the flow of exiles to West
Germany. On 22 November, President
Kennedy approves the “first phase of a Viet-
nam program,” broadening U.S. commit-
ment in Vietnam with U.S. troops.

1962 On 22 October, Kennedy informs the nation

there are Russian-built missile sites in Cuba
and imposes on 24 October a naval quaran-
tine on all missile equipment being shipped
to Cuba; after a U.S. pledge not to invade
Cuba and to remove missiles from Turkey,
on 28 October the Soviets agree to remove
the missiles.

1963 On 20 June the Soviet Union agrees to a

communications “hot line” to reduce the
risk of accidental war. On 5 August, Britain,
the United States, and the Soviet Union sign
the Limited Nuclear Test Ban Treaty; by 10
October more than one hundred nations
agree to it. On 1-2 November, Ngo Dinh
Diem is assassinated in Vietnam. President
Kennedy is assassinated on 22 November.

1964 The Tonkin Gulf Resolution is passed on 7

August, authorizing President Johnson to
take “all necessary measures” to repel any
armed attack in Southeast Asia.

1965 Claiming a threat of communism, U.S.

marines land in the Dominican Republic on
28 April. The Immigration Act of 3 October
1965 replaces the quota system of 1921.

1966 The Fulbright Hearings on Vietnam open

on 28 January. On 6 February, France with-
draws from NATO. The Food for Peace Act
is signed on 12 November.
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1967 On 26 January, Secretary of Defense Robert

McNamara announces the “mutual assured
destruction” (MAD) nuclear strategy. Sixty
nations on 27 January sign the Outer Space
Treaty.

1968 On 23 January the spy ship USS Pueblo is

seized in international waters by North
Korea; the crew is released on 22 December.
The Tet Offensive is launched by commu-
nist forces on 30 January in South Vietnam.
On 31 March, President Lyndon Johnson
announces a bombing halt in Vietnam and
withdraws as a 1968 presidential candidate.
On 1 July sixty-two nations sign the nuclear
nonproliferation treaty. Soviet armed forces
on 20 August employ the Brezhnev Doc-
trine to overthrow the Czech government of
Alexander Dubcek. On 31 October the
United States and North Vietnam agree to
conduct formal negotiations for peace.

1969 On 18 March the first secret bombing of

Cambodia is ordered by President Richard
Nixon. The U.S. Vietnamization program is
announced on 8 June and the initial with-
drawal of U.S. troops from South Vietnam
begins. In a speech in Guam on 25 July the
president announces the Nixon Doctrine, to
let countries develop in their own fashion.
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT)
begin on 17 November. On 25 November,
Nixon announces the United States will rat-
ify the Geneva Protocol of 1925 outlawing
biological and chemical weapons.

1970 On 22 June the Senate terminates the

Tonkin Gulf Resolution of 1964.

1971 On 11 February eighty nations sign the

Seabed Arms Treaty prohibiting nuclear
weapons on the ocean floor. The New York
Times publishes the Pentagon Papers, a
compilation from 1967-1968 of how the
United States became involved in Vietnam.
The People’s Republic of China is admitted
to the United Nations on 25 October; the
Nationalist government of Taiwan is
expelled.

1972 President Nixon visits China on 17 Febru-

ary and issues the Shanghai Communique
on U.S.—China relations. Nixon orders
renewed B-52 bombing raids on North Viet-
nam on 4 April. On 22-30 May, Nixon
becomes the first U.S. president to visit

Moscow and signs the ABM (antiballistic
missile) Treaty and the SALT I Agreement.

1973 A military coup in Chile on 11 September

overthrows President Salvador Allende with
CIA assistance. Henry Kissinger is con-
firmed as secretary of state on 21 Septem-
ber. The Arab states begin a political oil
embargo on 16 October when Israel invades
Egypt. On 7 November, Congress overrides
Nixon’s veto of the War Powers Act.

1974 On 3 July in Moscow, Nixon signs an amend-

ment of the ABM Treaty of 1972 and the
Threshold Ban Treaty. President Nixon
resigns on 9 August. President Gerald R.
Ford meets with Soviet leader Brezhnev in
Vladivostok on 24 November and a ceiling is
placed on offensive nuclear weapons. On 16
December the Senate ratifies the Geneva Pro-
tocol of 1925 and the 1972 Biological Con-
vention. Congress on 20 December refuses to
grant the Soviet Union most-favored-nation
status pending Jewish emigration policy.

1975 The United States finally ratifies the

Geneval Protocol of 1925 on 22 January. On
29 April the last U.S. helicopter leaves
Saigon and South Vietnam falls to the com-
munists. Thirty-five nations sign the
Helsinki Accords on 1 August, legitimizing
the Soviet Union’s territorial gains in
Europe since 1940. On 29 August,
Venezuela nationalizes its oil industry,
largely controlled by American companies.
The United Nations issues a resolution on
10 November condemning Zionism as a
form of racism.

1976 The United States extends its exclusive fish-

ing zone to 200 miles offshore on 13 April.
On 30 June, Europe’s communist parties
declare that each national party is indepen-
dent but equal to the other parties (“Euro-
communism”). Mao Zedong dies on 9
September.

1977 On 18 May thirty-two nations sign a UN

agreement banning environmental warfare.
On 7 September it is agreed that Panamani-
ans will assume full jurisdiction over the
Panama Canal in the year 2000.

1978 Carter persuades Egypt and Israel to sign

the Camp David Accords on 17 September
after twelve days of negotiations for peace in
the Middle East. On 15 December agree-
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ment is made for the establishment of diplo-
matic relations with the People’s Republic of
China, to take effect on 1 January 1979, and
the termination of the U.S. Defense Treaty
with Taiwan.

1979 On 16 January the shah of Iran leaves Tehran;

the Ayatollah Khomeini arrives in Iran from
exile on 1 February and forms his own provi-
sional government. Egypt and Israel sign a
peace treaty on 26 March; a military-eco-
nomic aid package is approved by Congress
in May. On 18 June, President Carter and
Soviet leader Brezhnev sign SALT 1I, a five-
year treaty limiting maximum numbers of
intercontinental missiles and long-range
bombers. Congress passes legislation on 29
September asking for the State Department to
compose a list of nations that support terror-
ism. On 4 November the U.S. embassy in Iran
is stormed and sixty hostages are taken; Pres-
ident Carter then freezes Iranian assets in the
United States. On 28 December, after the
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, Carter warns
Brezhnev of “serious consequences if the
Soviets do not withdraw.

1980 On 23 January, President Carter enunciates

the Carter Doctrine, declaring that the Per-
sian Gulf area is a “vital American interest.”
He also withdraws from SALT II and orders
a boycott of the Olympic Games scheduled
for Moscow.

1981 The American hostages in Iran are freed on

20 January, minutes after Ronald Reagan is
sworn in as president. Reagan on 23
November issues National Security Deci-
sion Directive 17, giving the CIA authority
to fund the contra movement against the
government of Nicaragua.

1982 Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (START)

begin on 29 June in Geneva with the Soviet
Union. On 8 July the UN Law of the Sea
Treaty is rejected. On 16 August the People’s
Republic of China signs an agreement to use
only peaceful means to regain Taiwan, while
the United States agrees to reduce its level of
arms aid to Taiwan. U.S. marines arrive in
Beirut on 27 September for peacekeeping
activities.

1983 On 8 March, at a convention of evangelical

Christians, President Ronald Reagan calls the
Soviet Union an “evil empire.” On 10 March
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the United States claims exclusive economic
zones out to 200 miles. President Reagan on
23 March announces the Strategic Defense
Initiative (SDI), derisively called “Star Wars,”
a defense system against Soviet intercontinen-
tal ballistic missiles. On 23 October a suicide
truck-bomb explodes at a U.S. marine bar-
racks in Beirut, Lebanon. U.S. forces invade
Grenada on 25 October to prevent a commu-
nist coup with Soviet and Cuban support.

1984 President Reagan concludes a five-day visit

to China on 1 May, signing accords on
nuclear cooperation and cultural relations.
On 26 November the World Court rules
that it has jurisdiction over Nicaragua’s suit
against the United States.

1985 On 24 April the House of Representatives

rejects President Reagan’s request for aid for
the Nicaraguan contras. On 8 July, Reagan
claims that world terrorism is sponsored by
Iran, Libya, North Korea, Cuba, and
Nicaragua.

1986 Meetings on 13-14 January with Canada’s

Prime Minister Brian Mulroney renew the
long-lived North American Aerospace
Defense Command System (NORAD). On
14 April, U.S. aircraft bomb five Libyan tar-
gets in retaliation for support of terrorists.
The World Court on 27 June rules that the
United States violated international law and
Nicaragua’s sovereignty, a ruling the United
States ignores. Congress approves military
aid to the Nicaraguan contras on 13 August.
Congress on 2 October overrides President
Reagan’s veto of sanctions against South
Africa. Reagan and Gorbachev meet on
11-12 October in Reykjavik, Iceland, about
arms control; Reagan walks out of the last
session.

1987 On 5 May joint congressional hearings begin

on the Iran-Contra affair. Reagan and Gor-
bachev sign the INF Treaty on 8 December,
eliminating intermediate-range missiles.

1988 On 4 February a U.S. court indicts Panama’s

General Noriega for racketeering and drug
trafficking. The United States, Soviet Union,
Pakistan, and Afghanistan sign agreements
on 14 April for the withdrawal of Soviet
forces from Afghanistan. With the INF Treaty
of 1987 in effect as of 1 June, the United
States and Soviet Union begin destruction of
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nuclear weaponry in September. The Mon-
treal Protocol on depletion of the ozone layer
becomes effective on 16 December after rati-
fication by twenty nations.

1989 President George H. W. Bush and Canada’s

Prime Minister Brian Mulroney on 10 Feb-
ruary agree to reduce acid rain pollution. A
U.S. federal court on 4 May finds Oliver
North guilty of obstructing Congress in the
investigation into the Iran-Contra scandal.
On May 11 U.S. troops are sent to Panama
after a “fraudulent” election renews the
power of Panama’s military leader General
Manuel Antonio Noriega. NATO on 29-30
May accepts U.S. proposals to reduce
Europe’s  short-range  missiles and
U.S.—USSR conventional forces. Chinese
troops kill hundreds of protestors on 3—4
June in the Tiananmen Square massacre; in
response, on 5 June, President Bush sus-
pends military sales and high-level contacts
and asks the IMF and World Bank to post-
pone Chinese loan applications. On 14 July,
President Bush attends the G-7 Summit. Aid
is provided on 25 August to Colombia to
combat drug trafficking. On 18 October,
South Korea asks that U.S. troop strength
not be reduced. The Berlin Wall falls on 9
November. An invasion of Panama by U.S.
forces on 20 December overthrows Noriega.

1990 On 15 February, President Bush and the

presidents of Columbia, Bolivia, and Peru
sign agreements to work together in combat-
ing drug traffickers. On 29 June ninety-three
nations offer aid to Third World countries in
reducing ozone-depleting gases. On 2
August, Iraq invades Kuwait; on 6 August,
President Bush orders U.S. forces to protect
Saudi Arabia in Operation Desert Shield. On
12 September talks lead to a final treaty for
German reunification on the 20th. On 17
November the Treaty on Conventional
Forces in Europe (CFE) is signed.

1991 On 16 January, under U.S. direction, multi-

national UN forces launch the Gulf War
against Iraq; by 28 February, in a 100-hour
ground war, Iraq’s forces are evicted from
Kuwait. The Warsaw Pact’s military and eco-
nomic organizations are disbanded on 25
February. On 6 March, President Bush her-
alds a “new world order.” On 7 May, UN
peacekeepers arrive in Kuwait to oversee
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peace between Kuwait and Iraq. On 25 June,
Slovenia and Croatia declare independence
from Yugoslavia. Economic sanctions
against South Africa are lifted on 11 July.
President Bush’s Enterprise for the Americas
Initiative takes its first step on 22 July to
develop a hemispheric free market by sign-
ing a trade accord with thirteen English-
speaking Caribbean countries. On 31 July,
Bush and Gorbachev sign the Strategic Arms
Reduction Treaty (START I). On 20 August
the Republics of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithua-
nia affirm their national independence from
the Soviet Union. On 2 September, the
United States and the European Union rec-
ognize the Baltic nations’ independence.
After Haiti’s democratically elected president
is overthrown in a military coup, on 29
October economic sanctions are imposed on
the Haitian dictators. Twenty-four nations
on 4 October extend the 1959 Antarctic
Treaty by levying a fifty-year moratorium to
ban mining and military activity and set
guidelines for scientific research. On 8
November U.S. nuclear weapons are
removed from South Korea and the two
Koreas move toward reconciliation. Three
former Soviet republics, Russia, Belarus, and
Ukraine, form the Commonwealth of Inde-
pendent States on 8 December.

1992 On 24 February the Supreme Court upholds

President Bush’s decision to forcibly repatri-
ate Haitian refugees. An American court on
9 April convicts Noriega of drug trafficking
and sentences him to forty years in prison.
On 23 May the United States and the four
Commonwealth of Independent States
countries with nuclear arms sign the Lisbon
Protocol to comply with the 1991 START I
treaty negotiated with the Soviet Union. The
Pentagon issues a defense guidance pro-
gram for the post—Cold War era on 24 May,
emphasizing a commitment to collective
military action. President Bush extends
most-favored-nation status on 2 June to
China. On 14 June delegates of 178 coun-
tries to the Rio de Janeiro Conference on
Environment and Development (Earth
Summit) agree to promote economic devel-
opment that would protect the earth’s non-
renewable resources and sign a treaty to
reduce emissions of carbon dioxide and
greenhouse gases. On 17 June Bush and
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Russian president Boris Yeltsin agree to draft
a second strategic arms reduction treaty.
Mexico, Canada, and the United States on
17 December sign the final North American
Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA).

1993 On 3 January, Presidents Bush and Yeltsin

sign START 1I to sharply reduce their nuclear
arsenals. Radical Muslims bomb New York’s
World Trade Center on 27 February. On 4
April financial aid is provided for Russia. The
Oslo Accords are signed on 13 September
between Israel’s Yitzhak Rabin and Palestin-
ian Liberation Organization chairman Yassir
Arafat, the first Israel-PLO peace agreement.
On 20 November, Congress approves
NAFTA. Sanctions on South Africa are
repealed on 23 November. The Uruguay
Round of GATT is completed on 14 Decem-
ber with tariffs reduced 50 percent by the
United States and the European Economic
Community.

1994 The embargo on trade with Vietnam ends

on 3 February. North Korea on 15 February
avoids U.S. economic sanctions by approv-
ing inspection of nuclear sites. On 28 Feb-
ruary, NATO aircraft shoot down four
Bosnian Serb aircraft violating the UN no-
fly zone, NATO’s first combat attack in its
forty-five-year history. President Clinton
renews China’s most-favored-nation status
on 26 May. On 8 June, President Clinton
agrees to help the UN humanitarian effort in
Rwanda, where warfare has killed 200,000
people and caused thousands of refugees to
flee. The UN Security Council on 31 July
approves a resolution for U.S.—led forces to
intervene in Haiti; Haiti’s President Aristide
returns to Haiti on 15 October. The Senate
ratifies on 1 December the GATT world
trade treaty, which also creates the World
Trade Organization (WTO).

1995 On 17 April, President Clinton signs an

order to declassify all twenty-five-year-old
records declassified after 1999, unless a spe-
cial panel exempts certain sensitive materi-
als. For assisting terrorist groups, on 1 May a
trade embargo is placed on Iran. President
Clinton and Fidel Castro amend their 1994
agreement on refugees on 2 May for the
United States to admit 21,000 Cuban
refugees being held in Guantanamo Bay. On
11 May the United Nations makes the
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Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty permanent.
President Clinton on 11 July extends full
diplomatic recognition to Vietnam. That
same day Bosnian Serb atrocities at Sre-
brenica lead to U.S. involvement, and the
CIA and National Security Agency release
secret files on Soviet documents from the
1940s. NATO air raids on 28 August on
Bosnian Serbs lead to a peace conference. A
U.S. court on 1 October finds ten Islamic
fundamentalists guilty of conspiracy in the
World Trade Center bombing in 1993. On 2
October, Congress opposes a law to fight ter-
rorism in America. The Dayton Accords of
21 November provide for peace in Bosnia-
Herzegovina; they are signed on 14 Decem-
ber. Israel and Syria on 28 December renew
peace talks at the Wye Conference Center
near Washington.

1996 On 1 March, Colombia is declared no longer

a certified country committed to the war on
drugs. On 12 March, President Clinton
signs the Helms-Burton Act to restrict trade
of other nations with Cuba. On 24 April,
Clinton signs antiterrorism legislation, pro-
viding $1.1 billion. Economic sanctions are
levied on countries doing business with
Libya and Iran on 5 August. On 27 Septem-
ber, Afghan Taliban rebels capture Kabul,
imposing strict Islamic law.

1997 On 3 January, President Clinton delays

enforcement of the Helms-Burton Act on
Cuban trade. American George Soros on 7
September closes his foundation in Belarus.
On 11 December 150 nations, but not the
United States, sign the treaty banning the
use of land mines. On 11 December, 150
nations prepare a treaty to limit greenhouse
gases (the Kyoto Protocol). President Clin-
ton indicates on 18 December that U.S.
troops will remain in Bosnia indefinitely.

1998 Serb attacks on Kosovo lead President Clin-

ton on 5 March to impose sanctions on
Yugoslavia. On 19 April thirty-four Western
Hemisphere nations agree to negotiate a free
trade zone. Sanctions are imposed on 28
May on Pakistan and India because of their
nuclear weapons tests; sanctions are eased
on 14 July. On 20 August, President Clinton
retaliates against terrorists who bombed the
U.S embassy at Nairobi, Kenya, and Dar-es-
Salaam, Tanzania, on 7 August.
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1999 On 10 June, after seventy-eight days of

bombing, Serbia’s Slobodan Milosevic
accepts NATO’s cease-fire and peace terms.
On 17 September, President Clinton lifts
sanctions on North Korea after it stops mis-
sile tests. The Senate on 13 October refuses
to ratify the treaty calling for ending all
nuclear testing. Terms are accepted on 15
November for China to join the World
Trade Organization.

2000 On 1 January, Panama gains full control of

the Panama Canal from the United States.
Congress approves on 24 May permanent
trade relations with China. The United
Nations Millennium Summit ends on 8 Sep-
tember. On 12 October the U.S. destroyer
Cole is hit by a bomb in Yemen harbor, the
work of suicide terrorists. A summit meet-
ing on 16 October in Egypt with leaders of
the United States, Egypt, Israel, Palestine,

and Jordan, along with UN Secretary Gen-
eral Kofi Annan, seeks to end violence
between Israel and Palestine. On 24 Novem-
ber the global warming treaty (Kyoto Proto-
col) reaches an impasse because of U.S. and
European differences on best methods to
reduce greenhouse gases. On 31 December,
President Clinton signs a treaty for a perma-
nent international war crimes tribunal.

2001 On 18 January secretary of state—designate
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Colin Powell during hearings indicates that
he favors deployment of the national missile
defense system (NMDS). On 11 September
terrorists hijack commercial airliners and
crash them into the two towers of the World
Trade Center in New York City and the Pen-
tagon outside Washington, D.C. The United
States initiates military action against
Taliban-supported terrorists in Afghanistan
with bombing raids on 6 October.
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AFRICAN AMERICANS

Brenda Gayle Plummer

Race and foreign affairs have intersected at
numerous points in U.S. history. Officials in the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries were not
always explicitly aware of the impact of race on
foreign relations or on their own decision making,
but its impact on historical events is demonstra-
ble. Beginning with the American Revolution and
continuing through the twentieth century, race
influenced what the United States did and how it
pursued its interests abroad.

THE AMERICAN REVOLUTION

Black volunteers, detesting slavery and wanting
liberty, fought on both sides of the revolutionary
war. The activities of African-American revolution-
aries were matched by those of black loyalists,
some of whom were deliberately recruited into mil-
itary service by British commanders eager to desta-
bilize the plantation economy, especially in
tidewater Virginia. This British policy was bitterly
resented by slaveholders. Many of these soldiers
retreated to Canada with the British after 1783.
Freedom proved elusive for black protagonists on
both sides. The U.S. flirtation with freedom for
blacks proved ephemeral. Slavery persisted as a
national institution and free people of color
increasingly faced racial discrimination during the
course of the antebellum period. Some loyalists
who evacuated with the British were sold into slav-
ery in the West Indies. Others found barriers to
civil equality in their new Canadian homes.

RACE, IMPRESSMENTS, AND
MARITIME ISSUES

Race was a factor in the maritime trades and in
navies during the age of sail. Black men from North
America, the Caribbean, and Africa, slave and free,
were among the thousands employed in a range of

industries and at war. They served on slavers,
whalers, packet boats, warships, and were repre-
sented as sailors in almost all sectors of maritime
activity. Rules governing the movements of both
enslaved sailors and free men of color affected rela-
tions among states. In the antebellum South during
periods of slave unrest, authorities enforced regula-
tions that restricted the portside activities of West
Indian seamen. Violators were threatened with
enslavement. Abuse of foreign black sailors in U.S.
ports sometimes brought protests from consuls or
influential persons to whom they turned for sup-
port. The seamen’s papers given black American
sailors in 1796 did not afford them substantial pro-
tection from infringements on their rights, and
until 1823, when civil equality was extended to
black sailors in the British navy, black seamen of all
nationalities were readily exploited, and those who
were free faced the risk of illegal enslavement.

Impressment was a danger for all U.S. sea-
men, regardless of race, before and during the War
of 1812. Those recruited into the British navy
could expect harsher treatment than that experi-
enced aboard U.S. ships. The fate of black loyalists
enslaved in the West Indies during the American
Revolution contributed to anti-British feeling
among some African Americans in the early nine-
teenth century and helped preserve their loyalty to
the United States during those years. The United
States, however, was reluctant to recruit blacks
into any armed forces except the navy. As a result,
there were few black combatants except for those
enlisted as volunteers in state units. The United
States and Britain ultimately employed the same
tactic that had been used in the revolutionary war
in promising manumission to those who fought or
served as military laborers. Those who allied
themselves with Britain were taken to Canada at
the end of the war and settled on plots of land.
While many of the manumission promises made
by U.S. authorities were honored, African Ameri-
cans had no guarantee of civil equality.
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SLAVERY AND ABOLITION

In Western countries, efforts to limit slavery
began with the prohibition of the African slave
trade and attempts to enforce an international ban
on this traffic. Britain outlawed the slave trade in
its possessions in 1807, and the United States
soon followed suit, effective as of 1 January 1808.
While the U.S. law curtailed the international
supply of slaves, American traders continued to
retail slaves through a domestic market. The abo-
litionist movement then focused on eradicating
slavery itself. Antislavery activists created cooper-
ative networks where they proselytized against
slavery and abetted the escape of fugitives. Some
antislavery activities had an international charac-
ter. One campaign, noted in the cities of the
northeastern United States and in Great Britain,
focused on encouraging consumers to buy prod-
ucts grown without slave labor. The effort met
with indifferent success but provided small
ephemeral markets for imports from Haiti—a
country that had gained its independence through
slave rebellion—and after 1833, the British West
Indies. The promotion of free labor produce coin-
cided with a growing conviction in the northern
United States and Britain that wage labor was the
most rational, just, and efficient method of work,
and with the social and political evolution of
industrial society in those areas.

The British Parliament in 1833 enacted a
gradual abolition program that ended slavery in
British dominions by 1838. Between 1830 and
1860 a small African-American community had
gathered in Britain. As most American universi-
ties barred black students, some were attending
universities of far higher caliber than those in the
United States. Others were fugitives who had
made their way to a country where slavery was
prohibited. Such prominent U.S. abolitionists as
Frederick Douglass and Charles Lenox Remond
and his sister Sarah Remond visited Britain to
enlist both the working classes and the bour-
geoisie in the American antislavery cause. Black
abolitionists gave public lectures and sold copies
of slave narratives written by themselves and oth-
ers. They succeeded in thwarting many of the
fund-raising efforts of the American Colonization
Society, established in 1816-1817 to resettle
blacks on the west coast of Africa. In Ireland, the
Irish nationalist Daniel O’Connell, an outspoken
foe of slavery, embraced Frederick Douglass.
Douglass spent nineteen months lecturing in the
British Isles between 1845 and 1847. British

Quakers raised the money to buy Douglass’s free-
dom from his Maryland owner.

Antislavery activists hoped that pressure
applied by Britain, then the world’s most powerful
nation, would persuade the United States to deal
forthrightly with the slavery question. Abolition-
ists did not succeed in capturing all Britons. They
faced the opposition of those manufacturers and
workers most dependent on imports of U.S. cot-
ton, but benefited from a widespread revulsion
among all classes against slavery. The ground-
work that Douglass, the Remonds, and others laid
helped neutralize British sympathies for southern
slaveholders. This was a critical issue during the
1850s, when sectional animosity reached a crisis
point in the United States. If Britain, despite its
own antislavery stand within its realms, allied
with the Confederacy during the U.S. Civil War,
the United States would likely be defeated. While
American abolitionists often avoided direct dis-
cussions of class conflict because of their frequent
reliance on elite patronage in Britain and their
desire to keep the focus on slavery, the zenith of
their activity coincided with the Chartist move-
ment, which sought to improve conditions for the
industrial working class, and debates over the sta-
tus of labor.

American slavery was also drawn into the
international arena as a result of the activities of
fugitive slaves. In the course of the nineteenth
century some thirty thousand black persons from
the United States entered Canada. Periods of
domestic crisis, such as the passage of the Fugi-
tive Slave Act of 1850 and the Dred Scott deci-
sion, accelerated this immigration. The Fugitive
Slave Act made it easy for slaveholders and
bounty hunters to threaten the liberty of free peo-
ple of color. In an explicitly racist finding, the
Supreme Court, in the 1857 case Scott v. Sandford,
ruled that blacks could not be citizens and had no
civil rights. The decision effectively ended the
prospects of free people of color in the United
States until after the Civil War. Many who were
able left the country. In addition to the relatively
familiar escapes to Canada by slaves and free peo-
ple alike, blacks from Texas crossed the border
into Mexico, where slavery was illegal. During the
early years of the Republic, when Spain loosely
administered Florida, fugitives in combination
with the Seminole nation engaged the United
States in wars in 1817-1818 and 1835-1842. In
the aftermath of the first Seminole war, Spain,
unable and unwilling to guarantee the security of
U.S. real and chattel property along its Florida
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borders, and wishing to avoid armed conflict with
Americans, ceded the rebellious territory to the
United States.

Fugitives also included those whose anti-
slavery activities put them in jeopardy of the law.
Frederick Douglass in 1859 was a suspect in John
Brown’s conspiracy to seize the federal armory in
Harpers Ferry, Virginia. Douglass fled to England
to avoid arrest. Once there, he contacted the U.S.
minister to the Court of St. James’s hoping to
secure a passport to visit France. The passport
was denied on grounds that Douglass, according
to Supreme Court dicta, was not a U.S. citizen.
Douglass was an early victim of passport denial, a
practice that would be used in the twentieth cen-
tury to restrict the movements of blacks who were
known critics of racial discrimination.

COLONIZATION AND EMIGRATION

Opinion leaders on both sides of the slavery ques-
tion during the antebellum period expressed fears
about the consequences of emancipation. Some
abolitionists believed that slavery was morally
wrong but did not think that freed slaves could be
assimilated into American society for racial rea-
sons. Certain proslavery advocates used these
doubts about assimilation to argue that slavery
could not be eradicated. A third alternative to
slavery or abolition was the removal of freed
slaves from the United States. The option
appealed to blacks who wished a homeland of
their own, and to proslavery and antislavery advo-
cates alike who thought blacks could not be
assimilated into American life. Paul Cuffe, a black
New England shipowner, was committed to civil
rights for African Americans and an outspoken
opponent of slavery. He nevertheless employed
his own resources in a back-to-Africa project in
the early 1810s. After correspondence with
prominent British abolitionists, including the par-
liamentarian William Wilberforce, Cuffe sought
to repatriate selected emigrants to the British
African colony of Sierra Leone. His plans were
interrupted by the War of 1812 and by his own
death not long thereafter, but he did succeed in
settling some thirty-eight persons in Africa.

In 1821 the American Colonization Society
resumed Cuffe’s work. Members of the organiza-
tion included such figures as Henry Clay, Francis
Scott Key, and other prominent white Americans
for whom the United States had to remain a white
man’s country. The society purchased African land

from local rulers, and in 1847 the settlement,
called Liberia, became an independent republic.
Many antislavery activists opposed the American
Colonization Society, believing that it was simply
a stratagem to solidify slavery by removing from
the United States the only blacks in a position to
contest it. Others endorsed colonization and emi-
gration in principle, reserving their objections for
the society per se. There were, accordingly, other
colonization ventures. In the 1820s and 1850s,
two emigration movements to Haiti were organ-
ized with the cooperation of the Haitian govern-
ment. A project in the 1830s involved the removal
of American blacks to the island of Trinidad. Pres-
ident Abraham Lincoln, who endorsed coloniza-
tion as a strategy to prevent a civil war over the
slavery question, researched the possibility of a
black homeland on the isthmus of Central Amer-
ica. These schemes involved negotiations with
heads of state for land grants and concessions.
Foreign leaders had their own reasons for endors-
ing these programs. Haiti had traditionally offered
itself as an asylum for blacks in the Western
Hemisphere and in the 1820s wanted to create a
buffer on its frontier with Santo Domingo (now
the Dominican Republic) by settling African
Americans there. Great Britain in the 1830s
sought labor to work on the Trinidad plantations
abandoned by the beneficiaries of its own emanci-
pation laws, a need for which it later recruited
workers from India.

CIVIL WAR AND RECOGNITION
OF BLACK COUNTRIES

During the nineteenth century, slavery and its
accompanying racist ideology prevented the
United States from conducting full diplomatic
relations with Haiti and Liberia, states modeled
on modern republics that were populated and
governed by blacks. Many U.S. diplomats did not
believe it possible to consort with black counter-
parts on an equal basis and receive them into the
polite society of the period. Proslavery southern-
ers saw Haiti as anathema on social and political
grounds and as a security problem. Some south-
ern states passed laws that forbade the entry of
sailors and other free people of color from Haiti.
Before the Civil War, the U.S. government did not
recognize Haiti and was represented there only by
consuls. Southern secession removed the obsta-
cles to recognition, which occurred on 12 July
1862 when the State Department appointed a
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chief of mission, Benjamin Whidden. In 1869,
U.S. representation was raised to the ministerial
level with the appointment of the first African
American in such a post, Ebenezer Don Carlos
Bassett. The defeat of the Confederacy and the
abolition of slavery meant improvement in Hait-
ian-American relations, ending the threat of slav-
ery expansionism and filibustering raids on
Haitian coasts. Beginning with Bassett’s appoint-
ment, diplomatic and consular posts to Haiti and
Liberia became patronage posts for loyal black
Republicans, a pattern that persisted until well
into the mid-twentieth century.

In the late nineteenth century, American
activists sought to bring international attention to
the lynching problem in the “Jim Crow” South.
Hampered by lack of access to sources of state
power, activists such as the anti-lynching advocate
Ida B. Wells-Barnett searched for unconventional
and less restrictive venues for international con-
tact. Just as American activists had sought British
support for abolition during the slavery era, Wells-
Barnett toured the United Kingdom in 1893 and
1894 to publicize the lynching problem and bring
the weight of British public opinion to bear on the
issue. She devised another way to focus interna-
tional attention on U.S. domestic affairs when, in
1893, Chicago hosted the Columbian Exposition,
which brought visitors from all over the world.
Through the mediation of Frederick Douglass, the
government of Haiti selected Wells-Barnett to man-
age its exhibit and provided her with a table in the
Haitian pavilion. There she sold copies of a book
she had written to document lynching and the con-
text in which it occurred. Wells-Barnett was
thereby able to reach a wide audience in one of the
first efforts to employ an international cultural fes-
tival to air concerns about U.S. race relations.

THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS AND THE
PAN-AFRICAN CONGRESS

World War 1 shattered the balance of power in
Europe and destroyed the Russian, German,
Ottoman, and Austro-Hungarian empires. These
state systems lost control of the diverse ethnic
groups previously under their control. Subject
nations and national minorities began demanding
language rights, sovereignty, and democratic gov-
ernments. When the Allies met in the Paris sub-
urb of Versailles in 1919 to rebuild the world
order, their agenda included the construction of
nations in eastern Europe and the revitalization of

JIM CROW AND THE COLD WAR

“A vast literature has explored the major American
cold war initiatives of the late 1940s and early 1950s.
The decision-making processes and ramifications of
the Truman Doctrine, the European Recovery Plan
(Marshall Plan), the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion (NATO), and National Security Council document
68 (NSC 68) have received painstaking analysis from
a variety of political perspectives. But there has been
only occasional attention paid either to the ways in
which these policy initiatives emerged from a racially
hierarchical domestic and international landscape or
to their racial meanings and ramifications. Yet, peo-
ple of color at the time were well aware of this other
context. Winston Churchill’s ‘Iron Curtain’ speech of
February 1946 represented a declaration of cold war,
but it also served as a call for Anglo-American racial
and cultural unity. The Truman Doctrine of March
1947 opposed potential ‘armed minorities’ of the left
but not those of the right who actually ruled much of
the world: European colonialists. The Marshall Plan
(1948) and NATO (1949) bolstered anticommunist
governments west of the Elbe River but also indirectly
funded their efforts at preserving white rule in Asia
and Africa. NSC 68 laid out an offensive strategy of
diminishing Soviet influence abroad, but it also
revealed American anxieties about a broader
‘absence of order among nations’ that was ‘becom-
ing less and less tolerable’ when the largest change in
the international system was coming not from com-
munist revolutions but from the decolonization of
nonwhite peoples.”

— From Thomas Borstelmann,
“Tim Crow’s Coming Out: Race Relations
and American Foreign Policy in the
Truman Years,” Presidential Studies
Quarterly 29, no. 3 (1999): 549-569 —

the empires that remained. European debates on
political autonomy and territoriality were the
model for Asians and Africans seeking to bring
their own interests to world attention.

The Pan-African Congress was an important
vehicle for formulating and disseminating such
demands. The association emerged from a 1900
London conference. Organized by a Trinidadian
attorney resident in London and an African-
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American bishop, the congress brought together
blacks from Britain and its colonies, the United
States, and South Africa. The purpose was to dis-
cuss colonialism and racism and suggest strate-
gies for reform. The association made little
headway in its first twenty years, the zenith of
European colonial domination of Africa. World
War I provided an opportunity to renew its goals,
however, and it planned a Paris conference that
would convene simultaneously with the Versailles
peace conference.

African-American leaders sought representa-
tion as observers at the peace conference and began
discussing it before the war ended. Those most
interested included the intellectual activist W. E. B.
Du Bois, entrepreneur C. J. Walker, National Equal
Rights League founder William Monroe Trotter,
and activist Wells-Barnett. The Universal Negro
Improvement Association, an international organi-
zation founded by Marcus Garvey, named delegates
to the congress, including the labor leader A. Philip
Randolph. Other interested organizations included
the National Association for the Advancement of
Colored People (NAACP) and the National Race
Congress. The thinking was that if representatives
of black organizations were denied admission to
the proceedings or audiences with principals, they
could use the Pan-African Congress and their prox-
imity to the peace talks to bring their issues to pub-
lic attention.

President Woodrow Wilson led the U.S. del-
egation at Versailles. Wilson believed in interna-
tional organization and saw the peace conference
as an opportunity to put the United States perma-
nently at the center of power in the global com-
munity. Like other Allied leaders, Wilson wished
to maintain control over national minorities. He
was, additionally, a committed segregationist who
as president of Princeton University had excluded
African-American students from dormitories, and
as president of the United States had separated
federal civil servants by race, placing black
employees behind partitions.

The Wilson administration did not want
minority observers or protesters in Europe. The
State Department accordingly refused passports to
most of the black Americans wishing to go to
France. Those who managed to cross the Atlantic
attended a Pan-African Congress composed of
fifty-seven delegates who discussed, under the
careful scrutiny of the French government, such
issues as the status of defeated Germany’s colonies
and colonial reform. The more militant civil
rights activists and nationalists were less inter-

ested in the Pan African Congress than in address-
ing the peace conference, the forum where deci-
sions affecting the world’s national minorities and
subject peoples would be made. President Wilson
was determined to prevent such initiatives. He
refused to see either Trotter or a young Viet-
namese leader, Nguyen That Thanh, later known
as Ho Chi Minh. Wilson and British Prime Minis-
ter David Lloyd George prohibited the presence of
delegates of colonized peoples and racial minori-
ties at Versailles, but Du Bois succeeded in repre-
senting the NAACP at the first conference of the
League of Nations in 1921.

THE ITALO-ETHIOPIAN WAR

In October 1935, Benito Mussolini’s fascist Italy
invaded Ethiopia. The war there occurred at the
height of isolationist sentiment in the U.S. Con-
gress and the nation at large. While public sympa-
thy for Ethiopia was considerable, so was the
disinclination to intervene. The minority that
pressed for a more forthright stand included
African Americans and Irish Catholics who broke
with the Catholic majority on the issue. The
administration of Franklin D. Roosevelt showed
concern about Italian aggression, but domestic
opposition to even rhetorical intervention dis-
couraged firm action. When Secretary of State
Cordell Hull and President Roosevelt sent Mus-
solini a note suggesting that the United States
would not necessarily remain indifferent to what
his government did in Africa, the message was so
subdued that Mussolini readily dismissed it. A
neutrality act banned the sale of finished war
products to belligerents, but it did not deny them
access to strategic materials, which could be pur-
chased proportionately to the rate of prewar con-
sumption. Italy, a growing industrial power,
bought large quantities of American oil. Ethiopia,
still feudal, bought none. The neutrality act thus
helped ensure that Italy would be well equipped
to defeat its decrepit adversary.

Administration officials shrank from the
prospect of ventilating an issue that would bring
down isolationist wrath. For actors at the policy
center, domestic considerations and the ultimate
collapse of Ethiopian resistance tabled the ques-
tion for the duration of World War II. At the
periphery, however, the Ethiopian issue enabled
the development of linkages that remained timely.
Ethiopia was a ready-made issue for black nation-
alists and permitted liberals and leftists to focus
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their general opposition to fascism. The
Ethiopian government-in-exile played a leading
role itself in keeping public interest alive through
publicity campaigns and appeals for funds. It also
made explicit appeals to African Americans as a
usable pressure group. Ethiopia’s experience with
fascist conquest facilitated a sharper critique of
racism and imperialism and focused postwar
attention on the disposition of colonies in north-
east Africa and colonialism in general.

GERMAN RECONSTRUCTION AND
RACIAL SEGREGATION

In 1945 the Allies claimed victory over a German
state that had taken racism to its logical extreme
in the pursuit of eugenic purity and the destruc-
tion of millions of lives. African-American troops
were part of the force that occupied Germany
from 1945 to 1955, when efforts were made on all
fronts to reform its institutions and reconstruct it
physically. From the beginning of the occupation,
U.S. racial practices in the military contradicted
the essence of its mission in Germany and led to
confusion and resentment among the conquered.

In the American zone of occupation, com-
manding officers could approve soldiers’ mar-
riages as they saw fit. Many of those holding
conventional American ideas about race often
prohibited mixed marriages even when children
were involved. When individual soldiers appealed
these prohibitions, military judges relied on the
laws of the various U.S. states to determine
whether a proposed union could be approved and
compiled the relevant statutes for their own use.
If a soldier resided in a state where interracial
marriages were illegal, his application to marry
outside his race would be turned down. Racial
record keeping on marriages began in 1947. Ger-
man courts followed this example. The Allies,
having struck down the racist Nuremberg laws,
oddly found themselves reapplying them in the
American zone of occupation, where the German
courts followed suit.

Military opposition to mixed marriages
gradually declined, but in the interim approxi-
mately three thousand biracial children were born
in Germany between 1945 and 1951, almost all
the offspring of African-American servicemen. As
a result of the continuing ambivalence among all
parties about the children’s prospects for adoption
in the United States, the West German state,
autonomous in 1955, was charged with the

responsibility for absorbing them into German
society. Germans witnessed the contradictions
between U.S. opposition to nazi racism and poli-
cies governing intermarriage. The first cohort of
biracial children reached their teens as violence
associated with segregation in the United States
made international headlines. While some Ger-
mans continued to believe that homes in the
United States should be sought for those who
were not already adopted, the prevailing opinion
was that the orphans should not be sent into a
society characterized by racial violence. If the
United States’ goal had been to transform Ger-
many into a democracy characterized by toler-
ance, the biracial orphans provided them a
paradoxical opportunity to show the world they
had shed Hitlerism.

THE UNITED NATIONS PETITION

At the Dumbarton Oaks Conference in the
autumn of 1944, delegates planned the founda-
tions of a postwar international organization that
would reprise the work of the League of Nations.
Conferees rejected a racial and national equality
clause that the Chinese government had put for-
ward but failed to energetically defend. In the
early years of the United Nations, efforts were
made to insert ethnic and linguistic rights into the
UN Charter and other central documents. Cold
War tensions entered the deliberations of the Sub-
Commission on Prevention of Discrimination and
Protection of Minorities in the late 1940s, as
many sovereign states proved reluctant to permit
international oversight of their treatment of
national minorities.

For African Americans in particular the era
reflected a rising interest in social science and
world affairs and the secularization of black
protest that moved it away from philanthropic
church control. Black opinion widely supported a
pluralist United Nations that would counter the
“Anglo-American” conception of a postwar peace
elaborated by Winston Churchill in his Fulton,
Missouri, “Iron Curtain” speech. While no blacks
attended the 1945 United Nations Conference on
International Organization in San Francisco,
Walter White, secretary of the NAACP; W. E. B.
Du Bois, the NAACP’s director of special
research; and Mary McLeod Bethune, of the
National Council of Negro Women, were present
as observers. Their attendance resulted from
extensive organizing activities by black non-
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governmental organizations to formulate an
agenda for international activism. The black
Republican Perry Howard urged blacks to send
telegrams to their congressional representatives
to demand that the UN Charter protect minority
rights. Despite setbacks, the UN continued to be
seen as a potentially useful instrument in check-
ing Western abuses of national minorities and
colonial subjects. In 1948 the chair of the Balti-
more chapter of the NAACP urged UN Secretary-
General Trygve Lie to reject the University of
Maryland’s offer to house the Food and Agricul-
tural Organization (FAO). Segregation at the
institution, including its college of agriculture,
would inconvenience FAO personnel from non-
European countries.

Attempts in 1945 to influence the United
Nations to protect minority rights were among the
first of several efforts. Backed by labor, profes-
sional, fraternal, and veterans’ associations, the
National Negro Congress drafted a petition to the
United Nations in mid-1946. It was formulated at
the same time that similar petitions were being
presented by Indonesians and the Jewish diaspora,
and shortly before the General Assembly voted to
censure South Africa for its treatment of its East
Indian resident population. Encouraged by paral-
lel international events, the NAACP followed suit
with its own petition in 1947. The NAACP asked
the UN Commission on Human Rights to investi-
gate racial discrimination in the United States.
Supported by hundreds of black organizations
across the political spectrum, and by African and
Caribbean nationalists and labor federations over-
seas, the appeal was also viewed favorably by
India, Pakistan, Egypt, Ethiopia, Belgium, Haiti,
Norway, China (Formosa), and the USSR, which
introduced the petition in October 1947. Despite
its popularity with the black public in the United
States and international endorsement, the petition
died in the Sub-Commission on Prevention of Dis-
crimination and Protection of Minorities. Pressure
applied on the United Nations by the United
States, the influence of Eleanor Roosevelt, then a
UNESCO commissioner, and misgivings among
certain NAACP officials about Soviet support of
the appeal, led to its demise.

RACIAL REFORM AND
COLD WAR IDEOLOGY

The U.S. rivalry with the Soviet Union and its
Cold War partners involved political as well as

military competition. President Harry S. Truman
articulated the need to improve U.S. race relations
not only because the Soviets were exploiting the
race issue but also because U.S. credibility was at
stake. Truman and his successor, Dwight D.
Eisenhower, articulated a need for reform and
coupled this with the same repression of black
communists and other radical black critics of
America that generally characterized the early
Cold War period in U.S. society. Such activists as
Du Bois and Paul Robeson were refused pass-
ports. U.S. representatives abroad interfered with
American-born dancer Josephine Baker, a French
citizen and an outspoken critic of U.S. racial
mores. The Eisenhower administration, commit-
ted to the reduction of military spending but put-
ting greater emphasis on promoting the economic
and cultural superiority of American life, had
come to associate winning the Cold War with
improving the civil rights climate for black Amer-
icans. While Eisenhower was not enthusiastic
about desegregation, he was committed enough
to the principle of civil equality to support a mod-
est civil rights bill in 1957.

The belief that America’s ability to champion
democracy depended on its success at practicing it
at home continued during the Kennedy years. The
Cold War rationale for racial reform was strength-
ened by evidence that hostile countries utilized
negative news about race relations to discredit the
United States. In an increasingly decolonized
world, where Africans and Asians now headed
sovereign states, racial discrimination could no
longer be endorsed or accepted. Technological
change meant that journalists could record
instances of racial violence and broadcast them to
the world. The Soviet Union and its allies were not
the only critics. Disapproval emanated from non-
aligned countries, especially India, and from such
conventional Western states as Denmark. In con-
trast to the world press, pro-apartheid South
African journalists played up racial incidents in
the United States, especially the exploits of white
supremacists. This also constituted part of the
embarrassment that necessitated a significant
propaganda effort to neutralize damaging racial
news stories about segregation.

Members of the intelligentsia and business
communities also employed arguments that linked
foreign and domestic affairs. In September 1950,
for example, the NAACP convened the Breakneck
Hill Conference, where senators, UN officials,
journalists and broadcast executives, State Depart-
ment representatives, educators, and activists con-
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sidered the impact of racial discrimination on the
nation’s foreign policy objectives. Civil rights pro-
ponents, including participants in sit-ins and
other demonstrations in the 1960s, also used Cold
War arguments to rationalize their challenge to
discriminatory statutes. Segregation tainted the
U.S. reputation abroad, they claimed, and the lim-
ited opportunities for minorities that resulted
from it meant fewer human resources available to
defend the nation and extend its interests.

U.S. government efforts to counter the bad
publicity involved activities sponsored by the State
Department and the United States Information
Agency (USIA). These included providing news to
international readers, stocking U.S. libraries
abroad with what was perceived as balanced infor-
mation about black life in the United States, and
enlisting African-American lecturers and enter-
tainers to travel abroad and entertain or provide
information to interested foreigners. Some indi-
viduals who toured foreign countries for this pur-
pose sometimes exaggerated the amount of
progress made in race relations. The State Depart-
ment and USIA, for their part, did not deny the
existence of racism but rather emphasized what
they portrayed as a national commitment to effect
change through nonviolent means. The appoint-
ment in 1964 of the African-American journalist
Carl Rowan as USIA director was intended to
emphasize the latter. Rowan had previously served
as deputy assistant secretary of state for public
affairs and as ambassador to Finland.

AFRICAN AMERICANS AND THE
DIPLOMATIC CORPS

The civil rights movement presented the State
Department and other government branches not
only with the problem of trying to counter Amer-
ica’s racist image abroad but also that of dealing
with discrimination within their own ranks. Since
Reconstruction, most African-American consuls,
ministers, and ambassadors had been political
appointees posted to black countries. The num-
ber of career black foreign service officers and
consular officials remained minuscule until the
second half of the twentieth century. The State
Department, an executive department in a
staunchly segregated capital, steadfastly resisted
integration. In addition to racial segregation, its
institutional culture traditionally relied on east-
ern elites. The democratization of the State
Department through geographic and demo-

graphic diversification evolved only gradually. Its
racial desegregation occurred chiefly at the initia-
tive of presidential administrations and informal
pressure from black leadership.

Civil rights organizations had expressed dis-
satisfaction with the unrepresentative character of
the State Department since the 1940s, but
changes were desultory until the early 1960s. The
Kennedy White House, seeking to consolidate its
gains with the African-American electorate while
maintaining a moderate posture on civil rights,
looked to Africa for the solution. Well-publicized
visits from African heads of state and the appoint-
ment of African Americans to diplomatic posts
provided the symbolic politics the situation
required. The United States would also realize the
additional benefit of encouraging ostensibly non-
aligned African states to view the West more
favorably and limit their contacts with Warsaw
Pact states. The State Department remained slow
to change, however, and only after criticism of the
pace and scope of reform accelerated were signifi-
cant numbers of African-American diplomatic
representatives named to countries outside Africa
and the Caribbean.

In line with the perceived need to court
newly independent African states and encourage
them to maintain close ties with the West, U.S.
officials tried to insulate U.S. foreign relations
from the repercussions of domestic racism by
assisting diplomats from Africa, the Caribbean,
and other regions who encountered discrimina-
tion while living and traveling in the United
States. In the 1950s and early 1960s, negative
experiences of foreign envoys chiefly involved the
refusal of service to Africans (as well as South
Asians and others) in states where segregation
was official, the relegation of nonwhites to Jim
Crow sections of public facilities, and housing
discrimination in states ranging from New York to
Virginia.

Initially, the State Department dealt with the
problem by attempting to isolate foreign blacks
from African Americans, a task facilitated by the
nature of diplomatic relations. Nonwhite envoys
could, for example, simply be exempted from seg-
regation laws by virtue of their status. Federal
officials could intervene in particular cases, but
they were not always present when visitors expe-
rienced embarrassments. When the Ghanaian
finance minister was denied service at a Delaware
restaurant in 1957, Eisenhower invited him to
breakfast at the White House, and Vice President
Richard Nixon sent him a formal apology. The
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State Department discussed the matter with the
restaurant’s franchisee. The most serious incident
was the beating of a Guinean foreign service offi-
cer by New York City police officers following a
traffic accident. The presence of nonwhite envoys
also forced adjustments in the elite social life of
Washington. State Department chief of protocol
Angier Biddle Duke resigned in 1961 from the
prestigious Metropolitan Club because of its
refusal to continue extending what had previ-
ously been automatic membership to foreign
diplomats and its absence of black members.

To be sure, another consideration that drove
reform within the diplomatic corps was the
awareness that segregation as a whole made a bad
impression on foreigners regardless of race. As
early as June 1951, the solicitor general of the
United States, Philip Perlman, filed an amicus
curiae brief in a U.S. Court of Appeals case that
involved a Washington, D.C., restaurant’s refusal
of service to a U.S. citizen on racial grounds. Perl-
man argued that foreigners judge the United
States by their experiences in its capital and that
segregation marred the image of American
democracy. The solicitor general thus linked the
reform of racial policies in the United States to the
nation’s best interests abroad.

In August 1961 the Kennedy administration
created a task force composed of representatives
from the White House, State Department, and
local state governments to address the problem of
racial discrimination. Because of local entrepre-
neurs’ inability to distinguish between Africans
and African Americans and favor the former, pub-
lic facilities along the Washington-Maryland cor-
ridor ultimately had to be desegregated for
everyone.

THE VIETNAM WAR

African-American opposition to the war in Viet-
nam, the overriding U.S. foreign policy concern of
the 1960s and early 1970s, reflected perceptions of
self-interest. During the 1950s the major civil
rights organizations had stopped taking action on
foreign policy questions. As the war escalated,
civil rights leaders feared both the loss of organiza-
tional revenues if prowar advocates withdrew their
support and the prospect of internal friction
among organizations over the peace issue. Anxiety
about possible accusations of subversion, and con-
cern lest the civil rights focus be dissipated, were
other causes of apprehension. The immediacy of

civil rights insurgency in the South provided a
powerful pretext for channeling organizational
energies to domestic questions only.

Moreover, by the mid-1960s the reluctance
of black leaders to engage in issues apart from
domestic civil rights was reinforced by an increas-
ingly beleaguered presidential administration
fighting to maintain a “one voice” approach for
U.S. foreign policy around the globe. President
Lyndon B. Johnson, for whom Africa was a low
priority, particularly opposed the consolidation of
an African-American foreign policy constituency.
Johnson did not want to multiply the number of
players in international affairs and perceived such
a constituency as contradicting the goal of fully
integrating blacks into American life. Johnson
believed that racially and ethnically based interest
groups generally fragmented what should be a
unitary national position on foreign affairs as gov-
ernment experts defined them.

In 1965, however, the Mississippi Freedom
Democratic Party, at the center of some of the
most sweeping changes in American society, pub-
licly advocated draft resistance. The Student Non-
violent Coordinating Committee became the first
national body to oppose the war. While antiwar
sentiment did not overtake the black majority
until 1969, activist organizations mounted pres-
sure on Martin Luther King, Jr., to take a stand.
Vietnamese Buddhists who sent him an “open let-
ter” joined with domestic war critics in urging
action. In 1967, King formally reiterated his
inability to square the war with his conscience,
his belief that the war was sapping the economic
and spiritual vigor of the country, and his convic-
tion that the national mission needed redefini-
tion. In an April speech at the Riverside Church
in New York City, King delivered a radical critique
of U.S. foreign policy.

Ultimately, Vietham was a broad enough
issue to absorb many of the questions that had
long preoccupied African Americans. Critiques of
the war called into question the integrity of the
political process and opened the door to large-
scale insurgency. On this issue black foreign pol-
icy audiences entered the controversy late, had
dwindling access to increasingly less responsive
policymakers, and were considerably alienated
from “normal politics.” Their efforts to influence
the conduct of the war were also hampered by
strategies that were based on addressing legisla-
tures and courts rather than executive officials.

The spirit of insurgency in the late 1960s
combined with new global media to afford
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African-American activists new forums for inter-
national exposure to U.S. domestic problems.
One of the most prominent examples was the
1968 Olympic Games in Mexico City, from which
South Africa had been excluded owing to world-
wide opposition to that country’s apartheid policy.
Certain African-American athletes had contem-
plated a boycott of the games because of their dis-
satisfaction with racial conditions in the United
States, but they ultimately decided to participate.
African-American medalists Tommie Smith and
John Carlos, feeling the need to make at least a
symbolic gesture, raised their fists in protest at
U.S. racial injustice as the “Star-Spangled Banner”
was being played. Both athletes were widely criti-
cized and their careers were destroyed. In an
ironic twist in 1980, the U.S. government asked
African-American boxing champion Muhammad
Ali to persuade various countries to boycott the
1980 Olympics in Moscow.

SOUTH AFRICA

By the mid-1950s, only in South Africa could U.S.
diplomats be committed and outspoken racists.
The State Department sent envoys to South Africa
whose own outlook aligned closely with that of
their hosts. In light of U.S. reliance on South
African raw materials, mutual anticommunism,
and interest in free trade, policymakers acqui-
esced to South African segregation laws that par-
alleled those that were still current in the United
States. As civil rights insurgency and changing
views toward race worldwide eroded segregation
at home, U.S. official acceptance of South African
racial practices could no longer be direct. Wash-
ington attempted to distance itself rhetorically
from apartheid while continuing harmonious
relations with South Africa.

As noted, the State Department and USIA
often sponsored goodwill tours of African-Ameri-
can entertainers to foreign countries, and these
included South Africa. U.S. authorities may have
believed that exposure to the diversity of U.S.
society would give proponents of apartheid pause.
Visits to South Africa by American performers
were not limited to government-sponsored ven-
tures. South African promoters signed U.S. artists
to lucrative contracts, but they were often
required to perform before segregated audiences.

The gap between U.S. democratic beliefs on
one hand, and government and private sector ties
to the South African regime on the other, led in
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the 1980s to an international protest movement
against apartheid. Anti-apartheid activists set out
to discourage artist exchanges in the belief that
they had no effect on apartheid, degraded the
artist involved, and lent credibility to the South
African regime. Through adverse publicity and
boycott, many U.S. entertainers were pressured
into avoiding South Africa. Similar actions were
mounted when the South African government
sent African troupes to the United States if they
apologized for conditions in their homeland.
Pressure from advocacy groups was a crucial
factor in leading the United States to impose eco-
nomic sanctions against South Africa in the
1980s. Thus, in February 1990, South African
President E W. de Klerk released the African
National Congress leader Nelson Mandela from
his twenty-seven-year imprisonment, and in
March 1992 white South Africans passed a refer-
endum that would end white minority rule.
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ALLIANCES, COALITIONS, AND ENTENTES

Warren E Kimball

During the end of the 1990s, globalism for most
Americans meant an exhilarating combination of
political security and economic prosperity. The
Cold War had dissipated, while wages and profits
seemed on an endless uptick. Intervention in a
new outbreak of the Balkan wars came in associa-
tion with some of the major western European
states and partly under the aegis of NATO, but the
reaction against the U.S. bombing of Belgrade
illustrated just how tenuous alliance policy really
was. For the administration of President Bill Clin-
ton and most Americans, globalism did not mean
becoming the world’s police officer, or even join-
ing a police force with worldwide responsibilities.
The United Nations was not an alliance.

But on 11 September 2001, globalism took
on a new meaning. The suicide attacks by nine-
teen Muslim terrorists on the World Trade Center
in New York City and the Pentagon in the District
of Columbia demonstrated that America’s comfort
zone, that sense of political security originally fos-
tered by time and distance across oceans, no
longer existed—not even as wishful thinking. The
long-held belief in American invulnerability,
enhanced by modern technology and dreams of
Star War-like defenses that could not be
breached, collapsed along with the twin towers of
the World Trade Center.

The initial response by the administration of
George W. Bush was to seek revenge under the
guise of “infinite justice.” But that quickly gave
way to the realities of identifying, locating, and
either capturing or executing those who planned
the hijacking of the commercial aircraft that flew
into the towers and the Pentagon and their use as
fuel-laden missiles. The implications of what
could appear to be a “crusade” against Islam, par-
ticularly for U.S. oil policy in the Middle East, had
a chastening influence, and American opinion
seemed to move slowly but firmly against rash
action. The administration acknowledged the dif-
ficulties and began the process of preparing the
public for a long-term “war against terrorism.”
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Diplomats, led by Secretary of State Colin
Powell, fanned out around the globe in an attempt
to persuade, cajole, and even bribe (with foreign
aid) other states to join the war effort as allies. Two
old Cold War alliances, NATO and ANZUS, each
formally declared the terrorist actions an attack on
the entire alliance—invoking for the first time the
“an attack on one is an attack on all” clause in
each treaty. Even France, seen so often as hyper-
critical of the United States, praised President
Bush for acting in a measured, responsible fashion.
The Russian Federation, with its own history of
concern about Islamic political influence
(Afghanistan, Chechnya), led the way for new
partners in the alliance against terrorism. And the
United Nations Security Council passed an emer-
gency resolution mandating that all members
assist in the international effort against such ter-
rorist attacks. Even China agreed. Islamic nations
likewise condemned the attacks but backed away
from allowing the United States to launch military
operations from their territory against terrorists,
while in Indonesia and Pakistan there were organ-
ized public demonstrations against the United
States. Clearly, nearly all states recognized that ter-
rorism posed a deep and frightening threat to the
nation-state. The immediate aftermath of the
World Trade Center and Pentagon attacks was his-
tory’s most remarkable example of global coopera-
tion. But for how long? During World War II,
President Franklin D. Roosevelt understood that
the Soviet Union was indispensable to victory, but
that alliance did not survive the end of the com-
mon crisis. How the United States came to the
point of making its twenty-first-century decision
on globalism is buried, but not hidden, in the past.

THE TRADITIONAL VIEW

American reluctance to participate in alliances,
coalitions, and ententes was traditional until
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World War II. According to the conventional wis-
dom, in 1778, out of sheer necessity, but remem-
bering the colonial experience of being dragged
into European wars, the revolutionary leaders
unhappily agreed to sign a political alliance with
France. Some twenty years later, when that treaty
seemingly forced the young American nation to
choose between the two great antagonists in the
Anglo-French conflict in Europe, the United
States repudiated that alliance, fought a brief and
undeclared war to make that repudiation stick,
and then, embittered by the brief experience with
“European-style” alliances, swore off such politi-
cal activity forever. In his Farewell Address,
George Washington warned against “permanent
alliances,” and in an inaugural address Thomas
Jefferson provided the slogan that Americans
seem always to need for a policy—“entangling
alliances with none.”

For a hundred and fifteen years, until World
War I, the American nation refused to indulge in
the kind of international alliance politics that
characterized European diplomacy. Even then,
once propelled into the Great War, the United
States took the moral high ground and refused to
accept full membership as an ally in the coalition
against the Central Powers, opting instead for the
label “associated power.” Disillusioned and
angered by the selfishness that the European pow-
ers exhibited during the 1919 Paris Peace Confer-
ence, the United States attempted to withdraw
from the international arena during the interwar
period, only to be forced by Japanese and German
aggression to come again to the rescue of the civi-
lized world. The events of World War II forced the
United States into what became a long-term
alliance with Great Britain and a very short-term
one with the Soviet Union. Then, as Cold War
tensions mounted, the U.S. government negoti-
ated a series of defensive mutual security alliances
aimed at protecting the “free” world against Russian
(communist) aggression.

Reluctant participation is clearly the tone of
the entire story. Perhaps the thrust of generally
accepted interpretations was best summarized by
Thomas A. Bailey in his extraordinarily popular
text A Diplomatic History of the American People:
“The United States cannot afford to leave the
world alone because the world will not leave it
alone.” In other words, historians have treated
coalition and alliance diplomacy as part and parcel
of the story of America’s traditional isolationism.
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TERMINOLOGY

Although the American public has never drawn
sharp distinctions between alliances, coalitions,
and ententes, its leaders have frequently acted in a
way that indicated that they understood the dif-
ferences. Alliances are properly formal agree-
ments between nations that call for specific joint
action and responses to given political situations.
They can be outlined verbally, but they are nor-
mally committed to paper and are, therefore, rec-
ognized in international law. Although alliances
relate to wartime situations, they are usually con-
cluded in times of peace and last for significant
periods of time.

Coalitions bring to mind the various Euro-
pean joint efforts against France in the late eigh-
teenth and early nineteenth centuries. Those wars
saw various nations unite in military action
against France frequently only after the fighting
had actually begun. Short term and often not
defined by written agreements, coalitions aim
simply at the military defeat of a common enemy
and do not relate to postwar considerations.
Although the term is rarely applied, Russo-Amer-
ican cooperation during World War II against
Nazi Germany was a coalition rather than an
alliance. The only common ground was military
victory over the enemy, and attempts by both
nations to expand that limited relationship met
with failure.

Entente, properly used, describes a far
deeper relationship between nations than either
alliance or coalition. An entente becomes possible
only when two or more nations share a set of
political goals and perceptions. The most obvious
entente in American history has been the one that
began to develop between Great Britain and the
United States after the War of 1812. Frequently
subjected to great strains, that entente was for-
malized as an alliance during World War II and
the Cold War era. Such an entente is more a
friendship than an alliance or coalition stimulated
by sheer power politics, although the realities of
international relations are never completely
ignored.

REVOLUTIONARY DIPLOMACY:
THE NECESSARY ALLIANCE

Historians have frequently argued that America’s
antipathy to political involvement with Europe
originated with the colonial experiences, when
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European wars spread to the Western Hemi-
sphere. Yet even a cursory glance at colonial
newspapers indicates that the English settlers in
America viewed the wars with France and Spain
as their own. Historians agree that the colonials
considered themselves Englishmen right up until
the American Revolution began, and there is no
evidence to show that this feeling did not extend
to England’s wars as well. Reluctance to pay war
taxes proves nothing; taxes are generally unpopu-
lar at any time. The peace settlements negotiated
by the English may have angered the colonists,
but only because the treaties seemed to give more
benefits to the French or Spanish than the Ameri-
can colonists thought necessary. Even after the
revolutionary war had begun in earnest, many
American leaders could not bring themselves to
negotiate any sort of alliance with their traditional
enemy—~France.

What American leaders sought was not isola-
tion but rather situations that clearly benefited
national interests. Born into a world of traditional
alliances and coalitions, the new American nation
chose to avoid such associations not out of any
moral or philosophical judgments, although such
rhetoric abounded, but because, at least temporar-
ily, an independent policy seemed to promise
greater rewards. Thomas Paine, often misinter-
preted as recommending isolation, made his point
clear in the pamphlet Common Sense (1776):

Any submission to, or dependence on Great
Britain, tends directly to involve this Continent
in European wars and quarrels, and set us at vari-
ance with nations who would otherwise seek our
friendship, and against whom we have neither
anger nor complaint. As Europe is our market for
trade, we ought to form no partial connection
with any part of it. It is the true interest of Amer-
ica to steer clear of European contentions, which
she can never do, while, by her dependence on
Britain, she is made the make-weight in the scale
of British politics.

Paine, who soon became impatient with the
Revolution’s conservatism, argued not for isola-
tion but for a policy of impartiality designed to
open all of Europe’s markets to American trade.
That policy, which soon stimulated America’s
strong support of neutral rights, hardly repre-
sented a new departure in foreign policy. The
smaller nations of the world have always
attempted to avoid choosing sides in struggles
between the greater powers, although sheer geo-
graphic gravity made that rarely possible in
Europe’ history.
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The debates among the revolutionary lead-
ers over broad guidelines for American diplomats,
discussions that culminated in the Model Treaty
of 1776, illustrate the distinctions made by Paine.
Despite the precarious military situation, some
argued for only a commercial connection with
France. Led by John Adams, these men obviously
feared that the presence of French troops in
America would mean merely swapping one impe-
rial master for another. Although Adams’s state-
ments were couched in the broad, sweeping terms
so popular with Enlightenment thinkers, his
objections stemmed from two factors: his practi-
cal appraisal of America’s political weakness and
economic needs and his intense distrust of French
motives—a distrust he held in common with his
fellow New Englanders. Despite Americans’
claims that they stood for a new approach to
world politics—a novus ordo seculorum—they had
adopted policies that were merely variations of
the realistic power politics of the Europe they
professed to scorn. When military necessity
forced the Continental Congress to seek a military
alliance with France in 1778, the terms of that
treaty were not fundamentally different from
alliances negotiated by European nations. The
French intended the United States to become a
permanent client-state of His Christian Majesty, a
sentiment embodied in a clause stating that the
alliance would last “from the present time and
forever.” A plea from the United States to Spain
for a similar treaty of alliance was ignored.

Nor did the United States go about alliance
diplomacy any differently than its European pre-
decessors. The peace negotiations aimed at end-
ing the revolutionary war found the Americans as
deceptive as France. Interpreting the alliance with
France as selectively binding, Benjamin Franklin,
John Adams, and John Jay negotiated an effective
and separate treaty of peace with the British—a
violation of their agreement with France.
Although they justified their actions by pointing
out that France had intended to betray the United
States, their argument contrasts sharply with the
self-righteous claims that America would practice
a new diplomacy in which, to quote Adams, “the
dignity of North America . . . consists solely in
reason, justice, truth, the rights of mankind, and
the interests of the nations of Europe.” Ironically,
Franklin—a man with long experience in the
world of eighteenth-century diplomacy—
opposed such a violation of treaty obligations,
while Adams demanded that they open negotia-
tions with the British.
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Although the treaties of alliance and com-
merce with France represented no breakthrough
into some sort of new diplomacy, American lead-
ers, particularly the New Englanders, viewed the
new nation’s diplomacy as somehow flowing from
values and purposes different from those of
Europe. Distracted by the social implications that
went with their repudiation of an aristocratic
class, many Americans confused diplomatic forms
with substance. Refusal to dress like European
diplomats became equated with a refusal to
indulge in European-style power politics.

That image proved to be longer lasting than
the alliance with France. The rhetoric of Amer-
ica’s uniqueness and exceptionalism, something
common among young, intensely nationalistic
nations, meshed neatly with the notion that the
United States practiced a new form of diplomacy.
In reality, the only thing new about America’s
diplomacy was that geography permitted it to
remain aloof from the constantly shifting balance
of power in Europe. Hence, the decision not to
join the League of Armed Neutrality was made
because it was thought that the league offered no
benefits to America, not because of any ideologi-
cal opposition to taking sides.

By the mid-1790s, the French Alliance had
become a detriment to the young republic. With
the outbreak of the wars of the French Revolu-
tion, soon to merge into the Napoleonic wars,
Presidents George Washington and John Adams
feared that the United States would be drawn into
a conflict in which it had no interest. Again myth
overtook reality. French restrictions on American
naval freedom appeared to be a direct retaliation
for the refusal of the United States to live up to its
treaty obligations, whereas the reality was that the
French Directory believed that the recently nego-
tiated commercial treaty between Britain and
America (Jay’s Treaty) contained secret clauses
that amounted to a political alliance. The treaty
contained no such political commitments, but the
French argument struck home. When great pow-
ers go to war, neutrals can maintain their trade
only at the risk of losing any claim to impartial
economic policies. Although the United States did
not sign Jay’s Treaty as part of an anti-French pol-
icy, the French quite logically believed the oppo-
site. Historians have argued that Washington’s
famous Farewell Address sprang primarily from
domestic political considerations, but it was the
awkward confrontation with France—including
attempts by the French directly to influence
American elections—that clearly stimulated his
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warning against alliances. Washington included a
caveat that Americans soon forgot; he warned
only against “artificial” connections with Europe,
not ones that were natural and in the national
interest. Since the Quasi-War with France fol-
lowed soon after Washington’s warning, Ameri-
cans tended to view the address as an accurate
prediction of the outcome of U.S. involvement in
European alliances. The economic consequences
that might have followed any American attempt
to maintain real impartiality—something that
would have required economic isolation—were
forgotten.

JEFFERSONIAN REALISM

Thomas Jefferson obviously understood the dif-
ference between artificial and natural connections
with Europe. His condemnation of “entangling”
alliances referred to involvements in European
politics, not to the defense of American interests.
When, in 1802, France seemed about to occupy
the Louisiana Territory, striking a wedge between
the United States and land that many Americans
assumed was destined to become part of the
United States, Jefferson’s thoughts turned to plans
of alliance with Great Britain. The Louisiana Pur-
chase made that unnecessary, and Jefferson then
followed policies that subtly favored France in its
conflict with the British. His reasoning was simple
and logical: only the English had a fleet large
enough to pose a military threat to the United
States, and, hence, they were America’s only
potential enemy of substance. But none of his talk
of alliance or his attempts to play at a timid and
small form of alliance politics came to public
attention. With “no entangling alliances” already
a tradition, domestic political considerations
made Jefferson keep such thoughts to himself and
his closest advisers.

After a brief period of peace beginning with
the Treaty of Amiens (1802), the Napoleonic wars
started anew in 1803. Again the United States
found itself caught between two great powers. As
both England and France turned increasingly to
economic warfare, American attempts to maintain
business as usual were less and less successful.
Frustrated in his attempts to negotiate arrange-
ments that would permit American foreign trade
to continue without harassment, Jefferson overes-
timated the value of that trade to the European
powers and also turned to economic coercion. An
embargo prevented all American ships from sail-
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ing to foreign destinations but drove home the
lesson of America’s economic dependence upon
trade with Europe—a lesson statesmen have
never forgotten.

IN ENGLAND’S WAKE: THE
NINETEENTH CENTURY

The United States eventually became involved in
the Napoleonic wars. Logic demanded that the
nation choose one side or the other, but tradition,
past experience, and the intense national division
over the foreign policies of Jefferson and his suc-
cessor, James Madison, made the decision diffi-
cult. George Washington had already become the
nation’s father figure, and no leader could ignore
such pronouncements as the Farewell Address
with impunity. Moreover, the unhappy experience
with the French alliance made both politicians
and the public cautious. More important, how-
ever, was the domestic political tug-of-war regard-
ing foreign policy. Although President Madison
and his supporters had strong sympathies for
France, to have suggested an alliance with
Napoleon would have confirmed the accusations
of the Federalists, who claimed that the president
had called for war to aid France, not to defend
American interests. Since French violations of
neutral rights had been as flagrant as those com-
mitted by England, that argument seemed plausi-
ble. So the United States entered the war against
Britain, but without any alliance with France—a
technique that the nation followed again in World
War I a hundred years later.

The combination of luck and domestic poli-
tics that kept the United States out of a formal
alliance with France in 1812 also made it possible
for war-weary England to extend remarkably gen-
erous peace terms to the Americans. Despite an
almost unbroken string of military defeats, the
American public viewed the war as a great victory,
thus adding to the tradition and myth that the
United States need not and should not enter into
alliances.

In the years immediately after the Treaty of
Ghent (1815), the United States followed a for-
eign policy that took advantage of the European
political situation. Designed and implemented
primarily by Secretary of State John Quincy
Adams, the policy took shrewd advantage of
Europe’s economic and psychological exhaustion
following the defeat of Napoleon, of the Latin
American revolts against Spain, of geography, and
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of the British desire to keep European power poli-
tics restricted to Europe. When the Latin Ameri-
can colonies revolted against Spain, the threat of
intervention by the Holy Alliance (Russia, Prus-
sia, Austria, and France) made Adams reconsider
his earlier rejection of a British offer of an
alliance. Nevertheless, Adams finally concluded,
correctly, that England would act to keep other
European countries out of the Western Hemi-
sphere with or without an alliance with the
United States, and he again spurned the offer. The
British obtained a commitment from the French
that they would not permit their fleet to be used
for any transfer of Holy Alliance troops to Latin
America. Once again American leaders had exam-
ined the possibility of entering into an alliance
but had rejected that move; not because of tradi-
tion, but because a careful appraisal of the situa-
tion convinced them that such an alliance was
simply unnecessary.

But it is out of such stuff that traditions are
made. President James Monroe’s Doctrine for the
Western Hemisphere (1823) made British policy
appear to be a function of American diplomacy.
John Quincy Adams knew full well the emptiness
of any threat from the Holy Alliance, but the
American public treated the entire episode as
proof of their nation’s ability to solve its interna-
tional problems without help. And so the United
States proceeded through the nineteenth century
armed with Washington’s advice and a conviction
that there was no need to play balance-of-power
politics with the European nations.

British foreign policy continued to make such
beliefs come true. Great Britain, busy in Europe
and Asia, hoped to see the United States restricted
in size and power, but never did the potential gains
of such desires warrant the use of military force to
ensure that they materialized. British leaders
encouraged the Texans to remain independent after
1836, tried to hold onto the Oregon country, and
hoped for a Confederate victory during the Ameri-
can Civil War, but whenever the U.S. government
threatened to respond with force, the British
backed away from the confrontation. Unwilling to
fight the Americans, British statesmen repeatedly; if
reluctantly, chose policies designed to make a
friend of the United States.

At the same time two events served to fortify
America’s opposition to alliance diplomacy. The
bloody and inconclusive Crimean War during the
late 1850s seemed to demonstrate the bankruptcy
of the European alliances, and the withdrawal of
French troops from Mexico in 1867 indicated once
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again that the United States could itself deal with
the “untrustworthy” European powers. The
alliance system developed after 1871 by German
Chancellor Otto von Bismarck only led American
statesmen to condemn further such power politics.

THEODORE ROOSEVELT AND
AMERICAS DESTINY

By the end of the nineteenth century, American
policymakers and political writers were convinced
that alliances, coalitions, and ententes were all
part of a dangerous concept of international rela-
tions. Convinced that alliances caused wars rather
than prevented them, Americans looked upon the
European political scene with contempt. Yet, at the
same time, a small group of statesmen-politicians
led by such ultranationalists as Henry Cabot
Lodge, Albert Beveridge, and Theodore Roosevelt
concluded that its size and economic power made
it necessary for the United States to play an active
role in international politics. As Theodore Roo-
sevelt put it: “We have no choice, we the people of
the United States, as to whether or not we shall
play a great part in the world. That has been
decided for us by fate, by the march of events. We
have to play that part. All that we can decide is
whether we shall play it well or ill.”

With Roosevelt as president from 1901
through 1909, the United States had, for the first
time as chiel executive, a man who saw the
nation’s mission as much more than merely an
example to others. Roosevelt—taking his cue
from the social Darwinists, but adding an opti-
mism based on the American experience—saw
America’s role in the world as unique and tinged
with messianic destiny. He not only believed the
United States was a nation with international
responsibilities, he also unquestioningly
embraced the idea that the fate of mankind
depended upon America’s willingness to accept
those responsibilities. Roosevelt saw no need for
anything less than American superiority in the
Western Hemisphere, but he sought to avoid
antagonizing Great Britain in the process. The
community of Anglo-American interests had been
growing since 1815, but not until Roosevelt’s
presidency did the government establish a strong,
if unofficial, entente with Great Britain. Roo-
sevelt’s prejudice in favor of Anglo-Saxon “civi-
lization” as well as his realistic appraisal of
America’s economic and military interests
resulted in American influence invariably but-
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tressing British goals in Europe. Roosevelt was
not alone, as can be seen by such editorials as
appeared in Harper’s Weekly openly advocating
American participation in the Anglo-French
entente. Although Roosevelt, largely because of
domestic politics, did not heed such advice, he
supported various British attempts to dominate
the European balance of power, the best example
being his secret diplomacy during the Moroccan
crisis of 1905-1906.

The political situation in Asia concerned
Roosevelt deeply. Convinced that the United
States had to act like a Pacific Ocean power, he
even expressed a vague desire for America to join
the Anglo-Japanese alliance, which was designed
to delineate British and Japanese interests in
China and to halt Russian expansion in the area.
Although such active participation in an alliance
seemed politically impossible, Roosevelt attained
that goal in part without any domestic struggle.
His role as peacemaker during the Russo-Japanese
War found him privately applying diplomatic
pressure; yet the American public, still committed
to nonentanglement, approved what appeared to
be a role of disinterested and uninvolved organ-
izer of a successful peace conference. From 1905
through 1908, American and Japanese representa-
tives held almost continuous talks about other
mutual problems. Although the discussions were
frequently unpleasant, a special relationship
developed between the two nations. Roosevelt
firmly believed that Japanese-American coopera-
tion—the beginnings of entente—would bring
peace, order, and stability to East Asia; and, as
part of that policy, he recognized Japanese spheres
of influence in Korea and northern China.

Roosevelt committed the United States to an
active role in international affairs—a commitment
that had been growing out of American power as
well as his actions—and put the nation on a path
that could not be reversed regardless of the rhetoric
of isolation and the natural desire to avoid the
responsibilities that accompanied the thrill of
world power. His successors, William Howard Taft
and Woodrow Wilson, reversed his policies toward
Japan (with dire consequences), but the commit-
ment to an active international role remained.

THE TRAUMA OF WORLD WAR 1

On 6 April 1917 the United States formally joined a
wartime coalition for the first time in its history. In
refusing actually to join the Anglo-French-Russian
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alliance, President Woodrow Wilson hoped to
avoid even an implied commitment to the many
secret treaties that provided for the division of the
spoils among the Allied Powers, although he also
realized that American public opinion would sup-
port the idea of continuing some measure of aloof-
ness from European political systems.

American entry into World War I supported
Theodore Roosevelt’s contention. Whether the
cause was German submarine warfare, American
national security, business investments in
Europe, or a desire to control events, the United
States obviously if unknowingly had accepted his
argument that it had to “play a great part in the
world.” Inspired by Wilson’s rhetoric about a
world safe for democracy, Americans set out
upon their own “Great Crusade.” After the defeat
of Germany and its allies, the United States
hoped to reform Europe and establish a perma-
nent peace. Frustrated by the slow pace of reform
at home, many Progressive Era reformers looked
to Europe and the world for new opportunities.
Coalition diplomacy during the war reflected
American distrust of Europe. It took the pressure
of a German offensive to get U.S. generals to
coordinate their actions with a newly created
Allied commander in chief, and even then the
United States refused to permit its troops to come
under foreign command.

Woodrow Wilson’s historic proposal for the
League of Nations has rightfully dominated the
history of the postwar period. Wilson’s concept of
collective security, however incompletely devel-
oped, clearly represents one of the few attempts by
a major world statesman to find a workable substi-
tute for the diplomacy of power politics—alliance,
coalition, and entente. Wilson’s proposal had a
fatal flaw: it rested upon the creation of a homoge-
neous world economic-political system. The col-
lective security approach required a remarkable
degree of cooperation and trust among the major
world powers, but such trust could develop only
when they shared similar political and economic
creeds, and that was not to be.

Instead, the peace settlements that followed
World War 1 created a system of alliances and
ententes by which the victors hoped to preserve
the status quo. Although the United States refused
a role in Europe when it rejected membership in
the League of Nations, a proposed alliance with
France against Germany might well have received
Senate approval, but the Wilson administration
lost interest in it following the rejection of the
Treaty of Versailles. It soon became “traditional”
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again for Americans to speak disdainfully of
Europe’s power politics, never realizing that their
government continued to display a strong interest
in European events. In fact, American “observers”
at the league’s meetings frequently attempted to
influence the deliberations, and throughout the
1920s and 1930s American policy paralleled that
of Britain and France.

The peacekeeping system in Europe oper-
ated without overt American support, but the sys-
tem for Asia sprang primarily from the efforts of
the United States. The Washington Naval Confer-
ence of 1921-1922, called by Secretary of State
Charles Evans Hughes, resulted in a series of
treaties, each of which involved the United States
in Asian power politics. The Five-Power Naval
Disarmament Treaty was aimed directly at ending
the naval arms race between Japan, Britain, and
the United States. The Four-Power Treaty
between Britain, Japan, France, and the United
States replaced the old Anglo-Japanese alliance
with one that promised only consultations. Both
agreements clearly implied American support for
the status quo in the Pacific. The Nine-Power
Treaty, which merely endorsed the Open Door in
China, served to distract critics from the realities
of the power relationships being established.
American participation in this informal system
had one limitation: there could be no prior com-
mitments (entangling alliances?) requiring the
use of either economic or military coercion.

The onset of the Great Depression in 1929
eliminated whatever slim chance there might
have been of that system developing into a mean-
ingful and long-term entente. Moreover, Ger-
many, China, and the Soviet Union, all excluded
from the power structure, soon mounted chal-
lenges that spelled the demise of the informal
system that had spurned them. The 1930s saw
most nations withdraw into themselves, but none
more so than the United States. Embittered and
cynical about their experience in Europe and the
international community following the Great
Crusade, Americans indulged in self-recrimina-
tion and vowed never again to try to “save”
Europe from itself.

Despite the rising tension caused by Nazi
Germany during the early and mid-1930s, Ameri-
cans opposed any participation by their govern-
ment in European politics. President Franklin D.
Roosevelt, although concerned about the actions
of Adolf Hitler, chose to follow the lead of Britain
and France. Those nations, eager to avoid a mili-
tary confrontation, repeatedly asked the United
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States for firm commitments. The pattern held for
all of Hitler’s and Benito Mussolini’s aggressive
moves right up until war began. The remilitariza-
tion of the Rhineland in 1935, the Italian invasion
of Ethiopia in 1936, the intervention in the Span-
ish Civil War beginning in 1936, German
Anschluss with Austria in 1938, and the takeover
of Czechoslovakia in 1939, all saw the United
States draw away from Anglo-French requests for
some sort of alliance. Inaction resulted as each
blamed the other for a lack of leadership.
Whether an alliance would have prevented a con-
flict with Germany is questionable; so is the claim
that American support would have made the
British and the French more courageous in their
diplomacy. What is not questionable was the
American attitude toward an alliance. The general
public, Congress, and most public leaders
believed that alliances caused wars instead of pre-
venting them, and they opposed any such
arrangements for the United States.

THE RUDE AWAKENING: WORLD WAR 11

Hitler’s violation of the Munich Pact of 1938
opened the eyes of French and British leaders,
and the outbreak of World War 1II in September
1939, following Germany’s invasion of Poland,
forced Americans to reconsider. Still, while they
supported the Roosevelt administration’s decision
to permit the Allies to buy military supplies in the
United States, few seriously considered an
alliance and intervention. Memories of World
War 1 were too strong. Despite later claims that
public opinion had limited his freedom of action,
Roosevelt apparently agreed with the majority of
Americans. He understood that Britain and
France were fighting America’s war but saw no
need for the United States to be anything except
what he later labeled “the arsenal of democracy.”
The collapse of French resistance in June 1940
made the president willing to lend money, equip-
ment, and technical aid to Britain (which culmi-
nated in the Lend-Lease Act of March 1941), but
he remained convinced, even until early 1941,
that a military alliance, and the shedding of
American blood, might be avoided.

Hitler’s invasion of the Soviet Union made
Roosevelt less optimistic, for it raised the specter
of a level of German strength that would necessi-
tate U.S. armed intervention, and by the fall of
1941 he had concluded that American interven-
tion was necessary. But it took the Japanese attack
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on Pearl Harbor to bring the United States into
the war. Only then did Americans begin to under-
stand the degree to which an Anglo-American
alliance—based upon firm entente—already
existed. During 1941 the United States and Great
Britain developed a remarkably close relationship
at the level of military and logistical planning,
based on the probability of an alliance.

Even with such close cooperation, the Anglo-
American entente, like almost all other ententes
and alliances, was not an equal partnership. The
British found themselves repeatedly in the position
of the pleader, while the United States, with its vast
economic strength, soon began to act like a senior
partner. Only during the early stages of the war,
when the overriding concern was the prevention of
a defeat at the hands of Germany and Japan, did
the two nations meet on equal ground. After it had
become clear that victory was certain—roughly
about the time of the Tehran Conference in Decem-
ber 1943—the United States more and more fre-
quently forced the British to accept American
decisions, particularly with regard to matters
affecting the postwar situation.

Problems with what Winston Churchill
called the Grand Alliance fell into three categories:
military strategy, politics, and economics. Disputes
over military strategy found the Americans stub-
born and rarely willing to compromise. Exhibiting
a strong distaste for consistent British attempts to
make war serve politics, particularly the preserva-
tion of the empire, American military leaders
refused to consider any alternatives that did not
combine the quickest and least costly path to vic-
tory. Except for the invasion of North Africa, Roo-
sevelt refused to overrule his military chiefs of staff,
and that one exception came more from his desire
to get American troops into action than because he
accepted Churchill’s grand strategy. The Normandy
invasion, the daylight bombing of Germany, and
the invasion of southern France are only the most
striking examples of America’s insistence upon
implementing its own military strategy.

As ever, economics and politics interacted.
Economic diplomacy between Britain and the
United States, at least as it related to the critically
important questions of the structure of the postwar
world, found the Americans rigid in their views.
That rigidity was modified by the American desire
for a postwar political alliance with Britain. Thus,
the United States could and did demand that
Britain eliminate the imperial preference system,
which gave special trading benefits to members of
the British Empire. The British realized that the
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system itself had outlived its usefulness; but when
the Americans pressed Britain to give up its
colonies, the Churchill government dug in its
heels. Faced with that response, Roosevelt backed
off, partly in order to preserve the wartime alliance,
but more and more in the later stages of the war
because of his commitment to an Anglo-American
political alliance in the postwar world.

A good example of this interplay between
economic and political desires is in the case of
atomic energy. Early in the war, the United States
and Great Britain had agreed to work together to
develop an atomic bomb. Initially, that cooperation
was stimulated by fears that the Germans would
develop the bomb first. But midway through the
war, once the British had no more to offer, Roo-
sevelt, at the instigation of his advisers, cut off the
flow of information on atomic energy to England.
They argued that Britain wanted to be privy to the
secret in order to use atomic energy for commercial
purposes after the war and that sharing nuclear
knowledge would tie the United States to England
politically—a reference to Britain’s colonial prob-
lems. When Churchill protested vigorously, Roo-
sevelt changed his mind. Not only had the
president begun to worry about Britain’s economic
problems following the war, but he had come to
assume Anglo-American alliance—and their
atomic monopoly after the war.

The Anglo-American entente was the deep-
est commitment made by the United States during
World War 11, but the coalition with the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics proved the most impor-
tant—and the most difficult. Even during the
early 1930s, Franklin Roosevelts attitude toward
the Soviet Union had been one of practicality and
persuasion, and once Hitler had invaded the
Soviet Union, the president’s nonideological
stance made it easy to welcome the Russians as a
military partner. Although Roosevelt has fre-
quently been criticized as a political “fixer” rather
than a man with an organized grand strategy, he
clearly recognized the cardinal fact of the Russo-
American coalition: if it defeated Germany and
Japan (a certainty after the battles of Kursk, Stal-
ingrad, El Alamein, and Midway—all by mid-
1943), the Soviet Union would pose the major
barrier to Anglo-American predominance in the
postwar world. That left Roosevelt three simple
but critical alternatives. First, he could include
the Russians in the postwar power structure, hop-
ing they would moderate their political and eco-
nomic demands. Second, he could begin to
confront Soviet power during the war by shaping
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military planning to meet postwar political needs.
Third, he could firmly confront Soviet power late
in the war, but only after military victory over
Germany and Japan had been assured.

Despite advice from many, including
Churchill, Roosevelt based his policy on the prin-
ciple that the United States was not fighting one
war in order to lay the groundwork for the next.
Roosevelt refused to follow the path of confronta-
tion; but cooperation, during and after the war, did
not mean simple compliance with every Russian
political demand nor did it mean that Roosevelt
expected postwar Soviet-American relations to be
without serious tensions. He merely emphasized
the positive approach in the hope that it would
engender a similar response. Nor was the dire
warning given Roosevelt about Soviet intentions
timely, for most came late in the war and well
after most of the basic military strategies had been
carried out.

Roosevelt's strategy failed to take into
account the magnitude of the Soviet Union’s dis-
trust of the capitalist nations as well as his own
advisers’ intense fear of communism. He was by
inclination a believer in personal diplomacy, and
the general lack of enthusiasm within the U.S. State
Department for a cooperative policy toward the
Soviet Union forced Roosevelt to rely even more
heavily on his own power and ability to shape
events. More significantly, his conciliatory policies
were not faithfully reflected by the American
bureaucracy. Major changes in foreign policy can
occur only when they generate the kind of national
support that ensures that subordinates in the exec-
utive branch are actually thinking like the leader-
ship. American policy toward the Soviet Union
prior to World War II and the anticommunism of
the Cold War show that Franklin Roosevelt’s coop-
erative approach—a policy that foreshadowed the
idea of “peaceful coexistence”—deviated from the
norm of American foreign policy.

How the Soviet leaders, given their own ide-
ological commitments and revolutionary experi-
ences, would have responded to a totally candid
and open Anglo-American policy during the war is
uncertain. What is clear is that whenever Roo-
sevelt hedged his bets—on the opening of a Sec-
ond Front, on the Russian role in the occupation
of Italy, on aid to left-wing partisan groups in
Europe—Soviet leaders invariably accused the
Anglo-Americans of playing political games.
Although American policy toward Great Britain
was frequently characterized by the same level of
distrust as with the Russians, for example on the
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question of the imperial preference system, Soviet-
American relations did not possess that commu-
nity of interests that made it possible to transcend
the differences. That, in essence, sums up the dif-
ference between an entente and a coalition.

The lesser partners in the Grand Alliance of
World War 1II varied from such potential giants as
China, to the small Central American states, to
latecomers such as the newly constituted Provi-
sional Government of the French Republic, which
signed the Declaration of the United Nations in
1945. Intentionally vague, the declaration called
only for mutual aid against the Axis nations and
promised that no signatory would agree to a sepa-
rate peace. Convinced that postwar questions
were best left to personal diplomacy, Roosevelt
refused to consider anything more substantial.
American diplomacy during the war centered on
the military defeat of the Axis, and relations with
the less-important members of the United
Nations were largely reserved to integrating their
economic resources into the overall war produc-
tion effort. Individual bureaucrats occasionally
initiated and implemented policies that con-
cerned America’s postwar economic and political
interests, particularly in Latin America, but such
actions reflected traditional American attitudes,
not any overall plan approved by the president.

Although Roosevelt’s conception of a global
balance of power—the Soviet Union, the Anglo-
American alliance, an Anglo-French association
in western Europe, and eventually China—seems
reflected in the Cold War power structure that
soon developed, the president’s vague ideas pos-
sessed a crucial difference: they emphasized coop-
eration, not distrust.

By the end of World War II the United States
seemed on the verge of a radical departure from
past policies. With Harry S. Truman replacing
Roosevelt in the White House, alliance diplomacy
aimed increasingly at containing and defeating
what appeared to be the new enemy, the Soviet
Union. The nature of that Cold War determined
part of the structure of America’s alliance system,
but other aspects of alliance diplomacy stemmed
from traditional American attitudes.

THE AMERICAN ALLIANCE SYSTEM:
AN UNAMERICAN TRADITION

Much has been made of the shift in 1945 and
1946 of some key Republicans, particularly Sena-
tor Arthur H. Vandenberg, from apparent isola-
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tionism to internationalism. Their approach
toward alliance diplomacy demonstrates why that
shift was really a logical progression. Isolationism
had never argued against alliances per se, only
against “entangling” ones. The atomic bomb,
when added to America’s conventional military
strength and to the nation’s demonstrable eco-
nomic might, seemed to guarantee that any par-
ticipation in alliances would be on American
terms. Only the other nations would be entan-
gled. Even the British, rhetorically an equal part-
ner because of the sharing of nuclear weapons,
quickly found that economics put them in a sec-
ondary role. Participation in the United Nations
organization posed no problems, since pro-Amer-
ican states could dominate all voting. Moreover,
the United Nations made internationalism appear
somehow different from and more moral than bal-
ance-of-power politics. Alliances, however,
appeared unnecessary until 1947, when clumsy
Soviet attempts to influence domestic develop-
ments in Greece and Turkey caused the president
to announce the Truman Doctrine. A unilateral
pronouncement rather than a negotiated alliance,
the results were the same. The United States had
committed itself to defend two distant nations—
and by implication many more.

Those implications became fact in Septem-
ber 1947, when the Inter-American Treaty of
Reciprocal Assistance, the first of many so-called
mutual security agreements, came into being.
The very label given such treaties—mutual secu-
rity agreements—testifies to the long-lasting
antipathy to the very word “alliance,” although it
was also a means of making such arrangements
seem to fit the United Nations Charter. Although
such a Western Hemisphere arrangement, domi-
nated by the power of the United States, was part
and parcel of the historic Monroe Doctrine, this
particular treaty aimed primarily at preventing
internal communist subversion—a concern that
related directly to the Cold War.

At the same time that formal alliances
became part of American foreign policy, the
United States used its entente with Great Britain
to retain and expand the invaluable security assets
of the British Empire. Reading the British a lesson
in “informal” empire, the Americans continued to
argue for independence for British colonies but
then quietly provided financial and military
incentives that would allow Britain to hang on to
its military bases in those same colonies. Those
bases would allow the United States to project its
power and influence throughout the world.
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As Cold War tensions increased, the United
States resorted more and more to traditional bal-
ance-of-power politics in an attempt to maintain
complete control. President Dwight Eisenhower
and his secretary of state, John Foster Dulles,
have usually been pictured as the architects of
the American alliance system, but the bulk of
those alliances came into being during the
administration of Harry Truman and his secretary
of state, Dean Acheson. Following the Berlin air-
lift and the establishment of Russian hegemony
in Czechoslovakia, the keystone of what was to
become a worldwide structure of alliances came
in April 1949, when, at the instigation of the
United States, eleven other nations in the North
Atlantic area joined the United States in signing
the North Atlantic Treaty. The role played by that
treaty in the Cold War is told elsewhere in this
volume; but much of America’s conception of its
own role within that treaty structure existed sep-
arately from Soviet-American tension. From the
inception of the treaty, the United States used the
North Atlantic alliance to pursue two frequently
contradictory goals. The treaty was primarily
aimed at the military and political containment
of the Soviet Union, a function in which the
United States, by virtue of its overwhelming mili-
tary power, dominated all strategic planning.
Since the conventional and small nuclear forces
of western Europe depended upon American
nuclear weapons to act as the ultimate deterrent
against any Russian aggression, the crucial deci-
sions always lay with American leaders. Accord-
ingly, the major NATO commands fell to
Americans.

Yet that role as the military leader of the
alliance became increasingly offset by American
insistence upon western European unity. At the
time that the United States initiated the North
Atlantic Treaty it had already begun implementing
the Marshall Plan. Although ostensibly designed
to promote European economic recovery, the Mar-
shall Plan also added an economic facet to NATO.
The long-term program supported by the United
States called for economic and political unity
among the western European nations. In a trans-
parent attempt to transfer their own federal system
to Europe, Americans consistently demanded that
western Europe work together; first at the eco-
nomic level and then, it was hoped, at the political
level. American leaders spoke jejunely of a
“United States of Europe” and frequently seemed
to assume that, once European unification had
occurred, the United States could pull back into
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the Western Hemisphere. This new reform move-
ment—reminiscent of the Grand Crusade of three
decades earlier—frequently clashed with Ameri-
can images of an evil and fanatical Soviet Russia,
so powerful that only American military strength
could defend the “free world.” Just as an economi-
cally stable western Europe would eventually be
able to compete with American business interests
on an even basis, so the political and military
strengthening of those nations inevitably meant
that the United States would lose the total control
of the North Atlantic Alliance that characterized
the late 1940s and 1950s.

Initially, the North Atlantic Alliance exhib-
ited great unity and strength under America’s lead-
ership, but only when the crisis was in Europe. As
long as the Europeans feared Soviet expansion,
either by force or subversion, they found NATO
useful. But the Korean War, and American
attempts to involve all its allies, found the western
Europeans reluctant to translate a regional defense
agreement into a worldwide crusade against com-
munism. Despite a UN resolution that sanctified
America’s “police action” in Korea, the contribu-
tion made by the other members of the North
Atlantic Alliance was a token one.

Asia posed special problems for the United
States. The victory of the communist forces in
China in 1949 stimulated an immediate attempt
by the Truman administration to contain commu-
nism in Asia. In 1951 the United States signed a
peace treaty with Japan that provided bases and
similar methods of integrating that nation into
the American alliance system, even if the Japanese
constitution—written by the U.S. government—
prohibited the development of any large-scale
military forces. Less hypocritical were the mutual
defense treaties the United States signed with its
ex-colony, the Philippines, and with Australia and
New Zealand (the Pacific Security Treaty or, more
usually, the ANZUS Pact). Yet those alliances too
were a disappointment during the Korean War.
Japan had no choice but to provide bases and sim-
ilar logistical support, but the ANZUS Pact
brought little in the way of concrete assistance to
American forces.

By 1952 it should have been clear to Ameri-
can leaders that their conception of alliances
against worldwide communism differed signifi-
cantly from that of most of their allies. But the
Eisenhower administration refused to reexamine
the alliance system, choosing instead to expand it
in two areas where the collapse of the European
and Japanese colonial empires had left political
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chaos behind—Southeast Asia and the Middle
East. Although specific events frequently stimu-
lated the negotiation of specific alliances, the
overarching purpose of the system was geograph-
ically obvious. The North Atlantic Treaty, which
included Canada, Greece, and Turkey in addition
to the United States and western Europe, blocked
any Soviet expansion to the west, southwest, or
north. The Southeast Asia Collective Defense
Treaty, prompted by the collapse of French rule in
Indochina and fear of the People’s Republic of
China, completed another portion of the cordon
sanitaire, which also included Japan, South Korea,
and the Republic of China on Taiwan (the last
two each signed bilateral alliances with the
United States shortly after the Korean Armistice
of 1953). The containment ring around Russia
and its supposed satellite, China, was nearly com-
pleted with the Baghdad Pact of 1955, which
brought Iran, Iraq, Pakistan, Turkey, and Great
Britain into alliance together. The United States
never formally joined the alliance (renamed the
Central Treaty Organization, or CENTO, after
Iraq dropped out in 1959 following a coup d’état
against the pro-British Hashimite monarchy). But
Congress and the president publicly committed
America to aid the members in the event of
aggression or externally supported subversion.
There were large gaps in the geographic encir-
clement; India and Afghanistan, for example,
refused all blandishments from the United States.
Nevertheless, American schoolchildren during
the 1950s and 1960s, their teachers, and their
leaders all reveled in the illusory security of world
maps, which imitated the ones that so delighted
the English in the nineteenth century.

The enormous disparity in economic and
military power between the United States and its
Southeast Asian and Middle Eastern allies meant
that their relationship was that of patron and
client. Although Americans claimed to prefer lib-
eral democracies as allies, they did not become
involved in the domestic affairs of their clients
unless there was communist subversion or
aggression. The only criterion for an alliance with
the United States became anticommunism. The
liberal community in America justified actual or
inferred alliances with dictatorships such as those
in South Korea, Taiwan, Iran, and Spain because
of the greater danger posed by militant, expan-
sionist communism. Such nations had little
choice but to accept American leadership, since
American military and economic aid provided
important props for their regimes.
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THE SYSTEM CHANGES

Two events and two long-term developments in
the late 1950s and in the 1960s forced major
changes in America’s alliance system. The events
were the Suez crisis of 1956 and the Vietham War;
the developments were the steady relaxation of
European fears of Russian aggression and the rise
of mainland China as an effective world power.

The Suez crisis of 1956 found Great Britain
and France, with Israel joining in for its own rea-
sons, invading Egypt following that nation’s
nationalization of the Suez Canal. Ostensibly a
fight to protect property, the Anglo-French action
aimed at the restoration of their influence in the
Middle East—influence that had begun to dimin-
ish rapidly in the face of rising Arab nationalism.
Since the Middle East had not yet become a zone
of confrontation between the United States and
the Soviet Union, American leaders and the pub-
lic viewed the Anglo-French action through their
traditional prism of anticolonialism. Secretary of
State Dulles publicly condemned the two Euro-
pean countries, and, in an ironically cooperative
move, joined the Russians in applying intense
pressure to force Britain and France to withdraw.
Faced with such superpower unity, the two west-
ern European nations had little choice; but the
diplomatic defeat at the hands of their longtime
ally rankled. British conservatives had nowhere
else to go, but a few years later, under the leader-
ship of newly elected president Charles de Gaulle,
the French redefined their relationship to the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization. Arguing that
Korea and Suez had proven that the United States
cared only about its own interests and could
never be counted on to defend western Europe
(or anyone else), De Gaulle eventually pulled
France out of virtually all the political aspects of
NATO and withdrew French forces from the
NATO military pool. Although the French prom-
ised to consider reintegrating their military forces
if the need arose, the North Atlantic Alliance had
obviously begun to deteriorate.

Still, the NATO alliance would have survived
Suez and similar crises intact had the western Euro-
pean nations continued to fear either massive sub-
version or outright military attack by the Soviet
Union. But those fears, at their height between 1948
and the end of the Korean War, had steadily sub-
sided. Russian-instigated subversion seemed less
likely in the wake of the remarkable economic rede-
velopment of western Europe, and all the members
of the alliance simply assumed that the United
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States would retaliate with all necessary force in the
unlikely event of open aggression. In short, the
NATO alliance, like others, possessed a strength
directly proportional to the size and immediacy of
the jointly perceived threat to its members.

Another foundation of the North Atlantic
Alliance, the Anglo-American entente, also changed
drastically in the twenty years following the end of
World War II. The outward signs of that change
came in such episodes as the Skybolt missile deba-
cle. The United States forced the British to accept an
American missile system over strong protests from
the British military establishment and then failed to
put the system into production. But the real prob-
lem was the increasing American contempt for the
deterioration of the British economy. Although
Americans and the English continued to view the
world through the same spectacles, the United
States no longer looked for Britain to carry its share
of the burden. Indeed, Britain appeared to be on the
verge of economic and political collapse. Although
fears of Britain’s complete collapse were exagger-
ated, the United States refused to treat Britain as
even a major partner, equal partnership having dis-
appeared during World War II. Even the Conserva-
tive Party in the United Kingdom was thus forced to
rethink its relationship with Europe. The result—
and the apparent end of the Anglo-American
entente—was Britain’s decision, reaffirmed in 1975,
to join the European Common Market. But that
decision, however clear-cut it seemed in the mid-
1970s, did not eliminate the Anglo-American
entente. Despite De Gaulle’s insistence that Britain
had to choose between Europe and the United
States, as the twenty-first century dawned, British
policymakers still assumed that they were best
suited to act as the honest broker between the
United States and Europe.

THE 1970S AND AFTER

The North Atlantic Alliance had, by the 1970s,
changed significantly from what it had begun as
in 1949, but it still remained an important part of
international power politics. The curious combi-
nation of historical experience, liberal political
institutions, and varying but compatible combi-
nations of capitalism, socialism, and the welfare
state that characterize western Europe, Canada,
and the United States provided a vague sort of
entente—even though many rejected the proposi-
tion that Russia and world communism posed a
military threat.
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In Asia the situation was far different.
Although American leaders tended to believe, at
least until the late 1960s, that the People’s Repub-
lic of China took instructions from Moscow, U.S.
policy still had to react to the reality of increasing
Chinese power. Fears of another confrontation
with China such as had occurred during the
Korean War directed American efforts toward
alliances that would guarantee that only Asians
would confront Asians. Supporters and oppo-
nents both likened such policies to that of the
Roman Empire, which relied upon mercenaries to
guard its frontiers. American troops remained in
South Korea, but a massive military aid program
made the Republic of Korea forces the first line of
defense. The Japanese had proven surprisingly
reluctant to rearm themselves, and the United
States retained military bases in Japan.

The Southeast Asia Treaty Organization of
1954 (SEATO) represented an attempt by the
United States to stabilize the political situation in
that area by bringing Britain, France, Australia,
New Zealand, Thailand, Pakistan, the Philippines,
and the United States together after the collapse
of French rule in Indochina. With Malaysia, the
Philippines, and the nations of Indochina all
struggling against communist-led guerrillas,
America’s alliance diplomacy sought to bolster the
existing governments with military and economic
aid. Although such aid helped maintain the status
quo in Malaysia and the Philippines, the situation
in Vietnam seemed to leave the United States no
choice between direct military intervention and a
communist victory. Working on the assumption
that the entire alliance structure in Southeast Asia
would collapse one country at a time—like
“dominoes”—if Indochina came under commu-
nist domination, the United States guaranteed
that very result by intervening unsuccessfully.
Although the Southeast Asia Treaty remained in
force, by the mid-1970s it had lost its effective-
ness. Moreover, American requests to the SEATO
and NATO nations for military or diplomatic sup-
port in Vietnam had met with even less success
than during the Korean War. Clearly western
Europe saw no connection between their security
and the spread of communism in Asia, particu-
larly since they no longer had colonies to protect.

By 1976 the American system of alliances so
painstakingly constructed after World War 11 lay
in disarray. Arab nationalism, focused on the prob-
lems of the Palestinian refugees and the existence
of the state of Israel, had effectively destroyed the
Middle East treaty. Although the ANZUS Pact
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remained, the defeat of American efforts in Viet-
nam and the rise of the People’s Republic of China
brought about American recognition of the com-
munist Chinese government and a scramble by
nations from Australia to Japan to establish
friendly relations with the Chinese. Latin America,
once so obediently pro—-United States in interna-
tional affairs outside the hemisphere, now shifted
to an increasingly anti-United States position as
both the political left and right vied for public sup-
port. Outside of NATO, America’s most entangling
alliances were with the kinds of governments that
the United States had condemned during World
War II. Totalitarian regimes in Nationalist China,
South Korea, Spain, and Greece all offered bases
and staunch anticommunism in return for Ameri-
can economic and military aid. The key alliance,
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, still func-
tioned, but the integration of Britain into Europe,
the development of détente between the Soviet
Union and the United States, the rise to promi-
nence in many western European countries of
seemingly moderate and democratic communist
parties, and the reestablishment of the West Ger-
man army as the most powerful in Europe outside
the Soviet Union promised to force major alter-
ations in the North Atlantic alliance as well.

On paper the Cold War alliance system
appeared to be a radical departure from the early
American proscription against entangling
alliances. Actually those alliances had never
“entangled” the United States. Rather, such agree-
ments, whether explicit or implicit, had suppos-
edly served American interests. George
Washington might have disputed the argument
that America’s national interest demanded the
worldwide containment of communism, but he
would not have rejected on principle a system of
alliances as the best way to achieve that goal. Like
most American presidents, he was at home in the
world of alliance diplomacy and power politics.

America’s feeling of comfort with its
post—=World War 11 alliance system allowed that
structure to survive the demise of its putative
rationale—the Cold War. But the Cold War had
only been the front man, so to speak, for a deeper,
more fundamental motive. Because the Western
alliance system was so dependent on U.S. eco-
nomic and military strength, it served as a vehicle
for a unilateral globalism that allowed America to
extend its hegemony—its influence and power—
throughout the world. But because that globalism
was largely on American terms, it did not break
the traditional rule against “entangling” alliances.
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When the Soviet Union disintegrated in the
early 1990s and NATO lost its enemy, the United
States led the movement to preserve and expand
the NATO Alliance. The western Europeans, their
historical memories sharply focused on recent
history, sought to prevent another German prob-
lem by perpetuating Franco-German collabora-
tion (entanglement?). But for U.S. policymakers
NATO expansion offered an opportunity to
extend their nation’s influence by fostering
“democracy,” both political and economic.
Expanding the free marketplace for commerce
and ideas replaced the “containment” of commu-
nism and the Soviet Union as the justification for
retaining and expanding the NATO alliance and
its extensive infrastructure. This was no new
idea—it had been a basic element in the rhetoric
of Ronald Reagan and his administration during
the 1980s. But once the Soviet threat disappeared,
a debate ensued over whether or not the United
States should continue to play the same extensive
leadership role it had assumed during the Cold
War. Was NATO even needed?

The administration of William Jefferson Clin-
ton, fearful of losing its leverage in Europe, effec-
tively ended the debate when it supported NATO
expansion and then sent American military forces
to the former Yugoslavia in an attempt to help end
the bloodletting that had broken out along ethnic
and religious lines. Democratic Party rhetoric may
have referred more to political democracy than to
the free market, but that was a matter of emphasis,
not design. The epithet “isolationist” came to be
applied to those who advocated anything but
global involvement on American terms—not a new
use of the term, but one that demonstrated the per-
sistence of the desire, and ability, of the United
States to follow a unilateral, my-way-or-the-high-
way style in foreign policy. By the beginning of the
twenty-first century, the Republican administration
of George W. Bush had confirmed U.S. involve-
ment in the southern Balkans and expanded the
American commitment in Macedonia.

American policymakers managed to square
the circle, making a holy pretense of noninvolve-
ment in the world while trying to shape that
world in their own interests. Convinced that their
nation offered a novus ordo seclorum—a new and
better world order—they used alliances, coali-
tions, and ententes to extend the nation’s reach.
In 1776 that reach was limited by the practicali-
ties of distance, wealth, and population. Two hun-
dred twenty-five years later, those practicalities
had disappeared, but the reach had not.
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AMBASSADORS, EXECUTIVE AGENTS,
AND SPECIAL REPRESENTATIVES

Kenneth J. Grieb

International relations involve negotiations
between the governments of nation-states, which
are conducted by their executive branches under
the auspices of their heads of government. Since
each state is sovereign, agreement is reached only
when the parties involved in an issue reach unani-
mous agreement among themselves. Those
nations that do not agree with the consensus
among the participants do not sign the resulting
agreement and hence are not bound by its provi-
sions. Diplomatic negotiations are difficult and
time-consuming, since all those involved must
agree on every aspect and word of the agreement.
When the General Assembly of the United Nations
(UN) adopted the Universal Declaration on
Human Rights in 1948 amid the tensions follow-
ing the Second World War, over 1,400 separate
votes were required before the full declaration was
adopted.

Achieving unanimous consensus requires
extensive, constant, and precise communications
between the heads of government of the nations
involved. Such communications are conducted
through a variety of representatives. The number
and types of such representatives have prolifer-
ated throughout history and in particular during
the twentieth century, when rapid communica-
tions increased the need for speedy and ongoing
contacts. The end of colonialism during the sec-
ond half of the twentieth century meant that
many more nations and peoples were involved in
global and regional issues.

These trends increased the need for repre-
sentatives abroad as the United States became a
global power and then a superpower during the
twentieth century, and then the sole global super-
power in the last decade of that century. During
this period the United States found itself involved
in virtually every major issue in international
affairs, regardless of the part of the world in
which it occurred. Not surprisingly, the increas-
ing complexity of American foreign relations
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necessitated increased numbers of envoys and
new forms of representation.

Ambassadors, executive agents, and special
representatives are different categories of envoys
conducting the constant negotiations between
the governments of the world’s nations. The type
of envoy that is appropriate varies with the cir-
cumstances of each issue and the parties
involved. Use of each type has evolved through
modifications since the founding of the United
States. Technically, each of these types of envoys
serves as the representative of the president to
foreign governments.

AMBASSADORS

Ambassadors (the official title is ambassador
extraordinary and plenipotentiary) have been uti-
lized since the beginning of international relations
as the principal representative of one government
to another. Ambassadors normally reside in the
state to which they are accredited, and serve as the
head of the resident mission, called an embassy if
it is headed by an ambassador. Technically, an
ambassador reports to the president, though in
fact he or she does so through the secretary of
state. Ambassadors are accredited as representa-
tives from one head of government to another.
Consequently, they are part of a system designed
to deal with bilateral relations between the govern-
ments of two nations.

The widespread use of ambassadors is also a
phenomenon of the second half of the twentieth
century, with most nations employing that rank
extensively only from the era of World War II. In
the early days of the republic, the title of ambassa-
dor was rarely used. Even the European nations
posted individuals with the exalted title of ambas-
sador only to the capitals of the most important
nations, which in the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries meant the principal European powers.
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Most of the diplomatic missions throughout the
world were headed by ministers and were referred
to as legations. (Minister is a standard rank that is
one level below ambassador; a legation is one level
below an embassy.) Indeed, it was not unusual for
the chief representative in any given nation to
hold a lesser title such as consul or to be desig-
nated as the temporary chief of mission, known as
a chargé d’affaires, while holding a rank below
that of minister. The United States frequently fol-
lowed this pattern from its early existence well
into the nineteenth century since throughout
most of this period, it was involved in only a lim-
ited range of interchange with other nations.

It was nearly the end of the nineteenth cen-
tury before the United States began to bestow the
title of ambassador on envoys, and then only in
European capitals. Only in 1893 was the status of
U.S. representatives in such pivotal nations as
England, France, Italy, and Germany raised to the
level of ambassador. Gradually, additional Euro-
pean posts were raised to embassies during the
years prior to World War I, but even by the start of
that conflict, ambassadors were posted to fewer
than ten European capitals. Prior to World War I,
the only nations outside Europe in which the
United States was represented by an ambassador
were Japan and Mexico. This pattern followed the
then-prevailing diplomatic practice. Indeed, the
U.S. envoy to Mexico was the only representative
of ambassadorial rank in that capital, making the
U.S. ambassador automatically the dean of the
diplomatic corps no matter how new he was, since
he outranked all other envoys. The sending of an
envoy with the rank of ambassador was regarded
as a sign that the government regarded relations
with the host nation as of particular importance.

While the president may select any individ-
ual as an ambassador, the United States has devel-
oped a formal system and a standing diplomatic
corps from which most ambassadors are drawn.
This system was not formalized until the twenti-
eth century. In the early days of the nation, Con-
gress adopted legislation establishing separate
diplomatic and consular services, in 1790 and
1792 respectively. Yet there were few precise crite-
ria for envoys, and presidents were free to appoint
individuals of their choosing to either.

In the twentieth century it became evident
that, since the United States was becoming
increasingly involved in world affairs, the nation
needed a corps of highly skilled negotiators to rep-
resent it abroad so it could effectively reach agree-
ment with other governments. The Rogers Act of
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1924, later amended in 1963, established set ranks
and provided for selection based on merit through
competitive exams. This legislation, and the For-
eign Service Act of 1946, combined the diplomatic
and consular services, although full integration of
the personnel involved into a single corps of pro-
fessionals that comprise the Department of State
and the Diplomatic Corps was accomplished only
in the mid-1950s. As a result, the formal establish-
ment of a diplomatic corps is a relatively recent
development.

Since the establishment of the U.S. Foreign
Service, presidents have been able to draw on a
body of specialists, selected on the basis of merit
and apart from politics. The overwhelming major-
ity of ambassadors are selected from the skilled
professionals of the Foreign Service who serve all
administrations. Usually, ambassadors are experi-
enced envoys who have come through the diplo-
matic ranks, giving them considerable expertise
and familiarity with several different nations and
cultures. This is especially important in multilat-
eral negotiations, which require skilled and
detailed negotiations to achieve the necessary
consensus among all the nations concerned with
a particular question.

The president, however, may also select
individuals from private life with sufficient
expertise. These are called political appointees,
since they normally serve only for a single presi-
dency. While such appointments include political
contributors, they also include distinguished for-
mer senators, representatives, governors, cabinet
members, and military officers, as well as promi-
nent industrialists and businessmen, cultural fig-
ures, and journalists. For example, the U.S.
ambassadors to the UN have included a past pres-
idential candidate, a chief justice of the U.S.
Supreme Court, a former secretary of state, a for-
mer senator, and distinguished individuals from
private life, in addition to a number of career
diplomats. The existence of a pool of career diplo-
mats makes it possible for the president to utilize
experts both within the administration and as
special representatives. A significant number of
ambassadors have served as presidential advisers
and as assistant and under secretaries of state.

Political appointees are used regularly in cer-
tain posts by all administrations, especially at
embassies in Europe. This is necessitated by the
very limited funding provided for American diplo-
matic missions by Congress, which renders it virtu-
ally impossible to appoint regular foreign service
officers to U.S. missions in European capitals
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where the cost of living, including the cost of
receptions that are mandatory for national holidays
and diplomatic occasions, is extremely high. The
entire annual entertainment allowance for most
U.S. embassies would not pay the cost of the single
reception or party. Therefore, presidents appoint
independently wealthy individuals to European
posts, since only individuals with the wherewithal
and willingness to spend large amounts of their
own funds can entertain in the style expected. For
this reason, U.S. embassies in Europe are invariably
staffed with wealthy presidential supporters and
contributors to presidential campaigns, regardless
of the administration in power.

The appointment of ambassadors requires
confirmation by the Senate, and ambassadors
serve at the pleasure of the president. The head of
any mission normally holds the rank of ambassa-
dor for protocol purposes, regardless of whether
or not he or she has been appointed as a perma-
nent envoy and confirmed by the Senate.

Ambassadors head a regular diplomatic mis-
sion residing in the country to which they are
accredited, and are expected to report regularly
on all aspects of the governance and life of that
country, to assist the president and his cabinet in
understanding the concerns of that nation and the
factors that influence its government. Daily and
other periodic reports are expected to deal with
all facets of activity in the host country, including
its political and economic circumstances. Ambas-
sadors are also expected to assist American citi-
zens and protect their interests. The embassy
staff, finally, is counted upon to provide routine
information to American citizens, investors, and
businessmen working in the country.

Accordingly, the ambassador and the staff he
heads serve as the official observers and sources
of information about the nation to which they are
accredited, and maintain a wide range of contacts
with the host government, opposition political
figures, and private citizens of that nation. An
embassy staff includes specialists in a number of
areas in which the two governments are cooperat-
ing, including investigative, security, scientific,
artistic, and cultural liaison. The embassy staff
also invariably includes specialists in trade, agri-
culture, political affairs, law, administration, and
finance, as well as military representatives and
consular officers. The ambassador thus serves as
the normal channel of communication and infor-
mation between the two governments. Ambas-
sadors are also expected to conduct negotiations
regarding pending matters with the host govern-
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ment. In addition, the ambassador and the
embassy staff are responsible for helping the gov-
ernment and citizens of the host nation under-
stand the United States and its concerns. To do
this they provide information regarding the
United States and promote cultural events and
official visits by American citizens from many
walks of life.

In addition to reporting, ambassadors are
expected to recommend policy actions, and their
recommendations are often very influential in the
determination of American foreign policy. This
reflects the fact that resident ambassadors are
often in the best position to understand the out-
look of the government and nation to which they
are accredited. Often, helping policymakers in
Washington understand the domestic situation in
the host nation is one of the ambassador’s most
important duties. Because ambassadors provide
Washington with their host nation’s perspective,
they are often accused of identifying with that
nation and adopting its viewpoint. Yet in fact they
are simply performing their duty to be sure that
the views and concerns of the country in which
they are stationed be taken into consideration
prior to action. Career ambassadors acquire a
broad viewpoint through service in many nations.
For example, from 1974 to 1996 Ambassador
Thomas R. Pickering served as United States
ambassador in Jordan, Nigeria, El Salvador, Israel,
India, and Russia and to the UN.

During the second half of the twentieth cen-
tury, when the United States emerged as a global
superpower, the United States maintained
embassies in virtually every nation of the world.
This reflected the involvement of the United States
in a wide range of issues, particularly economic
and security issues, in every region of the world.
This engagement widened even further after the
end of the Cold War, when the United States
emerged as the sole global superpower. Less than
10 percent of the nations of the world maintain as
extensive a representation in all nations as the
United States. The governments that do so are pri-
marily the industrialized nations. Most countries
can afford to maintain only a limited number of
diplomatic posts abroad, and conduct most of
their relations with a small number of neighbors
and trading partners or through global organiza-
tions where all nations are represented.

The twentieth century has also witnessed an
increase in the number of independent nations,
especially with the virtual end of colonialism dur-
ing the 1960s. The increasing number of nations
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resulted in a corresponding increase of multilat-
eral issues—that is, issues involving or of concern
to a number of nations, and sometimes even of
interest to all nations. Throughout the twentieth
century multilateral negotiations have become
increasingly frequent. This, in turn, has resulted
in the need for new types of representation to
supplement the permanent system of embassies,
which was designed to facilitate bilateral rather
than multilateral negotiations.

Throughout its history the United States has
been served by a dedicated corps of diplomatic
representatives. Many exercised considerable
influence in policymaking, though a large num-
ber served prior to the extensive use of the title of
ambassador. Since the appointment of ambassa-
dors initially served to enhance the importance of
missions to those nations with which diplomatic
interaction was most frequent, the list of influen-
tial envoys includes many ambassadors.

Mexico has provided several instances of
influential ambassadors playing key roles in set-
tling troublesome questions peacefully. For exam-
ple, ambassador to Mexico Josephus Daniels was
one of the ambassadors who were instrumental in
resolving disputes that averted conflict and
launched a new era of friendship at a crucial
moment. Franklin D. Roosevelt appointed Daniels
in 1933, a time when relations with Mexico were
extremely sensitive as a result of the role of the
United States during the turmoil of the civil war
that had characterized the Mexican Revolution
some twenty years earlier. The subsequent revolu-
tionary policies that led to expropriations of large
landholdings impacted foreign landowners. These
included many prominent Americans, including
some who were influential in politics. More
important, the expropriations affected the opera-
tions of several large mineral extracting corpora-
tions, which demanded intervention by the United
States government to protect their property.

Daniels proved to be just the right person to
represent the United States in Mexico during the
regime of General Lazaro Cardenas, when ten-
sions reached their highest. In 1937, after a pro-
longed dispute with the oil companies operating
in Mexico, Cardenas nationalized the oil fields in
an immensely popular move in Mexico. This
immediately created a new crisis with the United
States and Britain, whose oil companies were
involved, while the delicate negotiations regard-
ing the land claims continued. The nationaliza-
tion of the oil fields and the land redistribution,
which constituted the defining moments of the
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Mexican Revolution, nearly brought Mexico and
the United States to war.

Ambassador Daniels, who had worked dili-
gently to dispel the ill feeling toward the United
States remaining from the intervention in Mexico
during its Revolution, redoubled his efforts to
explain each nation’s viewpoint to the other. He
carried on an extensive personal correspondence
with President Roosevelt throughout his tenure in
Mexico. At one point, Washington sent a harshly
worded note to Daniels for transmission to the
Mexican government, a note that would surely
have led to deadlock. Daniels, however, saved the
situation by simply refusing to deliver the note.
Only his close friendship with President Franklin
D. Roosevelt enabled him to do this. His action
made it possible for negotiations to continue, and
despite domestic outcries in both countries, they
contributed significantly to the eventual settle-
ment. The importance of a settlement with Mex-
ico became clear when, just a few months later,
Pearl Harbor plunged the United States into
World War II; then Mexico’s support was essential
to enable the United States to focus on the war
effort. Daniels’s actions played a major role in
restoring friendly relations between the United
States and Mexico, and dissipating the mutual
mistrust. His efforts made him genuinely popular
in Mexico by the time his tenure ended in 1941.

Another influential ambassador to Mexico
who prevented a break in relations and helped
settle pressing disputes in the aftermath of the
revolutionary turmoil was Dwight W. Morrow,
who served in the post from 1927 to 1930. A Wall
Street banker, Morrow was an unlikely envoy in
the midst of disputes regarding land seizures that
raised compensation issues and angered the busi-
ness community in the United States. Yet he
proved the perfect individual for the job. Like
Daniels, Morrow genuinely liked Mexico and
understood Mexican sensitivities and national-
ism. He began the process of overcoming the
unfavorable image of the United States in Mexico
by befriending its leaders, particularly Plutarco
Elias Calles, the former president who headed the
governing party. Morrow worked to find solutions
that were acceptable to Mexican sensitivities. It
was his efforts in working with Calles that pro-
duced the solution to the initial stage of the land
and oil issues. Morrow suggested that the Mexi-
can government’s interpretation of the provisions
of the Mexican Constitution regarding those
issues be submitted to the Mexican Supreme
Court. Since at that time Calles controlled the



AMBASSADORS, EXECUTIVE AGENTS, AND SPECIAL REPRESENTATIVES

court, this suggestion made it possible for Mexico
to alter its stance without offending Mexican
nationalism or appearing to bow to United States
pressure, while retaining its position. Since the
government would be responding to a decision of
its own Supreme Court, nationalism was satisfied
and the United States protest eliminated without
any Mexican concession, because the court
remained free to reconsider its decision, which it
did several years later, enabling the government
to revive the issues at a more propitious time
when relations with the United States were more
cordial. This was precisely the formula needed to
alleviate a crisis.

Given the importance of relations with the
Soviet Union and later Russia, it is scarcely sur-
prising that several ambassadors serving there
played pivotal roles in developing U.S. policy
towards Moscow. Policymakers in Washington
often found it necessary to rely heavily on the rec-
ommendations and judgments of envoys in
Moscow, since they provided necessary insights
into a closed society. Among the influential
ambassadors in Moscow, Charles E. Bohlen dur-
ing the 1950s and Jack E Matlock during the late
1980s and early 1990s stand out. Both were spe-
cialists in Russia and Eastern Europe, having
completed many tours of duty in Moscow as jun-
ior officers before heading the embassy. This
meant that they had detailed knowledge of the
obscure functioning of the Soviet and Russian
governments and good Russian language skills.
Other ambassadors are particularly influential
because of their previous political service and
their relationship with presidents. Notable among
these was Ambassador Michael J. (Mike) Mans-
field, a former Senate majority leader, who served
as ambassador to Japan from 1977 to 1988.

Ambassador Joseph C. Grew, who served as
ambassador to Japan from 1932 until the start of
World War II in 1941, had the thankless and ulti-
mately impossible task of attempting to prevent
war between two mutually suspicious nations
during the period of Japanese military expansion.
Grew devoted considerable effort to building a
basis of understanding between the United States
and Japan, a difficult task at a time when few in
Washington understood Japanese ambitions.
United States communications to Japan were
often written for domestic consumption, which
exacerbated disagreements. Although Grew
repeatedly managed to stave off conflict by insist-
ing on rewording notes in a more diplomatic
manner that would be acceptable to the Japanese,
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eventually his efforts proved futile despite the
accuracy of his warnings and explanations of the
Japanese outlook. His efforts delayed war at a
time when the United States was not yet prepared
for conflict, although the divergent ambitions of
the two nations and the fact that all eyes in Wash-
ington were focused on Europe ultimately pre-
vented further negotiations.

Ambassador Grew was disappointed when
the United States abandoned neutrality in the Far
East by adopting the Stimson Doctrine, named
after Secretary of State Henry L. Stimson, which
announced that the United States would not rec-
ognize the Japanese conquest of Manchuria. While
this stance seemed inevitable to most Americans
in view of the Japanese actions, Grew recognized
that it placed the United States on a collision
course with Japan without having any real effect
on the situation in Manchuria. In actuality, the
Stimson Doctrine and its ultimate adoption by the
League of Nations led to Japanese withdrawal
from the League, removing an important channel
of diplomatic negotiations with Japan. In addition,
the fact that nonrecognition changed nothing on
the ground, leaving the Japanese in control of
Manchuria, caused the Japanese to view this as an
indication that the powers of the world would not
act meaningfully to contest military expansion in
Asia. Throughout the years leading up to the war,
Grew worked tirelessly to promote a negotiated
settlement, and even proved willing to risk a sum-
mit conference in an effort to seek a solution. But
the viewpoints of the two nations were simply
incompatible, and eventually Japan made the deci-
sion to attack the United States. Given the circum-
stances, it is doubtful if any efforts at a negotiated
settlement would have succeeded.

While ambassadors and the embassies they
head have remained the principle instruments
through which American foreign relations with
other nations are conducted, other categories of
representatives have also been employed through-
out the history of the United States. The use of
these alternative channels increased as the nation’s
role on the world stage grew larger. Delicate situa-
tions and the need to be constantly involved in
multiple, simultaneous negotiations, particularly
those regarding sensitive security matters, led
increasingly to the practice of employing types of
representatives outside the normal channels pro-
vided by embassies to address special matters and
separate them from routine negotiations. This
practice is utilized to indicate the importance of
particular questions, to separate negotiations
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regarding particular matters from other issues, and
to enable the appointment of specialists or indi-
viduals particularly close to the president to han-
dle specific questions. Such an approach provides
additional flexibility to the president and to the
conduct of American foreign relations. These
alternate forms of representations include execu-
tive agents and special representatives.

EXECUTIVE AGENTS

Executive agents have been employed in the con-
duct of American foreign policy throughout the
history of the nation. The term “executive agent”
denotes an individual appointed by the president,
acting without legislative consultation or sanc-
tion, for the purpose of carrying out some specific
function, often of limited duration. In some
instances, executive agents have received instruc-
tions from and were directly responsible to the
chief executive—that is, they reported directly to
the president rather than through the secretary of
state. The use of executive agents derives indi-
rectly from the constitutional stipulation that the
appointment of heads of regular diplomatic mis-
sions requires Senate approval, a procedure that
frequently proves cumbersome and time-consum-
ing and is especially inconvenient when politi-
cally sensitive issues are involved. As a result,
even delegations including members of the Senate
are routinely appointed without Senate confirma-
tion, particularly for missions of short duration.
This approach can be particularly valuable when
the Senate is controlled by the opposition party.
Distinct procedures are required for special mis-
sions responding to temporary situations, such as
conferences, that necessitate prompt action. Con-
gress recognized this fact by providing the presi-
dent with a contingent fund for special expenses,
and salaries of agents are normally drawn from
this fund.

In practice, such individuals are sometimes
considered to be the personal representatives of
the president, as distinct from regularly accred-
ited diplomats who are responsible to the secre-
tary of state (though theoretically to the president
through the secretary) and are regarded as repre-
sentatives of the government of the United States.
This may be a fine distinction that appears some-
what technical to the layperson, but it is an
important differentiation in terms of function and
operation, and one to which diplomats and gov-
ernments are closely attuned.
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That executive agents are employed for a
wide variety of purposes, sometimes to make con-
tacts possible outside regular diplomatic chan-
nels, reflects the flexibility of the office. In the
strictest sense, the use of an executive agent
rather than a regular ambassador is a pragmatic
device available to the chief executive whenever
expediency requires some fresh or supplemental
channels. Consequently, the functions of agents
and the nature of their office vary with circum-
stances and with presidents.

Given the flexible nature of the instrument
and its dependence on presidential initiative, it is
scarcely surprising that executive agents tend to
be employed most extensively by strong chiefs of
state. Presidential dynamics is thus a key element
in the use of agents and their powers, for chief
executives who prefer to act independently and
conduct their office in a vigorous manner utilize
this device to assume some degree of personal
control of foreign policy. Consequently, the great-
est use of such envoys has occurred under Presi-
dents Woodrow Wilson and Franklin D.
Roosevelt, both rated as strong executives by his-
torians. Whether the agents supplement or super-
sede regularly accredited diplomats depends upon
the president, and is generally indicative of his
vigor and the nature of his relations with the State
Department.

It is no accident that the two presidents
making the most extensive use of agents, Wilson
and Roosevelt, sought to conduct personal diplo-
macy, attempted to circumvent relatively weak
secretaries of state appointed because of domestic
political considerations, and mistrusted the per-
sonnel of the regular Foreign Service. Both
employed executive agents as a means of placing
the conduct of key aspects of foreign policy
directly in presidential hands, effectively circum-
venting the regular diplomatic corps and the State
Department. Since there is obviously a limit to the
number of situations to which a president can
effectively devote personal attention, the appoint-
ment of this class of envoys can also provide an
indication of the importance attached to a partic-
ular problem, nation, or region.

The type of individuals presidents appoint
and the basis of their selection affect not only the
operation of the institution, but also the degree of
controversy surrounding its use. Since the very
nature of the position renders it a dependency of
the president, the chief executive is free to select
the individuals according to any criteria he
chooses. Full congressional debates regarding the
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constitutional powers involved have been rare,
although a notable exception occurred in the Sen-
ate in 1831. Even in this discussion, the question
was not whether the president had the right to
appoint such agents, but rather what functions
they could perform and their relation to regular
diplomatic representatives. If the president seeks
simply to secure the temporary services of an
individual with recognized expertise in a given
realm, whose talents would not otherwise be at
the disposal of the government and whose abili-
ties are especially suited to a specific task, little
dispute will ensue. Similarly, agents assigned to
discrete or minor tasks seldom breed controversy.

It is a different matter, however, when the
chief of state sends a personal representative to
supersede a regularly accredited head of mission.
In such instances, the agent clearly displaces an
individual appointed with the consent of the leg-
islature, allowing more direct control by the exec-
utive. If the agent is dispatched to an important
theater of foreign policy on a highly visible or sen-
sitive mission, the likelihood that such an action
will arouse the ire of Congress is increased. A
president also assumes a greater risk of contro-
versy when relying upon agents because of suspi-
cion about the objectives of the regular
diplomatic personnel or as a means of placing the
matter in the hands of an individual more ideo-
logically compatible with his own views. This is
particularly true if the individuals employed as
agents are political figures associated with the
chief executive or political contributors. These
agents are likely to be controversial figures whose
employment can be expected to antagonize the
opposition party. Although the resultant disputes
often focus on the agents, the basic issue involves
the policies pursued by the president.

The controversy regarding the activities of
Wilson’s surrogates in Mexico provides an exam-
ple of such a situation. The issue was not the use
of agents per se, but rather the uses to which they
were put. Wilson was clearly employing executive
agents to circumvent the regular diplomatic offi-
cers, who disagreed with his policy. This was par-
ticularly evident in the type of individuals he
dispatched on such missions, for they were
invariably “deserving Democrats” who were polit-
ically associated with the president or Secretary of
State William Jennings Bryan. Wilson felt that the
most important qualifications for a prospective
appointee were loyalty and similarity of outlook,
which he considered more significant than
knowledge of the area involved or the possession
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of any diplomatic skills. It is scarcely surprising
that the appointment of partisans to carry out par-
tisan policies provoked political controversy.
Franklin D. Roosevelt, by contrast, although he
also employed executive agents extensively and
was himself scarcely less of a storm center than
Wilson, managed to minimize such disputes
through the selection of men of stature and expe-
rience who were clearly well qualified, and by
employing them only on missions that obviously
required special procedures.

Early Examples  One of the most common
uses of executive agents has been in dealing with
nations or governments with which the United
States did not at the time maintain normal diplo-
matic relations. In these circumstances, recourse
to some special type of temporary representative
is plainly necessary for the transaction of any
business, including the inauguration of formal
diplomatic contact. Inevitably, such agents were
common during the early days of the Republic,
when the United States had not yet been accorded
recognition by many of the world’s nations, and
during the nineteenth century when the United
States maintained regular diplomatic missions in
only a small portion of the world’s capitals.
Indeed, the first representatives of the United
States in the immediate aftermath of indepen-
dence had the status of simple diplomatic agents.
Technically, the initial representatives were con-
gressional rather than executive agents, since they
were dispatched during the days of the Continen-
tal Congress and the Articles of Confederation,
prior to the existence of a separate executive
branch. These individuals were appointed by the
Committee of Secret Correspondence and later
the Committee for Foreign Affairs, and only
appointments to regular diplomatic missions
were considered by the full Congress. Thus, the
use of agents whose designation was not subject
to confirmation by Congress actually predated the
existence of the executive branch.

Four of the nation’s first five chief execu-
tives—George Washington, John Adams, James
Madison, and James Monroe—found it necessary
to employ executive agents extensively. Among
the earliest agents was Colonel David Humphrys,
whom President Washington dispatched in 1790
to conduct negotiations leading to the establish-
ment of diplomatic relations with Portugal. A
series of similar emissaries was employed during
the 1820s to arrange the nation’s first treaty with
Turkey. Executive agents were also utilized exten-



AMBASSADORS, EXECUTIVE AGENTS, AND SPECIAL REPRESENTATIVES

sively in the intermittent negotiations with the
Barbary states of North Africa from the 1790s to
the 1820s, an instance where piracy in the
Mediterranean required negotiations prior to the
establishment of formal diplomatic relations. Sim-
ilar appointees were also employed during the
early nineteenth century in establishing initial
contact with the newly independent former Span-
ish colonies in the Western Hemisphere. In Latin
America, individuals such as Joel R. Poinsett—an
appointee of President James Madison—con-
ducted reconnaissance missions and represented
U.S. interests during the period when the ability
of the new republics to maintain themselves was
still in doubt and when formal recognition was
delayed by negotiations with Spain regarding the
purchase of Florida. Temporary representatives
proved convenient for this type of mission and
have served as the instrument of this class of
exchanges throughout the existence of the United
States. In the 1970s Henry A. Kissinger played a
pivotal role in establishing relations with the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China while serving as President
Richard M. Nixon’s national security adviser.

Purposes and Functions  Agents are often
employed as a means of dealing with nations or
governments with which formal diplomatic con-
tacts have been severed or temporarily sus-
pended. This is another situation in which agents
are well suited to a particular need, for prelimi-
nary negotiations are often a necessary prelude to
the renewal of formal ties. When used in this
manner, agents can serve as a vehicle to conduct
negotiations regarding the legitimacy of the new
government and the conditions attached to for-
mal recognition. Such exchanges are obviously of
temporary character and must be handled
through some vehicle other than a regularly
accredited representative, for the appointment of
an individual with the latter status would in itself
constitute de facto recognition of the government
in question. This also applies in instances when it
proves necessary to negotiate with the leaders of
rebel movements. Talks with rebel leaders must
take place outside normal diplomatic channels,
since diplomatic relations with a rebel movement
would constitute an unfriendly act toward the
government of the nation involved.

This last circumstance became common in
the latter quarter of the twentieth century when
the United States, and indeed all the principal
powers of the world, increasingly found it neces-
sary to deal with civil wars in order to prevent
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conflicts from spreading and becoming full-scale
international wars. The distinction between inter-
nal affairs and the maintenance of international
peace and security became blurred in the twenti-
eth century, and especially since the end of the
Cold War. That is because modern conflicts,
which involve weapons that are far more destruc-
tive than those employed in earlier centuries,
often start as internal rebellions and then spread
across borders to affect neighboring nations.

Missions of this type have included efforts
to protect American citizens and their rights in
areas controlled by unrecognized governments or
rebel factions, simple negotiations regarding the
procedures for the renewal of regular relations
with new governments resulting from internal
uprisings, and attempts to impose preconditions
as a price for full recognition. In cases involving
new governments resulting from civil war or rev-
olution, if the break in relations is of recent origin
and short duration, the appointment of a special
agent is often unnecessary, since members of the
regular diplomatic service still on the scene can
serve as the vehicle for such exchanges. In
instances where the use of such individuals
proves inconvenient or where they have been
withdrawn as part of the break, the appointment
of an executive agent is essential.

Agents of this nature also date from the ini-
tial days of the nation, when President George
Washington dispatched Gouverneur Morris to
England in 1790 in a futile effort to open negotia-
tions seeking a commercial treaty and the estab-
lishment of regular diplomatic relations. Since at
this time there was no foreign service, the desig-
nation of agent was a matter of title and indicated
a less formal status and a temporary mission. In
the twentieth century, executive agents were most
often employed in dealing with the newly emerg-
ing nations of the so-called Third World, where
governmental instability and internal turmoil is
more frequent. This is particularly true in the
Western Hemisphere, where the United States is
more likely to attempt to exact concessions as a
precondition for recognition. Such efforts have
frequently included attempts to secure pledges of
elections or the resignation of a government that
has recently seized power. Wilson’s dispatch of
John Lind—a former Democratic governor of
Minnesota and a political associate of Bryan—to
Mexico in 1913 was one example of this type of
mission. Lind, who had no prior diplomatic expe-
rience and no previous contact with Mexico, was
appointed “adviser to the American Embassy in
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Mexico City,” but in reality served as the personal
representative of the president of the United
States. In this manner he superseded the regularly
accredited diplomats in that country. Acting as
Wilson’s spokesman and “confidential agent,”
Lind conducted negotiations with the incumbent
government of General Victoriano Huerta, which
included the presentation of demands that stipu-
lated Huerta’s surrendering his office. This is an
instance in which Wilson, who was suspicious of
the regular foreign service personnel, chose to
employ his own representative because he pre-
ferred an adherent of his policies as his instru-
ment. While controversial at the time, such
situations have become far more common in the
post—Cold War era.

In some instances more formal negotiations
are employed prior to recognition. One such cased
was the so-called Bucareli Conference in 1923,
when executive agents designated as commission-
ers representing the United States and Mexico held
an extended “exchange of impressions” whose
“sole object” was “to report afterwards to their
respective high officials.” The use of the title
“commissioners” served to allow negotiations
with a government that had seized power through
a coup d’état and had not yet been recognized offi-
cially by the United States. Because the conferees
were executive agents, the sessions did not techni-
cally constitute recognition of the Mexican gov-
ernment of General Alvaro Obregon, but they did
prove to be the vehicle for eventual recognition
through a resulting memorandum of understand-
ing that enabled the satisfactory settlement of the
questions regarding damage claims and oil land.
Executive agents are frequently used in compara-
ble situations, but it must be noted that although
they are a useful vehicle for this type of negotia-
tions, such envoys are but one mechanism for
completing the necessary arrangements.

At times, executive agents have even been
employed to conduct negotiations for an early
peace with nations with which the United States
was at war. Executive agents are the only appro-
priate vehicle for such delicate discussions. The
outstanding example of this type of mission was
that of Nicholas P. Trist, chief clerk of the State
Department. He was dispatched by President
James K. Polk to Veracruz in 1847 to accompany
the military expedition of General Winfield Scott,
which had landed at that port and was advancing
toward the Mexican capital. Since the United
States had entered the war for limited and clearly
delineated objectives and had already established
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effective control of the territory it desired, Polk
hoped that Trist’s presence would enable negotia-
tions to be conducted simultaneously with the
military campaign and possibly render the com-
pletion of the latter unnecessary. The use of an
executive agent was essential because Mexican
reaction was uncertain and because it was neces-
sary to maintain secrecy as a means of circum-
venting a mounting domestic sentiment to extend
the original war aims. Trist'’s mission resulted in
an incongruous combination of intermittent com-
bat and negotiations that failed to produce results
until after the military expedition had fought its
way into Mexico City.

During the early twentieth century, execu-
tive agents were frequently employed as the
instruments of intervention in the domestic
affairs of Latin American nations, a practice
extended to other regions of the world during and
after the Cold War. In numerous instances this
constituted a conscious attempt to avoid military
intervention through mediation between internal
factions or the imposition of a political settle-
ment. Admittedly this entailed political interven-
tion, but such action was far less controversial
than the landing of troops to terminate an internal
conflict or to protect American citizens. Such
roles were particularly prominent in the
Caribbean and Central American regions, with
which the United States was especially concerned
because of their significance for the security of the
nation and because of the necessity of protecting
the approaches to the Panama Canal.

The mission of Henry L. Stimson to
Nicaragua in 1927 illustrates the use of an agent to
mediate between internal factions. Civil war broke
out in that Central American republic within a few
months of the withdrawal of a U.S. Marine detach-
ment that had kept the peace while serving offi-
cially as a legation guard. The United States
considered it necessary to act to preserve peace in
Nicaragua, owing to the potential in that country
for an alternative canal route. Stimson went to
Nicaragua as the personal representative of Presi-
dent Calvin Coolidge to mediate between the Lib-
eral and Conservative Party forces in an effort to
secure an agreement providing for a cessation of
hostilities and the transfer of the dispute from the
battlefield to the ballot box. The special envoy
negotiated with the leaders of both factions,
notwithstanding the fact that this entailed dealing
with both the rebels and the incumbent govern-
ment, which had been installed with the support
of the United States and was still recognized.
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The mission of General Enoch H. Crowder
to Cuba from 1921 to 1923 constituted a similar
effort to substitute political intervention for mili-
tary action. Crowder was dispatched to Cuba in
1921 by the Wilson administration in an effort to
forestall hostilities over a disputed election when
Liberal ex-president José Miguel Gomez chal-
lenged the reported victory of his former vice-
president, Alfredo Zayas y Alfonso, who now had
the support of the Conservative Party. Crowder
was continued in his position as the president’s
personal representative by Warren G. Harding.
Crowder’s open intervention and the implied
threat of force prevented a civil war but failed to
satisfy the opposition. When a compromise agree-
ment proved impossible, Crowder remained in
Cuba as a virtual viceroy, in effect an American
governor of Cuba, overseeing and dictating to
that nation’s government. Such methods pre-
vented an insurrection but constituted forceful
intervention. It is interesting to note that Crow-
der’s position became far less imposing when in
1923 his title was changed from the “president’s
personal representative” to ambassador to Cuba.

In addition to mediation and political inter-
vention, executive agents have been employed as a
means of establishing and maintaining contact
with rebel movements during times of turmoil,
when it is apparent that such factions have estab-
lished effective control of substantial territory.
Although such agents often participate in media-
tion efforts, in some instances the primary pur-
poses are to protect American lives and property
within rebel-controlled territory, exert some influ-
ence upon the policies of the insurrectionist lead-
ers, and gather and report to Washington
information regarding the revolution and its lead-
ers. The most notable example of this practice
occurred in Mexico during the Wilson administra-
tion. While Mexico was torn by civil war, Wilson
dispatched numerous personal representatives and
confidential agents to that country, usually sta-
tioning such individuals at the headquarters of
two or three of the factions simultaneously. This
practice resulted in a confusing welter of overlap-
ping jurisdictions, with agents at times reporting
on each other’s activities, yet it also served to pro-
mote contacts between the rebel factions for the
purpose of ending the conflict. It was necessary to
utilize executive appointments because only in
this manner could Wilson maintain representa-
tives in more than one of the camps and attempt to
influence the factions without technically confer-
ring recognition upon them.
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Other agents have been employed on similar
missions. For example, William M. Churchwell
was dispatched late in 1858 to confer with Mexi-
can leader Benito Judrez in the midst of civil war.
He arrived early in 1859, at a point when several
factions claimed control of the nation and Juarez
had been driven from the capital. Churchwell’s
mission paved the way for formal U.S. recognition
of the Juarez regime.

In conducting negotiations or investigations
of special delicacy it may be inexpedient for the
president to inform Congress and the public in
advance by requesting confirmation of a formal
appointment. In such cases, presidents have found
executive agents a convenient device. The mission
of Robert D. Murphy to French North Africa dur-
ing World War 11 is an example. Although ostensi-
bly an American consul, Murphy was in fact
dispatched as Roosevelt’s personal representative
to determine whether French officials in North
Africa were loyal to the German-dominated Vichy
government, and to conduct negotiations to
arrange for their cooperation with an Anglo-Amer-
ican invasion of North Africa. Clearly, the success
of a mission of this character depended on secrecy,
which could not be maintained through a congres-
sional confirmation proceeding.

Executive agents are also useful to the presi-
dent when a disagreement with Congress pre-
cludes a request for advance approval. President
Grover Cleveland’s dispatch of former Representa-
tive James H. Blount on an investigatory mission
to Hawaii in 1893 was such an instance. A revolu-
tion had led to the installation of a new govern-
ment, dominated by American landowners and
settlers, that promptly negotiated a treaty of
annexation with the United States. Despite consid-
erable sentiment for approval of the treaty, Cleve-
land withdrew it from the Senate and dispatched
Blount, whose report confirmed that U.S. naval
forces had aided the rebellion. The knowledge that
the United States had been implicated in the revolt
led to rejection of the annexation accord.

President Ulysses S. Grants use of his pri-
vate secretary, General Orville E. Babcock, as his
personal representative and special agent in Santo
Domingo in 1869 constituted one of the first
instances of the executive employing a member of
his personal staff to conduct confidential negotia-
tions in the face of congressional disapproval.
Grant was convinced of the advisability of acquir-
ing Samand Bay as a naval base, and dispatched
Babcock ostensibly on a mission of investigation.
Babcock negotiated a series of protocols providing
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for a lease on the bay and a virtual protectorate
over the Dominican Republic, even though this
action exceeded his instructions. The accords
meticulously stipulated that they constituted
merely the “basis” for a “definitive treaty” to be
negotiated subsequently by a duly accredited
envoy. Consequently, the accords had the charac-
ter of an agreement between the two presidents
acting personally, rather than between their
respective governments. Grant later sent his sec-
retary back to Santo Domingo to sit in on the for-
mal treaty negotiations as an unofficial observer
who was “fully possessed of the President’s
views.” Despite the fact that the negotiating pow-
ers were technically vested in the regularly
accredited American minister in Santo Domingo,
Babcock conducted the negotiations while the
minister merely signed the accord. The effort
proved futile, as the resulting treaty was rejected
by the Senate.

Executive agents also serve as channels of
direct communication with other heads of state in
instances when particular circumstances require
the bypassing of normal diplomatic channels,
either as a matter of expediency or as a means of
emphasizing the special importance of the talks.
Usually, this involves the dispatch of a prominent
individual of considerable stature who is closely
associated with the chief executive. Frequently,
the envoy is one of the president’s principal advis-
ers. This indicates that the emissary is speaking
for the president; consequently, his or her mere
appearance as a negotiator demonstrates the
importance attached to the matter at hand.

Woodrow Wilson resorted to this type of
agent to bypass normal diplomatic channels when
he sent Colonel Edward M. House to Europe in
1916. House’s mission was to offer a plan
designed to terminate World War I or, failing in
that, to bring the United States into active partici-
pation in the war. The dispatch of House made
possible direct negotiations with the British secre-
tary of state for foreign affairs, Sir Edward Grey,
while also ensuring that only the two executives
and the emissary were aware of the precise con-
tents of the proposal until the completion of the
negotiations. This was vital, because had the Ger-
mans learned of the talks, the result would have
been immediate United States involvement in the
war at a time when it was not yet ready to enter
the conflict. Since House was a close ally of Wil-
son, his dispatch on a mission automatically
endowed it with considerable importance, for in
this instance the presidents personal representa-
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tive was indeed an individual who could be pre-
sumed to speak fully for him.

President Franklin D. Roosevelt also
employed a close personal associate as a special
envoy when he sent Harry Hopkins to Moscow to
initiate discussions regarding Lend-Lease aid to
the Soviet Union shortly after Nazi Germany
invaded Russia in 1941. The president chose to
use a separate channel both to ensure confiden-
tiality and to demonstrate, through the selection
of an individual so closely associated with him,
his desire that the envoy’s mere appearance on the
mission be regarded as a symbolic commitment.
This approach succeeded in assuaging the suspi-
cions of Soviet premier Joseph Stalin.

Roosevelt used a similar method in dealing
with Generalissimo Chiang Kai-shek of China,
who proved highly resistant to pressures exerted
through normal diplomatic channels. Roosevelt
resorted to a number of special officials in addi-
tion to the regular ambassador, ranging from
Owen Lattimore, a political adviser to Chiang, to
General Patrick J. Hurley, a personal representa-
tive. Hurley later became ambassador to China,
although his influence as special representative
was greater. President Harry S. Truman resorted
to similar tactics when he dispatched former chief
of staff General George C. Marshall to China dur-
ing 1945 in an unsuccessful effort to convince the
nationalist and communist factions to negotiate
an agreement to terminate their civil war. Presi-
dent Richard M. Nixon sent his personal foreign
policy adviser and head of the National Security
Council staff, Henry A. Kissinger, on several mis-
sions, in particular in 1969 for negotiations in
Moscow regarding the Strategic Arms Limitation
Treaty. President James Earl Carter employed a
special envoy, Sol Linowitz, to deal with the nego-
tiations regarding the future of the Panama Canal.

Executive agents have also been utilized in
dealing with international organizations, where
they function as unofficial observers rather than
as full delegates. Harding employed such individ-
uals to establish contact with some agencies of the
League of Nations and several other European
conferences as a means of circumventing the iso-
lationist sentiment in the United States. This pro-
cedure was necessary since—as a consequence of
isolationism—the United States was not officially
a member of the League and therefore could not
appoint an ambassador to it. Such unofficial
observers are usually members of the regular
diplomatic service who are stationed at nearby
posts, and function in a dual role.
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The principal variables in the institution of
executive agents are the type of mission, the par-
ticular individual involved, and the method of
reporting to the chief executive. Of necessity, the
purpose of the mission is one of the primary
determinants of the activities of the agent and the
importance of the effort. The personality and
prominence of the agent are other significant fac-
tors. Dispatch of a prominent individual who also
functions within the government, particularly if
he is closely associated with the chief executive,
endows the mission with significance. It is
scarcely surprising that such individuals are most
frequently employed in missions to the heads of
governments of important powers or allies. The
use of members of the regular Foreign Service can
also affect the institution. Although such individ-
uals come to their missions with greater diplo-
matic expertise, their appointment has less
dramatic force, and consequently less impact,
than the dispatch of a prominent individual or
political figure. Accordingly, regular diplomatic
officers tend to be employed as executive agents
principally on missions requiring some degree of
secrecy, as their movements are less conspicuous.

The channels through which executive
agents file their reports and receive their instruc-
tions are also significant determinants of their
activities. Some agents are of such stature, or are
so closely associated with the chief executive, that
they report directly to him, bypassing the Depart-
ment of State. Such individuals obviously have
greater latitude, and acquire the stature of
spokespersons for the chief executive. Yet the
impact of their labors is somewhat limited by this
very fact, since the Department of State and its
diplomats in the field are often unaware of the
details of the mission until after the fact. In some
instances this lack of communication has caused
serious difficulties. At the least, it prevents the
regular diplomatic officers from providing assis-
tance or advice, and it can also delay the imple-
mentation of the resulting agreements. On the
other hand many agents, usually those from the
regular diplomatic corps or those not closely asso-
ciated with the president, file their reports
through the Department of State. Indeed, some of
these individuals, although executive agents, are
not in fact the president’s personal representa-
tives, but rather officials on special mission under
the control of the Department of State, just as reg-
ular diplomats are.

During the second half of the twentieth cen-
tury, the employment of executive agents has
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become increasingly institutionalized, reflecting a
trend throughout the government. The growth of
the Washington bureaucracy, which has expanded
rapidly as the government assumes more exten-
sive functions, has necessitated a formal and com-
plex structure that has affected even so flexible an
institution as that of executive agents. The for-
malization of a White House staff with distinct
foreign policy advisers has been a gradual devel-
opment occurring primarily after World War 11
Many presidents have employed their own advis-
ers since Woodrow Wilson’s use of Colonel
Edward House, but these were ad hoc arrange-
ments until World War I1. Then, their use was for-
malized so that foreign policy advisers became an
ongoing presence in the White House in all
administrations.

PRESIDENTIAL FOREIGN
POLICY STAFF

The use of specific presidential foreign policy con-
sultants and personal envoys expanded during
World War II and the postwar years. Franklin
Roosevelt’s use of Harry Hopkins and a “brain
trust” of advisers contributed to the development
of a separate White House office distinct from the
existing cabinet departments such as the Depart-
ment of State, although in large measure its emer-
gence merely reflected the growth of the
government that came with the increasing com-
plexity of its functions in the modern world. It was
Roosevelt, regarded as a strong chief executive,
who initiated the development of the Executive
Office of the president. By the 1950s there was an
entirely separate White House staff of considerable
size. Although only a small portion of it dealt with
foreign policy, this portion was expanded under
later presidents, eventually evolving into a sizable
National Security Council (NSC).

The NSC, originally established as a small
office in 1947, grew to importance during the
administration of Richard M. Nixon. It has con-
tinued throughout all subsequent administrations
as part of the White House staff, becoming virtu-
ally an alternate State Department functioning
wholly under the president’s control. While offi-
cially functioning as a coordinating body to
assemble the recommendations of different agen-
cies involved in foreign relations, it has provided
the chief executive with a separate foreign affairs
staff and enabled him to act independently in for-
eign affairs. Its power derives from proximity to
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the president and the ability to set agendas by
providing the chief executive with daily morning
security briefings that cover important interna-
tional events. The NSC proved especially impor-
tant during the height of the Cold War, when
security and national defense matters assumed
precedence over other aspects of foreign policy.
The prominence of the NSC, however, has contin-
ued beyond the end of the Cold War.

The existence of White House foreign policy
advisers, and the creation of the National Security
Council within the Executive Office as a separate
body, provides the president with a staff of spe-
cialists of his own, distinct from the State Depart-
ment and the regular Foreign Service. This has
strengthened the hand of the president in foreign
affairs, enabling him to conduct his own policy
through what virtually amounts to an alternate
foreign office. That it is housed in the building
formerly occupied by the State Department is
symbolic both of the increased size of the two
institutions (the State Department moved to
larger quarters) and of the change in the relation-
ship between the chief executive and the State
Department.

The process of utilizing special representa-
tives in the conduct of foreign affairs accelerated
in the years after World War 11, reflecting the
increasing complexity of world affairs; the increas-
ing interconnectedness of the world, known as
globalization; and the larger involvement of the
United States in international affairs. Security
cooperation on global and regional scales
expanded, and economic interchange between
nations and across borders accelerated greatly. In
the 1960s the demise of colonialism doubled the
number of independent nations in the world and
the number continued to increase afterward. In
addition, more rapid communications and trans-
portation links enabled rapid movement of goods,
business, and citizens, which meant that govern-
ments needed to remain in much closer contact. It
also meant that individual citizens and organiza-
tions interacted constantly with their counterparts
in other nations, in addition to the interaction
between their governments. Issues formerly
regarded as exclusively domestic were now con-
sidered part of the international system, and many
previously domestic concerns extended beyond
borders and were regarded as global or regional
problems to be addressed jointly and coopera-
tively by many nations. Many problems had to be
addressed at the global level, since they affect peo-
ples in many nations, regardless of borders.
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MULTILATERAL ORGANIZATIONS

After World War 1II, a new range of multilateral
international institutions developed, leading to
increased interaction between nations and a con-
sequent need for new types of representatives
beyond those in traditional embassies. The emer-
gence of the United Nations, a series of specialized
agencies associated with it, and other international
organizations—ranging from regional security
groups to free trade areas to military alliances—
resulted in an extensive series of regularly sched-
uled meetings at which the United States needed
to be represented. The increasing multilateralism
of world affairs and the increasing importance of
global issues necessitated dealing with groups of
nations rather than addressing issues bilaterally
with individual governments, which is the func-
tion of embassies.

Reflecting the fact that the UN system
required a different level of representation than do
individual nations, the U.S. representative to the
UN was usually given cabinet rank to make possi-
ble his or her participation in policymaking.
Hence, although the UN representative received
instructions from the Department of State, she or
he also ranked well above other ambassadors.
While representatives from all nations at the UN
held the rank of ambassador, their responsibilities
were far more extensive than those of traditional
ambassadors, since they dealt with envoys from
all other governments in the world. In recogni-
tion of this fact, each nation’s head of mission at
the United Nations was called a permanent repre-
sentative.

Individuals with the rank of ambassador,
often drawn from the regular Foreign Service
ranks, were assigned to represent the United
States at a number of other permanent regional
multilateral organizations. These included inter-
governmental organizations such as the European
Union and the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion. Other individuals with ambassadorial rank
were sent to observe the meetings of regional
organizations.

An increasing number and range of issues
were addressed as global questions during the last
quarter of the twentieth century. This required U.S.
representation at many organizations, conferences,
and meetings dealing with topics on a worldwide,
multilateral basis. These sessions cover a wide
range of vital subjects. Specialized agencies, com-
missions, and programs of the United Nations dealt
with human rights, the environment, trade, drug
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trafficking, crime, corruption, food, agriculture,
health, air and maritime trade, postal and telegraph
linkages between nations, intellectual property
rights and protections, refugees, population, and
many additional issues. All were problems that
spanned national boundaries, and hence required
international cooperation, which necessitated
negotiations and agreements by national govern-
ments. In addition, the UN convened a series of
world conferences to deal with topical issues, par-
ticularly the various aspects of development. The
annual meetings of organizations formed by
treaties to enforce or monitor the enforcement of
treaty provisions often dealt with vital issues of
international peace and security, such as arms pro-
liferation; weapons of mass destruction including
nuclear, chemical and biological weapons; and the
rights of civilians in wartime.

These meetings and conferences required
representatives with particular expertise regard-
ing the particular issues under discussion. The
representatives involved came from a range of
governmental agencies, in addition to the diplo-
matic corps. Such meetings were often covered by
special representatives. Even when the delegation
was headed by the Foreign Service officer, the
members of the delegation included specialists
and even members of Congress. These representa-
tives were appointed on a short-term basis by the
president, without confirmation by the Senate.

SPECIAL REPRESENTATIVES

Many of these international issues achieved such
importance that regular offices dealing globally
with these matters have been established, usually
within the Department of State. The United States
now had—in addition to the regular regional geo-
graphic bureaus—special officers, or assistant
secretaries of state, dealing with various topical
themes. These included drug control, human
rights, the environment, scientific affairs, and
communications and information policy. The
administration of President George H. W. Bush
established such a special representative for reli-
gious freedom. Such offices proliferated in
response to domestic lobbying, and many citizens
have come to believe that an issue is not receiving
high priority unless a special office is established
to deal with it. These offices served to provide the
necessary expertise and monitoring for negotia-
tions and conferences, just as such separate
organizations as the Central Intelligence Agency
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and the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
do in their fields.

Economics and trade grew in importance,
resulting in the development of a series of interna-
tional organizations to establish rules to regulate
and facilitate the exchange of goods and services
between nations, and to settle disputes regarding
the internationally accepted rules. These organiza-
tions required not only special representatives, but
the establishment of new governmental offices to
deal with these economic and trade issues. The
organizations, all of which have regular meetings,
included the International Monetary Fund; the
World Bank; the Group of Seven (which became
the Group of Eight in the 1990s), the nations with
the largest economies in the world; and the Orga-
nization for Economic Cooperation and Develop-
ment. The meetings of these groups usually
involved representatives of the Treasury and Com-
merce Departments as well as the State Depart-
ment. Some were held at the summit level.

Trade and international economic matters
became so vital that it proved necessary to estab-
lish a separate office to deal with these matters.
The Office of the United States Trade Representa-
tive within the Executive Office of the president
was established in 1962 and given broader status
by the Omnibus Trade Competitiveness Act of
1988. The trade representative’s office was
responsible for the negotiation of agreements
relating to international trade; it conducted all
global, multilateral, and bilateral trade discus-
sions, both for the establishment of global and
bilateral accords and for the effective implementa-
tion of such agreements. Its responsibilities
encompassed the World Trade Organization
(WTO)—which evolved from the General Agree-
ment on Trade and Tariffs—the North American
Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), and all bilateral
trade disputes and agreements. Globalization
increased the importance of these economic mat-
ters, and the Office of the Trade Representative
played an increasingly central role in U.S. foreign
relations from the time it was established.

The use of executive agents and special rep-
resentatives greatly increased in the late twentieth
century as new issues emerged and as all of them
became more global in their impact. The result
was a proliferation of offices that often created
confusion as to which had ultimate responsibility;
this resulted in rivalry between agencies. So many
issues came to involve multiple offices and
departments that the making of foreign policy
increasingly involved interagency task forces to
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coordinate the efforts of the many agencies
involved. These groups gained considerable
importance under the administrations of Presi-
dents Jimmy Carter and the senior George Bush.
This created new problems, but also assured that
experts with the appropriate knowledge are con-
sulted regarding all issues.

CONFLICT MEDIATION
AND MIGRATION

The use of special representatives also expanded,
during the 1980s and 1990s, in dealing with
regional crises involving international peace and
security. Increasingly, it became normal for all
presidents to appoint so-called special envoys to
deal with crises regarded as important to the
preservation of peace.

For example, the United States had a special
envoy on a continuing basis to deal with the dis-
putes between Israelis and the Palestinians. In this
way, a single individual was placed in charge, mak-
ing it possible for shuttle diplomacy to replace
separate negotiations with the parties. This
approach was particularly important since the
United States did not officially recognize Palestine
as a state, and consequently had no ambassador to
Palestine, despite the fact that reaching any settle-
ment required the inclusion of the Palestinians in
the negotiations. Recognizing Israel’s sensitivity to
an extension of American recognition prior to a
final peace agreement, the United States withheld
recognition of Palestine until implementation of
such an agreement, using recognition as a means
of pressuring the Palestinians.

Yet the volatile situation between Israel and
Palestine constituted one of the situations in the
world most likely to lead to full-scale war.
Because of the lack of trust between the two par-
ties, it was essential that the United States con-
tinue to pursue actively a settlement in order to
avert conflict, and hence, the appointment of a
special U.S. envoy. Only an envoy accredited to
both sides could engage in the necessary shuttle
diplomacy, negotiating separately with both par-
ties to the conlflict. The service of Dennis Ross in
such a capacity during the administration of Pres-
ident William Jefferson Clinton played a key role
in the Madrid peace process during the 1990s.
The existence of a special envoy became so com-
mon that both sides protested if none was
appointed, since they viewed the absence of such
a representative as an indication that the United
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States was not devoting appropriate attention to
the conflict. Usually, the official appointed was a
regular Foreign Service officer, often also serving
as assistant secretary of state for Middle Eastern
affairs or as ambassador to a state in the region. In
other instances, the special representative came
from another of the Washington bureaucracies.
Indeed, on two occasions the director of the Cen-
tral Intelligence Agency mediated arrangements
for temporary cease-fire agreements between
Israel and the Palestinians.

This approach was also used in the Balkans
during the 1990s after the collapse of Yugoslavia.
The United States needed the ability to talk to all
parties involved in the conflict that followed the
collapse, even before the new states were recog-
nized, and to continue discussions with ethnic
factions within these states. Even after ambassa-
dors were designated, a “super envoy” able to
engage in shuttle diplomacy was essential to con-
vince the parties, and NATO allies as well, that the
United States regarded the situation as particu-
larly critical. The Dayton Peace Accords of 1995
that ended the conflict between Serbia and Croa-
tia in Bosnia-Herzegovina and at least temporarily
stabilized the internal situation in the latter
nation were negotiated in advance and then
pressed upon the parties to the dispute by the spe-
cial representative, Ambassador Richard C. Hol-
brooke. African civil wars were also often
addressed through such envoys. Under the Rea-
gan administration, Assistant Secretary of State
for African Affairs Chester Crocker developed a
reputation for facilitating the settlements that
ended long-standing conflicts on the continent,
particularly in Mozambique.

The appointment of a special envoy to deal
with conflict situations made it possible to sepa-
rate the negotiations to settle disputes from all
other aspects of ongoing relations between the
United States and the countries involved in the
conflict. Consequently, such envoys proliferated.
By the turn of the century, they were constantly
appointed to deal with particular conflicts in
Africa and with the situation in the Korean penin-
sula. Such appointments reflected worldwide
trends, since crises throughout the world came to
be often addressed by the principle powers work-
ing with global and regional organizations. United
States special representatives invariably found
themselves working in cooperation with a special
representative of the UN secretary general, and
often with similar envoys representing regional
organizations such as the European Union or the
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Organization of African Unity. These practices
reflected what globally is referred to as conflict
prevention or preventive diplomacy, through
which disputes and conflicts anywhere are
addressed in their early stages by the international
community to prevent them from spreading into a
regional war involving several nations. In previ-
ous eras of slower communications, less interde-
pendent economies, and less destructive
weapons, civil wars were regarded as the internal
affairs of states, and were addressed by the inter-
national community only after other nations had
become involved. In the late twentieth century,
however, localized conflicts were addressed
before they spread. Once other nations and organ-
izations dispatched special envoys, the appoint-
ment of a U.S. special representative was both
expected and necessary. In this sense, the
expanded use of such envoys in conflict situa-
tions was merely part of a global trend reflecting
the greater interdependence of the era.

Use of the power to appoint executive
agents and special representatives without the
approval of the Senate, in addition to regular
ambassadorial appointments, increased greatly
during the latter decades of the twentieth century,
though such appointments were employed by
many presidents since the beginning of the
nation. The extent to which this power was uti-
lized varied with each chief executive. While the
appointment of agents and representatives out-
side the regular diplomatic corps inevitably led to
rivalry and controversy with the State Depart-
ment, when combined with the emergence of a
White House staff, it provided the president with
a body of specialists at his disposal to serve as per-
sonal envoys who could speak for him in the con-
duct of negotiations and the direct execution of
policy. During the twentieth century executive
agents dispatched abroad were frequently drawn
from the presidential staff.

The late-twentieth-century trend toward
summitry, or personal negotiations between
heads of state, rendered the use of executive
agents to conduct direct negotiations not only
convenient but highly desirable in dealing with
key allies or important questions. The dispatch of
such an agent in itself constituted an indication
that the matter had been brought to the personal
attention of the president, and hence assumed a
certain symbolism of its own. Inevitably, the use
of executive agents tended to downgrade the
importance of regularly accredited diplomats,
who were considered representatives of the gov-
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ernment—that is, the bureaucracy as represented
by the State Department—rather than of the
president himself.

This development was obviously fraught
with difficulties, particularly since instant commu-
nications enabled regular envoys to be in constant
touch with Washington. As the complexity and
size of the Washington bureaucracy increased, the
issue of whether communications to the Depart-
ment of State reached the president became
important in the perception of other governments.
Many governments preferred to be dealing with
envoys who reported directly to the White House
staff rather than the State Department, since they
believed that his views would be more likely to
reach the president. This perception has endowed
the special agent with a status as a demonstration
of concern by the chief executive. In some
respects, this pattern is an inevitable result of the
burgeoning of bureaucracy caused by the com-
plexities of the modern world. President Nixon’s
use of Kissinger to conduct important negotiations
during his service as national security adviser con-
stituted a clear example of other governments pre-
ferring to negotiate with what they considered a
direct presidential envoy. Since heads of state felt
neglected if approached by someone other than
the person with the president’s ear, the mere
appearance of a special envoy tended to facilitate
serious exchanges and promote accord. This is one
of the reasons why the use of executive agents
gradually expanded.

The institution was adapted to serve yet
another purpose, that of signaling that a situation
was regarded as particularly important and was
receiving the direct attention of the president.
Such appointments also made more rapid action
possible by circumventing the necessarily complex
channels of modern governmental bureaucracy.

The increasing use of executive agents and
special representatives caused considerable contro-
versy regarding their role in enlarging presidential
control of foreign policy. Some commentators con-
tended that reliance upon such agents led to the
bypassing of the State Department and Congress,
thereby contributing to the expansion of presiden-
tial power at the expense of the legislature.
Although the Constitution clearly vests authority
and responsibility for the conduct of foreign affairs
in the president, it also provides for congressional
controls by placing the sole war-making power in
the hands of the legislature and the requirement of
Senate “advice and consent” to treaties. Also, Sen-
ate approval is needed to confirm the appointment



AMBASSADORS, EXECUTIVE AGENTS, AND SPECIAL REPRESENTATIVES

of the ambassadors and ministers who represent
the nation abroad, as well as for the selection of the
secretary of state. Hence, while the State Depart-
ment is clearly part of the executive branch, the
legislature has a greater say in its functioning than
in the case of presidential advisers and agents.

The expanded use of agents other than regu-
lar ambassadors occurred at a time when Foreign
Service officers felt that their role was being con-
siderably diminished. During the early days of the
nation, all relations with a given country were
conducted through the ambassador, whose advice
played a significant role in the determination of
policy. Ambassadors were sent out with broad
instructions that allowed for considerable discre-
tion. They were expected to report only occasion-
ally, and hence were able to focus on crises and
issues of overriding importance. In the new age of
instant communications, however, ambassadors
were required to report constantly, sending many
communications each day dealing with a wide
range of items, and required as well to clear virtu-
ally all actions with Washington in advance.
Many former ambassadors and Foreign Service
officers felt that diplomats and ambassadors had
consequently lost considerable authority and
influence. Envoys of all types often felt that they
were being micromanaged. They believed the
requirement that all actions be authorized in
advance reduced their role and authority, placing
more power in the hands of the president’s politi-
cal aides and handlers. Retired Foreign Service
officers complained about this situation for many
years. They invariably commented that instant
communications enabled domestic politics to
interfere with foreign policy decisions.

Presidents have expressed concern regarding
the diminishing role of professional diplomats in
the making and conduct of foreign policy. Presi-
dent John E Kennedy attempted to alleviate the dif-
ficulty by appointing the veteran diplomat Averell
Harriman as a permanent executive agent, or rov-
ing troubleshooter, with the title ambassador-at-
large. The selection of a diplomat closely attuned to
the State Department as the president’s personal
envoy provided a link between the two foreign
affairs staffs. Yet the mere institutionalization of the
position made it part of the bureaucracy, and this
arrangement proved functional only because of the
stature of Ambassador Harriman.

The use of such ambassadors continued
under subsequent presidents, and became so insti-
tutionalized that at any given moment the United
States had several individuals designated as
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ambassadors-at-large whose appointments were
designed to deal—separately from the regular
interchanges involved in bilateral relations
between governments—with particularly impor-
tant topics or with global issues. Individuals hold-
ing this rank were invariably drawn from
experienced career ambassadors. President
Nixon’s concern about the resulting dichotomy
between the White House foreign affairs staff and
the State Department was evident when he shifted
Henry Kissinger from the White House to the State
Department, though such a step was unusual.

The use of such special appointments origi-
nally reflected the proclivities of individual presi-
dents to conduct their own foreign policy and
assume personal management of certain ques-
tions. At the turn of the twenty-first century, the
accelerating expansion of such appointments
merely reflected the expanding role of the United
States in world affairs, and also the need to deal
with emerging issues resulting from increasing
globalization and global interdependence. Also
contributing to this trend were disputes with
Congress and delays in Senate confirmations of
ambassadorial nominees, which often resulted
from opposition party control of the Senate. Con-
gressional problems increased as a result of close
elections and the razor-thin legislative majorities
that resulted.

Clearly, the use of executive agents and spe-
cial representatives greatly expanded and changed
during the twentieth century, particularly during
its latter half. Originally they were utilized as an
ad hoc arrangement to enable strong presidents to
bypass the regular State Department bureaucracy
on a temporary basis. As the Executive Office
evolved in the post—~World War 1II era, the presi-
dent effectively had his own foreign policy advis-
ers to oversee the bureaucracy. As that
bureaucracy grew more complex, presidents
found it even more necessary to utilize such
agents to deal with situations requiring special
attention. Increasingly, such agents and represen-
tatives were drawn from the regular bureaucracy;
with growing frequency, they already held posi-
tions in either the State Department or on the
White House staff. Thus, executive agents and
specialized agents became part of the normal
spectrum of representatives employed by presi-
dents to deal with the increasingly complex inter-
national scene.

If such agents were employed to supplement
normal diplomatic interchange and execute a pol-
icy upon which a broad national consensus
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existed, they aroused little concern. The institu-
tion became far more debatable, however, when a
particular chief executive employed it on a large
scale in an effort to concentrate control of foreign
policy exclusively in his own hands or to bypass
objections to a controversial policy. The result has
been a decline in the morale of the State Depart-
ment and its Foreign Service officers as their func-
tions were partially usurped, leaving them with
largely routine duties.

It is significant that as the use of special rep-
resentatives and executive agents increased, at
times becoming the seeming norm in multilateral
situations, such representatives were increasingly
drawn from the professional diplomatic corps.
This reflects the fact that expert negotiating skills
were especially important in multilateral meet-
ings. The increasing use of assistant secretaries of
state to deal with particular issues and the
appointment of ambassadors-at-large within the
State Department reflected this trend. It was par-
ticularly evident in the tendency during the 1990s
to appoint as a special representative the ambassa-
dor to one of the countries involved in the con-
flict with which the representative was to deal.
This was done both in the Middle East and in the
Balkans. Hence, while professional diplomats
often complained that ambassadors were now
often limited to bilateral issues, and found them-
selves sharing responsibilities with others in mul-
tilateral matters, increasingly both were drawn
from the same pool of expertise. It can be argued
that despite the proliferation of special represen-
tatives, the centrality of ambassadors was gradu-
ally increasing because of the need to draw on the
relatively limited pool of foreign relations special-
ists represented by the Foreign Service. In an era
of multilateral diplomacy, it was necessary simply
to supplement the position of ambassador with a
new type of ambassador whose mandate extended
beyond traditional bilateral relations.

Whatever the result of this continuing evo-
lution, it is clear that executive agents have
played and will continue to play an important role
in American foreign relations. The institution has
proven sufficiently flexible to adapt to a wide
variety of uses and functions, and this has ren-
dered it valuable. It remains primarily a supple-
ment to normal diplomatic channels, to be
employed in critical circumstances requiring spe-
cial attention, or to make it possible to focus
attention upon the multilateral issues that charac-
terize diplomacy at the turn of the twenty-first
century.
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ANTI-IMPERIALISM

Robert Buzzanco

“America goes not abroad in search of monsters to
destroy,” Secretary of State John Quincy Adams
told his audience during a Fourth of July oration
in 1821. “She is the well-wisher of the freedom
and independence of all. She is the champion and
vindicator only of her own.” Should the United
States adventure into other lands, Adams warned,
“she might become the dictatress of the world.
She would no longer be the ruler of her own
spirit.” It is a great irony that such words, which
would constitute a foundation of anti-imperialist
thought for future generations, were uttered by
the man who acquired Florida, crafted the Mon-
roe Doctrine, and was a principal architect and
defender of America’s continental empire.

But then, any examination of anti-imperial-
ism in the United States is replete with irony,
ambiguity, and complexity. Whereas in other
lands anti-imperialism was often closely identi-
fied with the political left and followed socialist
or even Leninist models, and criticized the occu-
pation and control of less-developed countries,
American critiques of empire necessarily evolved
differently because the United States did not
have as strong a radical tradition and did not
possess a formal empire in the European sense.
Thus, anti-imperial ideas and actions have to be
seen in a broader construction in which individ-
uals or groups challenged the expansion of state
hegemony, but did so based on the objective
conditions of a particular time rather than on a
doctrinaire or sustained ideology. Even more,
anti-imperialists in the United States developed
a broad comprehension of America’s imperial
mission, and so might oppose not just the politi-
cal or military control of other lands, but also an
aggressive foreign policy, supporting dictator-
ships abroad, the establishment of international
organizations and compacts, or the excessive
accumulation of executive power at home, all of
which were perceived as antithetical to national
values.
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America’s imperialism certainly could be
coercive and militarized, but it was conceptually a
grand strategy of economic penetration, a substi-
tution of dollars in trade and investment for the
armies and bullets of wars and occupations. As
part of the imperialist pursuit for areas in which to
invest, manufacture cheaply, find consumers, or
trade, American military forces did in fact fre-
quently intervene abroad, but usually pulled out
after those lands were made secure for American
political and economic objectives, often leaving
proxy armies and puppet governments in their
stead. Without a tradition of conquest and occupa-
tion, and believing in an ideology of republican-
ism, Adams and others therefore could champion
both unrestrained expansion and anti-imperialism
with plausible claims that they were not contradic-
tory. By developing the historical sense, or myth,
that the United States was not an imperialist
power, the national elite—political leaders, busi-
ness interests, media—could attempt to counter
and delegitimize its anti-imperial critics. Making
matters more complex, groups often critical of the
state in domestic matters, such as farmers or
workers, could be advocates of imperial growth
out of self-interest because they needed foreign
markets for their crops and manufactures.

Nonetheless, since the earliest days of the
Republic, there have been significant opponents
of American aggrandizement into new lands.
Because U.S. imperialism had many justifica-
tions—economics, security, a sense of national
purpose, racial identification, and so forth—crit-
ics offered an analysis and condemnation of
empire based on different factors at different
times and to varying degrees. American anti-
imperialists could oppose foreign interventions
because of a moral repulsion at the consequences
of such involvement, the betrayal of self-govern-
ment in other areas, a sense of geographic insular-
ity or security, the contradictions of empire with
democracy, or a rejection of the capitalist eco-
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nomic system. It was, then, a varied line of
thought that had economic, political, and moral
roots, and was real, effective, and significant,
though at times elusive and not part of a sus-
tained and comprehensive historical process. At
the same time, however, the words of John
Quincy Adams and others with similar views
would be invoked a century and a half later as the
United States waged war in Indochina and inter-
vened in various Third World areas, so there is
indeed a salience to American anti-imperialism
that must be recognized.

THE ROOTS OF AMERICAN
ANTI-IMPERIALISM

Expansion and empire building were concerns for
American leaders as soon as national indepen-
dence became a reality, and issues of growth and
hegemony grew more important into the first half
of the nineteenth century. The United States
expanded rapidly and significantly across the con-
tinent. By purchase and conquest, national lead-
ers gained lands in the Northwest Territory, the
Louisiana Territory, Florida, the Pacific North-
west, and the Southwest, while attempting to
bring Canada and Caribbean areas such as Cuba
under American sway, too, though without suc-
cess. While it would be difficult to observe a con-
sistent anti-imperial ideology in this period, there
was criticism of and actions directed against terri-
torial acquisition, Indian removal, and manifest
destiny. Often, such opposition served the inter-
ests of political expediency or power—as with
northeasterners or Federalists voting against the
Louisiana Purchase or the War of 1812. Critics,
however, also objected on moral grounds or, pre-
saging an argument that would become especially
powerful in the Cold War era, the excessive, or
imperial, use of executive power in foreign affairs.

The United States was born out of a war of
national liberation against the world’s greatest
empire at the time, and thus tended to deny its
imperial ambitions or to describe them benignly.
Benjamin Franklin and Thomas Paine, for
instance, popularized the idea that America could
establish a “benevolent” empire while they con-
demned the British for policies of the “extermina-
tion of mankind,” rather than just conquest, in
their colonies. Indeed, the founding generation
was conflicted despite the apparent consensus on
expansion. While there was a compelling political
will to develop an “empire of liberty”—to use
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President Thomas Jefferson’s words—there was
also a continuing republican ideal that was dis-
trustful of empire and its needs for standing
armies, heavy taxes, large bureaucracies, and cen-
tralized decision making.

At the same time, there were strong isola-
tionist tendencies among the ruling class. Not
anti-imperialist per se, these isolationists did
warn against American “entanglements” in other
lands. Indeed, in his farewell address President
George Washington, like John Quincy Adams an
ardent expansionist using anti-imperial rhetoric,
suggested that “harmony, liberal intercourse with
all nations are recommended by policy, humanity,
and interest. But even our commercial policy
should hold an equal and impartial hand, neither
seeking nor granting exclusive favors or prefer-
ences; consulting the natural course of things; dif-
fusing and diversifying by gentle means the
streams of commerce, but forcing nothing.”
Rooted in the fresh memories of the war against
British imperialism, ambivalent views on state
power, and an attachment to republican values,
this isolationism had real meaning to many Amer-
icans and was practiced in their political affairs.

Thus, when President Jefferson purchased
the Louisiana Territory from France, effectively
doubling the size of the United States, critics
attacked his actions as unconstitutional and impe-
rial. Federalists, ironically using arguments that
had been advanced against them by their political
foes during the debate over the Constitution, con-
tended that the purchase of trans-Mississippi lands
was unnecessary and dangerous, for emigration
into the new areas would “be attended with all the
injuries of a too widely dispersed population, but
by adding to the great weight of the western part of
our territory, must hasten the dismemberment of a
large portion of our country, or a dissolution of the
Government.” Such disputes notwithstanding, the
Senate approved the acquisition of Louisiana,
although the Constitution did not explicitly grant
executive power for territorial expansion; subse-
quently, it authorized commercial restrictions and
military engagements against Britain and acceler-
ated a national program of Indian removal.

While the growth of a continental empire in
the early nineteenth century may have been inex-
orable, it did not always proceed smoothly, for
diverse voices were raised in protest against Ameri-
can expansion during the major episodes of territo-
rial aggrandizement in the period. Representative
John Randolph of Virginia was wary of imperial
designs. “What! Shall this great mammoth of the
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American forest leave his native element,” he asked,
“and plunge into the water in a mad contest with the
shark?” Federalists stung by a swing in political
influence and sectional growth toward the south and
west opposed the War of 1812, with some beginning
to develop a critique of expansion and even to con-
sider the secession of New England states at the
Hartford Convention (1814—1815). The defeat of
Indians in the Creek War and the Battle of Tippeca-
noe, followed by General Andrew Jackson’s invasion
and eventual seizure of Florida in 1818, however,
made anti-imperial critiques more difficult. Still,
many questioned what they saw as the contradiction
of maintaining republican virtues within a growing
empire with an expanding military and a willingness
to use force in the pursuit of national interests.
Although the enthusiasm for new lands might have
seemed frenzied, many Americans were concerned
about unrestrained growth and especially lamented
the destruction of Indian society.

After the War of 1812, the federal and state
governments intensified their efforts to oust Native
Americans from their lands, with General (later
President) Andrew Jackson the leading figure in
the era, attacking the Seminole in Florida and the
Cherokee and other tribes in the southeast with
particular ferocity. By the 1820s and 1830s, there
was significant division over Indian removal and
continental expansion. In 1831, when Georgia,
relying on a Supreme Court decision that Indians
were neither U.S. citizens nor a foreign nation, and
with the support of President Jackson, expelled the
Cherokee from their indigenous lands despite their
treaty rights to it, evangelical Christians organized
mass protests and condemned removal, comparing
it to a crime against humanity.

Questions of morality and constitutional-
ity—not unlike those raised in the late twentieth-
century debates over the Vietnam War or
intervention in Central America—were common
throughout the Cherokee crisis as critics scored
the national and state governments for violating
the Constitution by rejecting Indian treaties.
Writing under the pseudonym William Penn,
Jeremiah Evarts, the chief administrator of the
American Board of Commissions for Foreign Mis-
sions, an interdenominational missionary organi-
zation, exposed and denounced the U.S. attack on
Indian sovereignty on the bases of morality, his-
tory, and the Constitution. Throughout the colo-
nial period and wunder the Articles of
Confederation and the Constitution, Evarts
pointed out, various authorities had, by treaty,
guaranteed the territorial integrity of Indian
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lands; the Cherokee and other tribes, which had
never surrendered such title, still held “a perfect
right to the continued and undisturbed posses-
sion of these lands.” The Indians, he added, did
not hold lands in Georgia or any other state, but
were sovereign, “separate communities, or
nations.” Removal was, in the minds of Evarts and
many other critics of aggressive expansion, “an
instance of gross and cruel oppression.” While
such views held great currency—the vote in Con-
gress to approve Jackson’s removal program was
quite close in fact—they were not those of the
majority, and Indians embarked on their infamous
“Trail of Tears” while many millions of acres of
Native American lands in the southeast were soon
opened to agricultural exploitation.

The appropriation of Indian territory
occurred in a period of great expansion, because
Americans believed it was their “manifest des-
tiny” to acquire new lands. Advocates of this ide-
ology believed that the United States had a
providential right and obligation to assume con-
trol over less-developed areas in the name of
republicanism, Christianity, and white supremacy.
Expansionists even had a quasi-legal justification
for building a continental empire, the Monroe
Doctrine. Crafted by Secretary of State John
Quincy Adams and announced by President
James Monroe in 1823, the doctrine was a state-
ment of Pan-American influence in which the
United States warned European powers to keep
their “hands off” newly independent states in
Latin America. Unspoken but just as compelling
was the idea that the United States had a natural
hegemony over the region and would expand
control over all the Americas in time.

Again, however, John Quincy Adams
seemed to be of two minds, refusing diplomatic or
material aid to revolutionaries in South America
and Greece because it would jeopardize the
national interest by entangling the United States
in the affairs of other countries and delivering his
“America goes not abroad” oration, but also pen-
ning the Monroe Doctrine as part of his vision of a
continental empire. To some critics, Adams’s ideas
were in fact endangering the national interest,
with one member of Congress describing the
Monroe Doctrine as “assuming an unwarrantable
power; violating the spirit of the Constitution;
assuming grounds and an attitude toward Euro-
pean Powers, calculated to involve us in the strife
which there existed, and in which we had no
interest; and indirectly leading to war, which
Congress alone had the right to declare.”
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In addition to such continuing constitutional
questions and insular concerns, critiques of expan-
sion and empire invariably became intertwined in
the intensifying slavery controversy, and almost
always included attacks on the southern political
and planter aristocracy, which had designs not only
on the continental west but also on areas in the
Caribbean, such as Nicaragua and Cuba, in which
to extend their slave system. By the mid-1840s,
these conflicting forces of southern expansionism
and antislavery sentiment would lead to a national
antiwar-cum-anti-imperialist movement.

The effective cause of the acute division of
the era was the American war against Mexico,
begun in 1846 but the culmination of a generation
of U.S. attempts to absorb Texas into the Union.
While there were strong sentiments north and
south for bringing Texas and other southwest lands
into the United States, the inevitable expansion of
slave states gave rise to often fierce condemnations
of expansion. John Quincy Adams, now an inde-
pendent representative in Congress and a leader of
antislavery, anti-imperialist political forces, feared
that the annexation of Texas would turn the United
States into a “conquering and warlike nation.” Ulti-
mately, “aggrandizement will be its passion and its
policy. A military government, a large army, a costly
navy, distant colonies, and associate islands in
every sea will follow in rapid succession.” Senator
Thomas Corwin of Ohio echoed Adams’s views,
describing President James Polk as a “monarch”
and his cabinet as a “court,” and considering justi-
fications for the war as a “feculent mass of misrep-
resentation.” The “desire to augment our territory,”
Corwin lamented, “has depraved our moral sense.”
Ralph Waldo Emerson, noted essayist and earlier
advocate of taking Texas, now predicted that the
United States would gobble up new lands “as the
man swallows arsenic, which brings him down in
turn,” and his fellow Transcendentalist Henry
David Thoreau refused to pay poll taxes, received a
jail sentence, and wrote his famous essay “Civil
Disobedience” in protest of the Mexican War.

Such critiques held great popular and politi-
cal appeal in the 1840s as pacifists, abolitionists,
religious leaders, and literary figures pressed an
anti-imperial agenda while 90 percent of Whig
Party members in Congress voted against the war.
Following the acquisition of Texas, California, and
other Mexican lands in the southwest, anti-imperi-
alists may have been on the defensive, but they
were not quiescent. When, in the 1840s and 1850s,
southern planters began to create and subsidize fil-
ibusters, military adventurers who tried to invade
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and secure Latin American lands for new planta-
tions and slavery, abolitionist anti-imperialists
protested vigorously. Whig politicians and an
emerging political movement of Free Soilers, oppo-
nents of the extension of slavery into new territo-
ries, especially attacked the deeds of soldiers of
fortune such as Narcisco Lopez, who sought to
invade Cuba in 1849, 1850, and 1851, and William
Walker, the “grey-eyed man of destiny,” who briefly
conquered and ruled Nicaragua in the late 1850s.
Indeed, the firm opposition of the Whigs and Free
Soilers, as well as abolitionists and some evangeli-
cal elements, effectively thwarted southern dreams
of a Caribbean empire in the antebellum period.
They could not, however, suppress the intensifying
sectional crisis, and civil war had become unavoid-
able by 1860 when Abraham Lincoln, who as a
Whig representative opposed the Mexican War,
was elected president. Within a half-decade, the
conflict between the Union and the breakaway
states of the Confederacy was over, and the United
States was about to embark on its greatest imperial
efforts yet, but not without protest and opposition
at all points along the way.

THE NEW EMPIRE AND
ITS DISCONTENTS

The Civil War not only ended slavery and the
southern plantation system but marked the con-
clusive triumph of industrial capitalism as well.
Within a few decades the United States emerged
as a global economic power, with the opportuni-
ties and problems attendant to such status,
including the acquisition of an extracontinental
empire. Indeed, as soon as the Civil War ended,
Secretary of State William Henry Seward
embarked on a campaign to augment American
territory by acquiring Santo Domingo (the
Dominican Republic) and Haiti, Cuba, the Virgin
Islands, Hawaii, and Alaska. Seward’s plans, how-
ever, met heavy opposition from anti-imperialists
like the noted author and social critic Mark Twain
(later president of the Anti-Imperialist League),
Senator Justin Morrill, and editor of The Nation
magazine E. L. Godkin, who collectively called on
American leaders to settle domestic issues and
create a showcase society that others could emu-
late instead of seizing or otherwise taking on new
territories. Subsequently, Seward’s ambitions,
except for buying Alaska, were shelved, though
expansion and empire building would remain a
priority in U.S. foreign policy.
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By the end of the nineteenth century the
American economy, producing more goods and
agricultural commodities than the home market
was consuming, seemed in deep peril, and govern-
ment, corporate, and intellectual leaders urged that
new markets abroad for trade and investment be
found and acquired. Such economic pressures—
along with calls for new coaling stations and a
larger navy, the popularity of social Darwinist ideas
calling on America to “civilize” the less-developed
and nonwhite world, Christian ideology seeking to
convert adherents of “pagan” religions, and the
sense that America needed to extend its frontiers as
a form of national renewal—led to a rush for new
lands to control in the 1890s and set the stage for
new levels of imperialism in the twentieth century.

In the 1890s the United States colonized or
at least forcibly established hegemony over
Hawaii, Cuba, the Philippines, Puerto Rico, and
Guam, while Secretary of State John Hay was
insisting that an “open door” for American prod-
ucts and capital be recognized by other nations.
Because the European powers and Japan had
colonial footholds—with administrators, collabo-
rating elites, and occupying armies—in various
areas, especially China, the United States would
have to use its economic strength to develop a
new world system based on a free and open door
for trade and investment. The 1890s, then,
marked the establishment of a “new empire” not
only because the United States forcibly took terri-
tory outside the continent but also because it was
announcing a different form of imperialism, one
based on equal access to the markets and invest-
ment houses of other lands rather than on admin-
istrative control and military occupation.

American hegemony over Hawaii, Cuba, and
the Philippines prompted significant and striking
opposition. Politicians, commentators, Christians,
and intellectuals spoke out against the new aggran-
dizement and presented a comprehensive analysis
of the new empire that foreshadowed later anti-
imperial arguments and movements. The war
against Spain and intervention in the Philippines,
critics charged, gave “militarists” too much power;
the United States could acquire coaling stations or
new trading opportunities without war or empire,
they explained. Liberal Republicans known as
“mugwumps,” who had been drawn to the party by
its stand against slavery, equated anti-imperialism
with abolitionism. Many dissenters contended that
the United States had no right or need to “civilize”
other peoples, especially considering its own treat-
ment of blacks at home. Conversely, some did not
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want America to assume control over and responsi-
bility for nonwhite, and thus inferior, peoples.
Labor leaders, such as the Socialist Eugene Debs
and the conservative Samuel Gompers, agreed that
conquest and empire were dangerous, in large
measure because they feared the loss of American
jobs to foreign workers who would accept lower
wages, a charge echoed in the late twentieth cen-
tury by antiglobalization activists.

Perhaps most pointedly, anti-imperialists
argued that territorial annexation would pervert
American principles. William Jennings Bryan, titu-
lar leader of the Democratic Party and agrarian
spokesman, anticipated that the “just resistance”
of the United States to Spanish rule in Cuba and
the Philippines would “degenerate into a war of
conquest,” giving others the right to charge Amer-
ica with “having added hypocrisy to greed.” Sena-
tor George Hoar lamented “the danger that we are
to be transformed from a Republic, founded on the
Declaration of Independence . . . into a vulgar,
commonplace empire, founded upon physical
force.” The Anti-Imperialist League, tormented by
the specter of Filipino blood on American hands,
even “more deeply resent[ed] the betrayal of
American institutions” such as representative gov-
ernment at home, international law, and self-gov-
ernment for others. Mark Twain used his biting
wit to condemn the new imperialism, offering new
lyrics to the “Battle Hymn of the Republic”: “Mine
eyes have seen the orgy of the launching of the
sword / He is searching out the hoardings where
the strangers’ wealth is stored / He has loosed his
fateful lightning, and with woe and death has
scored / His lust is marching on.” He was particu-
larly outraged by the occupation of and ongoing
war against the forces of liberation in the Philip-
pines, reporting from Manila and comparing the
nationalist leader Emiliano Aguinaldo to Joan of
Arc and George Washington. Twain was also quite
vitriolic about missionaries who justified imperial-
ism as an extension of the religious duty. “I bring
you the stately matron named Christendom,” he
wrote angrily, “returning bedraggled, besmirched,
and dishonored from pirate raids in Kiao-chou
[Tsingtao, China], Manchuria, South Africa, and
the Philippines, with her soul full of meanness,
her pocket full of boodle, and her mouth full of
pious hypocrisies.” Notwithstanding their impas-
sioned opposition, the anti-imperialists were fight-
ing rearguard actions against faits accompli in the
Philippines and elsewhere, leading Theodore Roo-
sevelt, assistant secretary of the navy, strong
expansionist, and later president, to deride them
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MARK TWAIN AND THE IMPERIAL APOLOGISTS

Not only was Mark Twain the author of some of the
greatest works in American literature, such as The
Adventures of Huckleberry Finn and Tom Sawyer, but he
was also, less known, an acerbic critic of U.S. politics,
challenging the idea that so-called captains of industry
were creating a better society in the Gilded Age, and,
more intensely, railing against American imperialism, the
wars of 1898 in particular. In one of his more notable
essays, “To the Person Sitting in Darkness,” Twain both
rages against the U.S. intervention in the Philippines and
mocks apologists, such as the “person sitting in dark-
ness,” for supporting the actions of the “Blessings-of-
Civilization Trust,” the imperialists:

Having now laid all the historical facts before the Person
Sitting in Darkness, we should bring him to again, and
explain them to him. We should say to him: They look
doubtful, but in reality they are not. There have been lies;
yes, but they were told in a good cause. We have been

as “men of a by-gone age having to deal with the
facts of the present.”

Roosevelt's observations probably repre-
sented the views of most Americans, who appreci-
ated the extension of American power and
influence in 1898 and subsequently. Still, critics of
the new empire persisted into the twentieth cen-
tury, and American anti-imperialism was part of a
broader, global attack on colonialism, but one that
developed quite differently than elsewhere. Liber-
als like the Briton J. A. Hobson were offering a
pointed economic analysis of empire, tying the
European reach into new lands to underconsump-
tion in the home market. More powerfully, the
Russian theorists and revolutionists Nikolai
Bukharin and Vladimir Lenin, writing during
World War I, put forth a new socialist critique of
empire that would find great currency in the com-
ing years, though not so much in the United States
as in Europe or the less-developed world. The great
industrial powers, Lenin explained, were matched
in a global contest for markets, and would increas-
ingly come into conflict in areas yet to be
exploited—Ilater termed the “third world”—where
they would vie with each other to establish
colonies for consumers, raw materials, and invest-
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treacherous; but that was only in order that real good
might come out of apparent evil. True, we have crushed a
deceived and confiding people; we have turned against
the weak and the friendless who trusted us. We have
stamped out a just and intelligent and well-ordered
republic; we have stabbed an ally in the back and slapped
the face of a guest; we have bought a Shadow from an
enemy that hadn't it to sell; we have robbed a trusting
friend of his land and his liberty; we have invited our
clean young men to shoulder a discredited musket and
do bandit's work . . . but each detail was for the best. We
know this. The Head of every State and Sovereignty in
Christendom, including our Congress and our fifty State
Legislatures, are members not only of the church, but also
of the Blessings-of-Civilization Trust. This world-girdling
accumulation of trained morals, high principles, and jus-
tice, cannot do an unright thing, an unfair thing, an
ungenerous thing, an unclean thing. It knows what it is
about. Give yourself no uneasiness; it is all right.

— “To the Person Sitting in Darkness,” North
American Review, February 1901—

ment. Although there were, to be sure, left, labor,
and progressive political forces in the United States
using such a radical model, anti-imperialism also
continued to be an American ideology, unique to
the nation’s history and perceived values.

Anti-imperialists of the Leninist, liberal, or
American variety found proof for their theses in the
years after the Spanish-American-Philippine War
and especially with the outbreak of World War I in
August 1914. Struggles for materials and colonies
in Africa, Asia, the Balkans, and elsewhere had led
to the widespread carnage, principally, many critics
held, for the benefit of state elites and corporations
who needed expanded economic opportunities. In
Europe, Bolshevik, socialist, labor, and other left
parties, after initially supporting the entry of their
various states into the war, emerged with this cri-
tique of empire. In the United States, similar analy-
ses were current, though usually without the
Leninist twist. The war, many American critics
believed, was a product of great power, sphere-of-
influence rivalries, not necessarily the inevitable
consequence of economic expansion.

Henry Adams, grandson of John Quincy
Adams, often debated the issue of American
imperialism with Theodore Roosevelt and other
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expansionists after 1898. “I incline now to anti-
imperialism, and very strongly to anti-militarism,”
Adams observed. “If we try to rule politically, we
take the chances against us.” Any U.S. attempt to
establish hegemony comparable to the British
empire, Adams and others maintained, was dan-
gerous, futile, and un-American. Many socialists
and other radicals unleashed their wrath on “dol-
lar diplomacy”—the American policy of sending
bankers, rather than armies, to foreign lands to
gain influence and power—as another form of
imperialism, just as nefarious and effective, albeit
more subtle, as traditional colonialism. Walter
Lippmann, a young but influential journalist,
spoke for many progressives in 1914 when he
observed that “the arena where the European pow-
ers really measure their strength against each other
is in the Balkans, in Africa, in Asia. [T]he accumu-
lated irritations of it have produced the great war.”
Between 1914 and the April 1917 U.S. entry into
the war, Americans pressed their government to
stay out of hostilities, effectively enough for Presi-
dent Woodrow Wilson’s 1916 campaign slogan to
be “He kept us out of war.” Senator Robert La Fol-
lette, House of Representatives Majority Leader
Claude Kitchin, William Jennings Bryan, and
activists such as Jane Addams, Lillian Wald,
Oswald Garrison Villard of The Nation, and others
invoked American antimilitarist traditions to
oppose entry into the war, contending that inter-
vention would dampen reform at home, provoke a
curtailing of civil liberties, and increase political
repression, lead to war profiteering by big busi-
ness, and otherwise sully American values. One
group, the American Union Against Militarism,
even had a mascot, a dinosaur named “Jingo,”
with the motto “All armor plate—no brains.”

Despite such public dissent, Wilson asked
Congress for a declaration of war shortly after his
reelection was secured, thus alienating progressives,
liberals, and anti-imperialists who had supported
him in 1916 on the basis of his claims of neutrality,
noninvolvement, and anti-imperialism. Wilson did
in fact advocate self-determination, believing that
empires would collapse if their colonies had the
right to rule themselves, but his vision was limited,
essentially covering the states of Europe that had
been constituents of the Ottoman and Hapsburg
empires, not the underdeveloped and nonwhite
world. More to the point, Wilson’s anti-imperialism
was, like John Hay’s earlier, a means to promote the
Open Door; by breaking down existing empires, the
United States could use its economic strength to
gain a foothold in new markets.
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After American entry into the war, many of
Wilson’s previous supporters began to compre-
hend his version of anti-imperialism and were
part of a large and diverse antiwar movement,
which, though not exclusively an anti-imperialist
movement as well, did create a broader critique to
challenge the decision to go to war as a dangerous
departure from American traditions. Progressives
and future isolationists like senators La Follette,
Hiram Johnson, and William Borah and others,
and radicals like Eugene V. Debs, Elizabeth Gur-
ley Flynn, John Reed, Kate Richards O’Hare,
Emma Goldman, “Big Bill” Haywood, Scott Near-
ing, and various socialist and labor organizations
condemned the war and the imperialist frenzy
attending it. Randolph Bourne charged that war,
with its opportunities for profits and new territo-
ries, was “the health of the state.” Woodrow Wil-
son, anti-imperial critics charged, had never been
neutral but was always pro-England because of
American economic ties to the British empire.
Businessmen and their media propagandists, they
added, had pushed the government into the war
for their own self-interest and were hoping to use
intervention to expand the Open Door. The war,
critics concluded, served the interests of corpora-
tions and imperialists, not the national interest.

CHALLENGING A NEW
WORLD ORDER

Such ideas became even more prevalent in the
aftermath of the war as Wilson sought to develop
a new global system, based on the Open Door
rather than traditional colonialism. The keystone
of the president’s new program was to be the
League of Nations, a body of the world’s govern-
ments that would ensure “collective security” by
taking action against aggressor states, militarily if
necessary. Immediately a large and diverse coali-
tion of critics came forth to condemn this depar-
ture from America’s isolationist ideology, as they
saw it. Some politicians, led by Senator Henry
Cabot Lodge, an old-line Republican from Massa-
chusetts who represented northeastern commer-
cial interests, feared that the league would
damage U.S. sovereignty, forcing America to par-
ticipate in collective action at the behest of other
members of the new organization. “Are you will-
ing to put your soldiers and your sailors,” he
asked, “at the disposition of other nations?” Mis-
souri Senator James Reed invoked a sense of racial
superiority, charging that “black, brown, yellow
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and red races,” ranking low in “civilization” and
high in “barbarism,” would be on equal footing
with the great, white United States.

Lodge and Reed, however, were not specifi-
cally opposed to the extension and use of American
power, but many others were, and saw danger in the
league. La Follette believed that it would become an
“imperialist club” that would maintain the status
quo and keep colonies such as Ireland and India in
bondage because the new body was not likely to
sanction action against the great powers that held
sway over the less-developed world. Like La
Follette, others such as senators Borah, Hiram
Johnson, and George Norris were so-called irrecon-
cilables, who were progressive on domestic matters
and believed that the league not only would limit
American autonomy but also would deny auton-
omy to poor nations, and was not consistent with
traditional national virtues of self-determination
and isolation from the intrigues and squabbles of
Europe and elsewhere. Further, a broad consensus
was emerging to question America’s involvement in
and future after World War I; it was feared that the
United States was embarking on a path of global
behavior, with entanglements and interests abroad,
which would resemble that of the existing empires.
Indeed, in the years during and just after the war, a
number of anti-imperialist and antimilitarist
groups—including the Fellowship of Reconcilia-
tion, the American Friends Service Committee, the
War Resisters League, and the Women’s Interna-
tional League for Peace and Freedom—emerged to
lobby for a more insular and less aggressive foreign
policy. In the face of such widespread criticism, Wil-
son held his ground and refused to negotiate or
compromise with his detractors, and the Senate
accordingly rejected the treaty to join the League of
Nations. While the war had marked America’s
debut as a great world power, the United States
would not don the trappings of empire.

That is not to say, however, that the United
States retreated from world affairs. Although the
period between World Wars I and II is usually
referred to as one of isolationism, the 1920s, as
the historian and anti-imperialist Charles Austin
Beard remarked, saw a “return to the more aggres-
sive ways . . . to protect and advance the claims of
American business enterprise.” Trade and invest-
ments, and intervention, abroad increased
between the wars as a corporative alliance of gov-
ernment offices and business institutions sought
to create order and stability at home as well as to
establish such conditions outside of national
boundaries. In addition to reestablishing and aug-
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menting economic ties to a rebuilding Europe and
pressing for a greater opening of Asian markets,
U.S. officials and corporations continued to move
into Latin America in pursuit of expanded busi-
ness opportunities.

Such circumstances led to another wave of
anti-imperialism in the 1920s and 1930s but, once
more, in complicated and seemingly contradictory
ways. American officials such as secretaries of
state Charles Evans Hughes and Frank Kellogg,
concerned about exorbitant military spending and
the potential for another outbreak of hostilities,
brokered international agreements on disarma-
ment and to outlaw war as an instrument of
national policy. They and their successor Cordell
Hull believed that free trade would promote peace,
whereas empire led to conflict. Isolationists in
public life and the media also believed that Europe
was still trapped in the type of rivalries that had
caused war in 1914, and warned that the United
States should stay clear of foreign engagements
until that continent stabilized. Such critics, how-
ever, were often internationalists who did not
question America’s right or need to expand
abroad, but saw contemporary conditions as a
deterrent to foreign involvements at that time.

Others offered a more pointed analysis. Crit-
ics of the war and the League of Nations treaty,
such as La Follette and Borah, continued to warn
against American imperialism and militarism, and
spoke out against U.S. attempts to crush national-
ist liberation movements in Nicaragua and El Sal-
vador. Marine General Smedley Butler became
something of a folk hero and offered a compelling
critique of American imperialism when he called
himself a “racketeer, a gangster for capitalism.”
During his thirty-three years in the Marine Corps,
Butler boasted, he had

helped make Mexico and especially Tampico safe
for American oil interests in 1914. I helped make
Haiti and Cuba a decent place for the National
City Bank boys to collect revenues in. I helped in
the raping of half a dozen Central American
republics for the benefit of Wall Street. The
record of racketeering is long. 1 helped purify
Nicaragua for the international banking house of
Brown Brothers 1909-12. I brought light to the
Dominican Republic for American sugar inter-
ests in 1916. I helped make Honduras “right” for
American fruit companies in 1903. In China in
1927 1 helped see to it that Standard Oil went its
way unmolested. . . . Looking back on it, I feel
that I could have given Al Capone a few hints.
The best he could do was to operate his racket in
three districts. I operated on three continents.
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Butler’s views gained widespread acceptance.
Huey Long, governor of Louisiana and putative
presidential candidate when assassinated in 1935,
agreed with the general and promised to nominate
him to be secretary of (anti)war if elected in 1936.
In fact, throughout the 1930s, disillusioned with
World War I and alarmed by revelations and
charges from the senate’s Nye Committee that cor-
porations, particularly in the munitions industry,
had lobbied, if not conspired, for entry into the
Great War, a majority of Americans held isolation-
ist positions. Decrying what Senator Gerald Nye
had termed the “rotten commercialism” of Ameri-
can businesses during the war years, Congress,
with public support, passed a series of neutrality
acts and other measures to prohibit President
Franklin Roosevelt from becoming involved in
conflicts in China, Ethiopia, and Spain.

The continuing aggression of Nazi Germany
and imperial Japan, culminating in the attack on
Pearl Harbor on 7 December 1941, however,
undercut the anti-intervention, anti-imperial con-
sensus and set the United States onto a path of
apparently irreversible global empire. By war’s end
in 1945 the United States stood as the world’s only
great power: as a condition for aiding Britain dur-
ing the war, the United States had insisted on the
opening up of the markets of the empire and the
beginning of a process of decolonization; Ger-
many and Japan were in ruin as a result of the
fighting that laid waste to Europe and Asia; and
the principal rival to American hegemony, the
Soviet Union, had lost more than 20 million peo-
ple and millions of farms and factories during the
war. The United States controlled half the world’s
trade and had established an economic order, the
Bretton Woods system, and a political institution,
the United Nations, as means to wield its power
and influence. The so-called American century
was in full bloom but, U.S. leaders warned, with-
out a permanent military establishment and arms
buildup it would be in constant peril. Accordingly,
the United States embarked on its greatest military
expansion, began to establish a global network of
bases, sought an international Open Door, and
established a national security state at home.

FIGHTING FOR AMERICAS SOUL

Such measures attracted opposition. Henry Wal-
lace, Roosevelt’s vice president from 1941 to 1945
and presidential candidate in 1948, challenged
the emerging “cold war” against the Soviet Union,
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charging that the United States was using “a pre-
dominance of force to intimidate the rest of
mankind.” Atomic scientists such as Albert Ein-
stein and Leo Szilard eloquently warned of the
perils of a nuclear arms race and established
organizations and journals to challenge the politi-
cal status quo. Journalists like Walter Lippmann
and the radical I. E Stone expressed their concern
over the extensions of American power and
responsibility into all parts of the world. Senators
as diverse as the liberal Claude Pepper and “Mr.
Conservative” Robert Taft feared the establish-
ment of a military government. Vito Marcantonio,
a Labor Party member of the House of Represen-
tatives, attacked business and military influences
in Washington and the expansion of American
capitalism into the developing world. Many liber-
als feared that the United States was abandoning
its republican virtues, especially as the political
repression associated with Senator Joseph
McCarthy consumed the nation’s political affairs
in the 1950s.

African-American critics in particular chal-
lenged the intensified imperialism, as they saw it.
Black leaders like W. E. B. Du Bois, Paul Robeson,
and Harry Haywood believed it was dangerous,
not to mention hypocritical, for the United States
to spread its values and institutions abroad while
maintaining a system of apartheid in its southern
states. In particular, black spokespersons began to
point out the common struggles of Africans trying
to gain their national independence from colonial
powers and of blacks in the United States seeking
civil rights. Americans could hardly lead the “free
world” by example, they argued, while maintain-
ing legal segregation at home and endorsing con-
tinued colonization in Africa and other parts of
the Third World. Although many mainstream
black leaders supported the Cold War, hoping to
parlay their loyalty to foreign policies into a com-
mitment to act against racism at home, Du Bois,
Robeson and others offered a more critical analy-
sis, even invoking a Leninist critique of capitalist
expansion and looking to the Soviet Union as an
anti-imperialist model and champion of the rights
of nonwhite peoples. Paul Robeson condemned
Winston Churchill’s “Iron Curtain” speech as a
scheme for “Anglo-Saxon domination” of the
world, and called for “united action of all demo-
cratic forces to achieve freedom for all colonial
and subject peoples.”

Views such as Robeson’s, however, were not
conventional wisdom, even in the black commu-
nity, and most Americans accepted the new global
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role ushered in by the Cold War. Throughout the
1950s, then, the United States, without much dis-
sent, intervened in a civil war in Korea, overthrew
governments in Iran and Guatemala, offered eco-
nomic and military support to military dictator-
ships throughout the globe, and continued to
expand the Open Door. By the end of the decade,
however, some Americans were uneasy with such
hegemony, and various figures emerged to again
challenge the U.S. empire. Cultural figures such
as the beatniks condemned the conformity of
Cold War life, the arms race, and the American
denial of self-determination in other lands. More
powerfully, and perhaps surprisingly, President
Dwight Eisenhower, as he was leaving office in
1961, warned against “the acquisition of unwar-
ranted influence . . . by the military-industrial
complex. The potential for the disastrous rise of
misplaced power still exists.” Such thoughts may
have remained a novelty in the 1960s, but U.S.
intervention in Vietnam, still limited as Eisen-
hower left office, would mushroom in the coming
years and give rise to a mass antiwar movement
that would also question what critics saw as
America’s imperial behavior overseas and the mil-
itary-industrial complex at home.

As in the 1840s and 1890s, many Americans
in the 1960s opposed U.S. intervention in a for-
eign war and developed a larger anti-imperialist
critique as a result of their challenge to the con-
flict at hand. Even before the major decisions to
commit advisers, airpower, and combat forces,
and essentially “Americanize” the Vietnam War,
there was evident concern over the growing U.S.
role in the world. Movements calling for an end to
the arms race, peace with the Soviet Union, nor-
mal relations with Cuba, and recognition of the
People’s Republic of China, for instance, were in
existence during the presidency of John E
Kennedy, and the Cold War consensus on an
aggressive foreign policy, though still noticeable,
was being questioned in some quarters. Vietnam
accelerated that process, however, and brought
about the greatest domestic challenge to Ameri-
can involvement abroad in the twentieth century.

By 1964, as the United States began to con-
duct air attacks against the National Liberation
Front in Vietnam, peace activists, professors, and
students were beginning to challenge the growing
American role in Indochina and the larger foreign
policy context of the cold war. Scholars such as
the linguist Noam Chomsky, the historian William
Appleman Williams, and the political scientist
Hans Morgenthau participated in “teach-ins” on
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Vietnam, giving rise to a national movement on
college campuses and serving as a foundation for
the antiwar movement. The Students for a Democ-
ratic Society, the largest radical student group of
the period, held the first antiwar rally in 1964, and
its adherents not only scored intervention in Viet-
nam but also offered a comprehensive analysis of
the leaders of the American “empire,” which, they
charged, denied self-determination to Third World
nations, intervened on behalf of corporate inter-
ests, and betrayed American principles. African
Americans, engaged in an epic struggle for civil
rights, added, as had Du Bois and Robeson earlier,
that the United States had assumed the position of
a white imperial power suppressing the yearnings
for freedom of nonwhite peoples, whether in
Indochina or below the Mason-Dixon Line. Martin
Luther King, Jr., Nobel Peace Prize winner and
civil rights leader, went so far as to call the United
States “the greatest purveyor of violence in the
world today,” while the militant Black Panther
Party called on African Americans to refuse to join
the military or support U.S. intervention and
openly sympathized with Third World revolution-
ary and anti-imperialist movements.

Politicians entered the debate as well, as
they had during the League of Nations fight after
World War 1. Senators J. William Fulbright,
George McGovern, Ernest Gruening, Wayne
Morse, Mark Hatfield, Frank Church, and others
were, like the progressives of the 1920s, anti-
imperialist and internationalist. Fulbright, like
Borah, chaired the Senate Committee on Foreign
Relations and opposed the policies of the presi-
dent of his own party. The senator from Arkansas
believed that America had “betrayed its own past
and its own promise . . . of free men building an
example for the world. Now . . . it sees a nation
that seemed to represent something new and
hopeful reverting to the vanity of past empires.”

Similar opinions were held by a significant
number of Americans, including religious leaders,
businessmen, and even military officials. Follow-
ing in the tradition of Smedley Butler, former
Marine Commandant David Shoup blasted not
only the war but also the foundations of U.S. for-
eign policy. “I believe that if we had and would
keep our dirty, bloody, dollar-crooked fingers out of
the business of these nations so full of depressed,
exploited people,” he said in 1966, “they will arrive
at a solution of their own. That they design and
want. That they fight and work for. [Not one]
crammed down their throats by Americans.”
Shoup’s views, bluntly expressed, were shared by a
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significant number of Americans by the late 1960s
and 1970s. Millions demonstrated publicly against
the war and also called for a new, nonintervention-
ist foreign policy. “Dove” senators tried to pass leg-
islation to limit the war and, after U.S. withdrawal
from Vietnam in 1973, enacted the War Powers Act
to restrict the power of the president to commit
U.S. forces abroad, a measure that was principally a
response to the “imperial” presidency of Richard
Nixon, who had waged war without authorization
in Cambodia and Laos and was responsible for the
Watergate crisis at home. By the mid-1970s, the
United States seemed less prone to intervene in
world affairs, a condition derided as the “Vietnam
syndrome” by conservative critics but hailed as an
anti-imperialist triumph by progressive and inter-
nationalist forces.

Such restraint, however, was short-lived; the
Carter and Reagan administrations began to
ratchet up the Cold War, increasing military
spending, taking a more bellicose approach to the
Soviet Union after the détente of the 1970s, and
asserting American imperium in Central America
and elsewhere. Millions of citizens, often invoking
the legacy of Vietnam, challenged such policies as
violations of national and international laws and
of American values. Amid the Iran-contra scandal,
they pointed out the similarities between the
imperial presidencies of Richard Nixon and
Ronald Reagan. Still, the 1980s and early 1990s
were not periods of great anti-imperial activity.
That would change dramatically, however, by the
later 1990s as Americans had a vital role in a
global coalition that was challenging the world’s
economic structure. In some measure, conserva-
tives such as Pat Buchanan and Ross Perot, maver-
ick presidential candidates in 1992 and 1996, used
anti-imperial and nativist themes to sound the
alarms about the new global economy. Sounding
like progressives in the 1890s or isolationists after
World War I, they believed that transnational cor-
porations were moving abroad to find cheaper
labor, thus causing American workers to lose jobs,
and that the government and business elite was
more interested in extending its interests abroad
than in taking care of its citizens at home. Ironi-
cally, they even called for an end to U.S. sanctions
against enemy states such as Iraq and Cuba, gov-
ernments for which they held little love, because
such economic warfare was damaging the people
of those lands and not helping to oust Saddam
Hussein and Fidel Castro. The United States was
“a republic, not an empire,” Buchanan often
reminded Americans throughout the 1990s.
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By the later part of that decade—with many
major powers establishing regional and world eco-
nomic groups such as the European Union, signa-
tories of the North American Free Trade
Agreement, and the World Trade Organization—
anti-imperialists went on the offensive. Although
such institutions had usually existed with little
fanfare or opposition, critics such as Chomsky, the
longtime consumer advocate Ralph Nader, and the
anti-globalization activist Kevin Danaher emerged
to attack what they considered a new form of
global empire, with the United States as hegemon.
From 1999 to 2001, when environmentalists,
union members, student activists, anarchists, and
other forces disrupted meetings of the World
Trade Organization in Seattle, of the World Bank
in Washington, D.C., and of the Free Trade Area of
the Americas in Quebec, the lines were drawn in
this new round in the global contest between the
great powers and the forces of anti-imperialism.

As critics of American power, expansion, or
empire entered the twenty-first century, they were
using many of the same arguments that George
Washington, John Quincy Adams, Mark Twain,
William Borah, and J. William Fulbright put forth
in earlier periods. Broadly defined to mean the
aggressive use of power, the denial of self-deter-
mination abroad, militarism, or actions inconsis-
tent with a republican form of government,
American imperialism has a long tradition, but so
does its anti-imperial counterpoint. Clearly, anti-
imperialists, isolationists, doves, and others
opposed to the excessive use of power or the
extension of U.S. influence have been on the
defensive as American leaders have tallied up an
impressive array of territorial holdings, military
interventions, proxy governments, and economic
opportunities. One can ponder, however, how
much more expansive the reach of American
power or the extent of American militarism
would have been without critics at home chal-
lenging the establishment and augmentation of
“empire” at all steps along the way.

“The price of empire,” J. William Fulbright
remarked during the Vietnam War, “is America’s
soul, and that price is too high.” Those words
could just as easily have been uttered by John
Quincy Adams at the turn of the nineteenth cen-
tury. As America goes abroad in the future, in
search of markets, bases, or even monsters to slay,
one can be reasonably certain that there will be
significant forces at home questioning and
protesting against such extension of U.S. power,
as there have been for more than two centuries.
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ARBITRATION, MEDIATION, AND CONCILIATION

Calvin D. Davis

American statesmen learned early that the discus-
sions of diplomats and the conclusion of treaties
are not always sufficient to settle international
disputes peacefully. Their search for other meth-
ods of peaceful settlement began during the
administration of George Washington and has
been a continuing concern in the conduct of the
foreign relations of the Republic since that time.
In fact, it was a major aspect of American foreign
policy before World War I and was of profound
influence upon American thinking about interna-
tional organization before that war.

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND OF THE
ARBITRATION CONCEPT

International arbitration may be defined as the
settlement of a difference between states through
the decision of one or more individuals or a tri-
bunal or court chosen by the parties to the dis-
pute. An arbitrator may be the chief of state of a
nation not concerned with the dispute; an
ambassador, minister, or other official; or even a
private individual. When a monarch or a presi-
dent is an arbitrator he usually does not act per-
sonally; indeed, he delegates most responsibili-
ties to the appropriate legal authorities of his
government. When the parties to an arbitration
decide to establish a tribunal, they may choose
judges from their own nationals and then agree
upon another individual to act as umpire. Some-
times they ask the head of another government to
choose an umpire or leave the choice of umpire
to the arbitrators already appointed. In several
nineteenth-century cases no individuals were
designated as umpires. Arbitrations may be con-
cerned with questions of international law or
facts. When arbitrations are primarily concerned
with facts, as in pecuniary claims or boundary
cases, the group of arbitrators is generally called
a commission, but no precise distinction can be
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drawn between commissions and tribunals. An
arbitral decision is called an award, and it may be
set aside if there are reasons to believe that it was
not given in good faith or was not in accord with
international law or the preliminary special
agreement, usually called a compromis, con-
cluded by the parties to the arbitration.

Historians and anthropologists have discov-
ered arbitral customs and institutions in many
cultures. The city-states of ancient Greece devel-
oped fairly elaborate arbitral procedure; on occa-
sion they organized groups of arbitrators similar
to modern international tribunals. During the
Middle Ages, popes, princes, jurisconsults, and
even city governments acted as arbitrators. Arbi-
tration was less important during late medieval
and early modern times, but it never disappeared
altogether from international relations. Occa-
sionally, European governments made use of it
when trying to resolve American questions. In
fact, some aspects of the first problem in the
diplomatic history of the European conquest of
the Western Hemisphere—the location of the
dividing line between Spanish and Portuguese
interests—suggest later arbitral practices. When
Portugal challenged Spain’s rights in the lands
Columbus had discovered, King Ferdinand asked
Pope Alexander VI to confirm the Spanish title.
The pontiff obliged, issuing in 1493 a series of
bulls in which he drew a line between the impe-
rial claims of the two countries. The Portuguese
protested the papal decision, and in 1494, Spain
and Portugal, in the Treaty of Tordesillas, moved
the line westward and agreed that a commission
of surveyors and mariners should locate the line.
While the two governments never set up the
commission, the provisions of the treaty calling
for such a body are evidence that commissions
were of some importance in international rela-
tions at that time.

Commissions appeared occasionally in con-
nection with England’s colonial problems during
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the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. The
Treaty of Westminster, which Oliver Cromwell
concluded with the Dutch at the end of the First
Anglo-Dutch War in 1654, referred claims con-
cerning the East Indies and the Americas to a
commission. Apparently this commission met but
failed to arrive at a decision. England and France
in 1686 referred disputes over American matters
to a commission, but it disbanded after outbreak
of the War of the League of Augsburg. The Anglo-
French treaties of Ryswick in 1697 and Utrecht in
1713 and the Treaty of Seville concluded by Great
Britain, France, and Spain in 1729 provided for
commissions to deal with American problems. All
failed. After the War of the Austrian Succession,
Britain and France established a commission for
American questions. Again, failure. Certainly, the
performances of commissions during the colonial
era should have encouraged no one to believe that
arbitration would be of large importance in later
American history, yet that series of failures kept
the idea alive. After the United States won inde-
pendence, there were many problems that Ameri-
can and British diplomats found difficult to settle
through negotiation, and they turned to commis-
sions almost as a matter of course.

JAY’S TREATY AND THE TREATY
OF GHENT

The United States and Great Britain for the first
time agreed to use arbitration in their relations
with each other when they concluded their first
commercial treaty, usually called Jay’s Treaty, in
1794. That treaty provided for three joint com-
missions to deal with disputes over boundaries,
compensation due British creditors for obliga-
tions incurred by Americans before the Revolu-
tion, and questions arising from Britain’s treat-
ment of American shipping in the war with
revolutionary France then in progress. The com-
mission for maritime matters decided several
questions, and the boundary commission also
attained some success. It identified the Schoodiac
River as the St. Croix, the river which was sup-
posed to be part of the boundary between Maine
and British territory according to the treaty of
independence. But the debt commission broke up
in an angry exchange, and it was necessary for the
two governments to resume negotiations. Accord-
ing to a treaty concluded in 1802, the United
States paid Britain a lump sum and the contro-
versy came to an end.
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The Treaty of Ghent, signed 24 December
1814, like Jay’s Treaty, provided for three joint
commissions. Only one commission completed
its assignment—determination of the ownership
of islands in the Passamaquoddy Bay. One com-
mission tried to determine boundaries between
British territory and the United States from the St.
Lawrence River to the Lake of the Woods; it
agreed upon a boundary through the Great Lakes
but failed to determine the line from Lake Supe-
rior to the Lake of the Woods. The third commis-
sion was supposed to decide the boundary from
the St. Croix to the St. Lawrence, but it failed to
reach accord. The two governments thereupon
referred the dispute to William I of the Nether-
lands. That monarch failed to find a clear basis for
a decision but in 1831 made an award anyway,
giving the United States and Britain what he
believed to be equitable shares of a wilderness.
The United States refused to accept this award,
protesting that the king had not acted in accord
with the agreement referring the controversy to
him. While arbitration had failed in this instance,
the case was of considerable importance, for it
clearly established the principle that arbitrators
should abide by the terms of a compromis or other
preliminary agreements. (The U.S. government
probably erred in refusing to accept the award, for
the Webster-Ashburton Treaty in 1842 gave the
United States less territory than it would have
received according to the king’s decision.)

The United States and Britain meanwhile
had one other arbitration in connection with the
Treaty of Ghent. The two powers were supposed
to restore all property, both public and private,
that they had seized from each other during the
War of 1812. The treaty specifically mentioned
slaves, but the British failed to return all Ameri-
can slaves under their jurisdiction at the close of
hostilities. After many protests from Washington,
British leaders agreed that an arbitrator should
deal with the matter, and the two governments
referred their dispute to Alexander I of Russia.
The czar decided that Britain had failed to meet
its obligations and should pay an indemnity.
Upon his recommendation the United States and
Britain concluded a convention setting up a com-
mission to decide the amount due the United
States. After elaborate proceedings, the commis-
sioners decided that the indemnity should be
$1,204,960, and, in a convention concluded 13
November 1826, the British government accepted
this decision.
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ANGLO-AMERICAN RELATIONS AND
THE GENEVA TRIBUNAL

During the last half of the nineteenth century, the
United States and Britain both made increasing
use of arbitration. The United States had arbitra-
tions with Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica,
Ecuador, Haiti, Mexico, Paraguay, Peru, Denmark,
France, Portugal, and Spain. Britain, too, entered
into many arbitrations with Latin American and
European states, but the two English-speaking
countries continued to have more arbitrations
with each other than with other powers. Several
minor but difficult Anglo-American controversies
were settled by arbitration during the 1850s and
1860s; after the Civil War, arbitration became a
major feature of relations between Washington
and London.

The nineteenth century’s most important
arbitral decisions concerned Anglo-American
controversies arising from the Civil War. British
shipbuilders had built warships for the Confeder-
acy, a practice stopped by London only after vehe-
ment protests from Washington. But British
authorities acted too late to prevent the sailing of
several ships, among them the Alabama, the most
notorious commerce raider of the war. When the
Alabama and its sister ships began destroying
Union merchant ships, many American shipown-
ers transferred their ships to foreign registry,
Britain receiving the largest number of registra-
tions. The American merchant marine almost dis-
appeared. As the war closed, influential Ameri-
cans fulminated against British misdeeds. Senator
Charles Sumner of Massachusetts charged that
Britain was really responsible for prolonging the
war for two years and demanded a large indem-
nity. Britain, too, had grievances, for British ship-
ping had sustained considerable damages at the
hands of the Union. As charges and counter-
charges were exchanged by intemperate speakers
on both sides of the Atlantic, diplomats found
negotiation of a settlement extremely difficult.
Finally, in a treaty signed at Washington on 8 May
1871, the two governments agreed to arbitration
of their Civil War claims and two other difficult
matters, the boundary through the San Juan
waterway between Vancouver Island and the
United States and the compensation due Britain
for recent concessions to the United States in the
fisheries off Newfoundland and Canada.

The two governments used all the best-
known forms of arbitration to resolve their four
disputes. They made their most elaborate prepa-
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rations for claims concerning the Alabama and
the other commerce raiders, establishing a tribu-
nal of five members in Geneva, Switzerland. Each
of the two parties appointed an arbitrator, as did
Brazil, Italy, and Switzerland. Presenting its case,
the United States demanded payment of indirect
claims, that is, damages sustained as a result of
the prolonging of the war through actions of the
raiders. The tribunal denied this demand, but in a
decision announced 14 September 1872, it
awarded the United States $15.5 million for actual
destruction of ships and cargoes. Other American
maritime claims against Britain and British claims
against the United States were referred to a com-
mission of three members, appointed by the
United States, Britain, and Spain. Meeting in
Washington, the commission soon decided
against American claims but, in a decision
announced 25 September 1873, awarded the
British $1,929.819. Meanwhile, the United States
and Britain had referred the San Juan waterway
boundary dispute to German Emperor William 1,
who announced his decision on 21 October 1872,
an award essentially in accord with American
contentions. A commission of three members—
an American, a Briton, and a Belgian—handled
the fisheries case in sessions at Halifax. The com-
mission announced on 23 November 1877 that
the United States should pay Britain $5.5 million.

Of the four arbitrations, that of the Alabama
claims was by far the most important. No other
arbitration has so stimulated imaginations. While
it is no doubt true, as Woodrow Wilson wrote,
that the award “ended, not a controversy but a
judicial process at the end of a controversy,” many
individuals convinced themselves that in this
instance arbitration may have been a substitute
for war. Long before the Civil War, arbitration had
attracted the attention of people anxious to find
ways of ridding mankind of the curse of war, and
to such people the decisions of the Geneva tribu-
nal seemed proof of what arbitration could
accomplish. The spokesmen and journals of the
American Peace Society, the Universal Peace
Union, and many other peace organizations found
in the Geneva arbitration topics for countless lec-
tures and articles. Even before the Geneva tribu-
nal announced its award, there were earnest rec-
ommendations that Britain and America negotiate
treaties between themselves and with other
nations in which they would recognize an obliga-
tion to resort to arbitration rather than war.
Charles Sumner, on 31 May 1872, introduced a
resolution in the Senate declaring that “in the
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determination of international differences Arbi-
tration should become a substitute for war in real-
ity as well as in name, and therefore coextensive
with war in jurisdiction, so that any question or
grievance which might be the occasion of war or
of misunderstanding between nations should be
considered by this tribunal.”

A British peace leader, Henry Richard, on 8
July 1873 secured passage of a similar resolution
in the House of Commons, and Sumner on 1
December of that year introduced another resolu-
tion urging arbitration in the Senate. While the
two governments took no actions in response to
these resolutions, the idea of treaties of obligatory
arbitration continued to gain adherents. Ameri-
can and British peace advocates were probably
unaware that Latin American governments almost
as a matter of course included promises of arbitra-
tion in many of their treaties, and most Americans
had probably forgotten that the Treaty of
Guadalupe Hidalgo (1848), which ended the
Mexican War, contained an article by which the
United States and Mexico agreed to arbitration of
differences in connection with the treaty. The
peace movement in the United States and Britain
gave little attention to developments in Latin
America,; it focused attention upon Anglo-Ameri-
can relations. If the United States and Britain were
to conclude a permanent arbitration treaty, they
would set an example for the rest of the world,
peace leaders reasoned.

THE HAGUE PEACE CONFERENCES

It was not until the 1890s that there came many
new opportunities to advance the ideas of arbitra-
tion enthusiasts. During that decade, marked as it
was by naval building, imperial rivalries, and war,
arbitration nonetheless seemed to emerge as a
major feature of international relations, and the
U.S. government was at the forefront of this
development. As the period began, President Ben-
jamin Harrison’s secretary of state, James G.
Blaine, brought together in Washington during
late 1889 and early 1890 the First International
Conference of American States. This conference
recommended a number of proposals to promote
hemispheric unity, among them a plan by which
the American republics would have referred to
arbitration all disputes that diplomacy could not
settle, excepting questions of independence.
Blaine called this agreement “the first and great
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fruit” of the conference, but he rejoiced too soon.
No government ratified the agreement.

Even before it was apparent that the Pan-
American arbitral plan would fail, the United
States was concluding an agreement with Britain
for arbitration of an acrimonious dispute.
Endeavoring to stop the indiscriminate killing of
fur seals in the Bering Sea by both British subjects
and American citizens, State Department officials
grasped at mistaken translations and interpreta-
tions of Russian documents which seemed to
prove that sovereignty over the sea had passed to
the United States with the acquisition of Alaska.
The Coast Guard seized Canadian ships and
arrested their crews. Britain protested vigorously.
Blaine’s successor, John Watson Foster, negotiated
an agreement by which the two powers estab-
lished a tribunal in Paris to hear the case. In an
award announced in 1895 the tribunal upheld
Britain’s contention that the Bering Sea was part of
the high seas and thus not subject to the police
actions of any government in time of peace. It
became necessary for the State Department to
resume negotiations to save the seals.

The Bering Sea tribunal had barely completed
its labors when a serious Anglo-American quarrel
arose over arbitration in another matter. The
United States had long urged arbitration of the bor-
der dispute between Venezuela and British Guiana,
but the British government, fearing that such an
arbitration would encourage demands for changes
in boundaries of other British colonies, repeatedly
rejected American suggestions. Late in 1895, Presi-
dent Grover Cleveland’s new secretary of state,
Richard Olney, convinced himself and the presi-
dent that Britain was very possibly claiming terri-
tory without real justification and was, therefore,
about to violate the Monroe Doctrine. The secre-
tary sent stern messages to London. Lord Salis-
bury, who was both prime minister and foreign
minister, responded with a statement that
sounded much like a schoolmaster explaining a
few simple facts to a student with little intelli-
gence. The Monroe Doctrine was not “public
law,” as Olney claimed, it was simply a statement
made by a distinguished American statesman.
Salisbury was accurate enough, but Americans
insisted that the Monroe Doctrine had a larger
meaning that other nations should recognize.
Cleveland sent Congress a special message that
resounded with appeals to honor and patriotic
duty. In both the United States and Britain there
were calls for war. After a few days calmer coun-
sel prevailed. The British government decided
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that arbitration, after all, was the best way out of
the crisis and concluded a treaty with Venezuela
by which the two countries established a tribunal
in Paris to determine the boundary. To the irrita-
tion of many Americans, the tribunal, in an
award announced in 1899, largely upheld the
British position.

In addition to the proceedings at Paris, the
boundary controversy had another important
result for arbitration. Shocked by the emotional
excesses of the recent crisis, British and American
leaders at last yielded to the pleas of peace
spokesmen for a treaty of arbitration. Secretary
Olney and the British ambassador, Sir Julian
Pauncefote, negotiated a treaty according to
which their governments were to agree that for a
five-year period they would settle territorial and
pecuniary claims through arbitration. The treaty
made no exception for national honor, but it pro-
vided an elaborate procedure for setting up tri-
bunals and handling appeals that should have
been adequate safeguards for the interests of both
parties. Optimists believed the treaty could be a
first step toward a permanent world tribunal.
Olney and Pauncefote signed the treaty on 11 Jan-
uary 1897, and Cleveland and his successor,
William McKinley, both urged ratification. Unfor-
tunately, partisan politics, dislike for Britain, and
fear of a departure from the traditional policy of
avoiding entangling alliances influenced many
senators. After approving amendments that
would have deprived the treaty of any real force,
the Senate on 5 May 1897 declined consent for
ratification. Great was the disappointment of arbi-
tration enthusiasts, but there soon came another
opportunity for their cause.

The Russian foreign ministry, on 24 August
1898, sent a circular note to all governments with
diplomatic representation in St. Petersburg. Czar
Nicholas II proposed a conference to consider
limitation of armaments. The United States was
quick to accept, although there was no interest in
Washington in limiting or reducing armaments,
and some influential people suspected a connec-
tion between the Russian proposal and the recent
American victory in the war with Spain. When
the Russians added improvements in the laws of
war and arbitration to the agenda, American offi-
cials became more interested. Secretary of State
John Hay instructed the American delegates to
work for agreement on these subjects, and he told
them to present a plan for a permanent interna-
tional tribunal modeled on the Supreme Court of
the United States.
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Upon request of Nicholas II, Queen Wil-
helmina of the Netherlands provided the confer-
ence with a meeting place at The Hague. Represen-
tatives of twenty-six governments were present for
the opening session on 18 May 1899 at one of the
Dutch royal palaces, the House in the Wood. In
addition to the delegates, peace workers gathered
at The Hague, anxious to encourage the “Peace
Conference,” as they called it, to make large initia-
tives for peace. To many people, the term “Peace
Conference” soon seemed a misnomer, for the con-
ference spent much of its time discussing war. It
failed to agree to any reduction in armies and
navies or their budgets but did adopt declarations
against poison gas, needlessly cruel bullets, and the
throwing of projectiles or explosives from balloons
or similar devices. It was more successful in its
work with the laws of war. It framed two conven-
tions about this subject, one of which was a codifi-
cation of the laws of land warfare and the other a
convention extending the Geneva Convention of
1864 (popularly known as the Red Cross Conven-
tion) to naval warfare. While humanitarians hailed
these conventions, another document, the Con-
vention for the Pacific Settlement of International
Disputes, was more interesting to peace workers.
This convention summarized experience with arbi-
tration, mediation, and commissions of inquiry
and made several significant innovations in the
application of these methods to the resolution of
international differences.

No part of the conference’s work required
more diplomacy than Title IV of the Pacific Settle-
ment Convention, “On International Arbitra-
tion.” The American delegates soon discovered
that there was little chance for adoption of their
plan for a permanent tribunal, and they decided
not to press for its acceptance. Instead, they sup-
ported a plan offered by Pauncefote, the chairman
of the British delegation. The British proposed
that each signatory power name two jurists to a
list and that parties to an arbitration should
choose judges from that list. The Russians also
advanced a plan, proposing that five powers be
given authority to name one judge each and that
these judges should always be ready to act as arbi-
trators. Both plans called for an administrative
bureau at The Hague. The chairman of the U.S.
delegation, Andrew D. White, and the delegation
secretary, Frederick W. Holls, worked closely with
the British and Russians to secure an acceptable
compromise. For a time German objections
threatened to defeat their efforts; and it required
much persuasion before the German government



ARBITRATION, MEDIATION, AND CONCILIATION

agreed to support a plan believed somewhat
weaker than the original British and Russian pro-
posals. The conference then agreed that each sig-
natory power should select “four persons at the
most, of known competency in international law,
of the highest moral reputation, and disposed to
accept the duties of Arbitrator.” These people
were to be members of a permanent international
institution, the Permanent Court of Arbitration. A
bureau at The Hague would maintain their names
on a list and carry out all administrative responsi-
bilities. Powers wishing to enter into arbitrations
could choose arbitrators from the list, but there
was no requirement that they do so.

Efforts at incorporating obligatory features
into the convention largely failed. The Germans,
in particular, opposed obligatory arbitration, and
without their support little was possible. The com-
pleted convention included, however, a statement
that the signatory powers recognized arbitration
“as the most effective, and at the same time the
most equitable, means of settling disputes which
diplomacy has failed to settle,” and article 27
declared that the signatory powers would “con-
sider it their duty, if a serious dispute threatens to
break out between two or more of them, to remind
these latter that the Permanent Court is open to
them.” This provision, based on a French proposal
that Holls had warmly supported, was the subject
of serious disagreement within the American dele-
gation. The naval delegate, Captain Alfred T.
Mahan, the famed historian of sea power, argued
that the article could lead to conflict between the
Hague Convention and the Monroe Doctrine.
Debate within the delegation ceased only when
White read a statement to the conference that in
signing the convention the United States was in no
way departing from its traditional policies toward
Europe or the Americas.

Many of the framers of the Peaceful Settle-
ment Convention were as concerned with good
offices and mediation as with arbitration. When a
government extends an offer of good offices to
powers in controversy or at war, it makes its diplo-
matic services and facilities available to them.
When a power acts as a mediator, it takes an active
part in negotiations, acting much as a middleman.
In actual practice, it is difficult to distinguish
between good offices and mediation, and the First
Hague Conference did not make such a distinc-
tion, but it did recognize the need to guarantee
their benevolent character. Too often such offers
had been viewed as unfriendly interventions,
sometimes for good reasons. Americans remem-
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bered how the imperial French government dur-
ing the Civil War had been unsympathetic to the
Union cause and had, at an inconvenient moment,
offered mediation. The Peace Conference sought
to prevent such problems in the future by includ-
ing in the convention a declaration that powers
that were strangers to a dispute had the right to
offer good offices and mediation even during hos-
tilities and that the exercise of this right could
“never be regarded by either of the parties at vari-
ance as an unfriendly act.” The convention was as
careful in its treatment of recipients of offers of
good offices and mediation. Article 6 declared that
offers of good offices and mediation “have exclu-
sively the character of advice, and never have
binding force,” while article 7 stated that media-
tion could not interrupt, delay, or hinder mobiliza-
tion or other preparations for war.

Article 8 of the mediation section was in a
class by itself. The result of a proposal by Holls—
other delegates referred to it as La Proposition
Holls—it provided for what was called “special
mediation.” According to its terms, each party to
a conflict could choose another power to act in its
place. For thirty days the disputing powers would
cease all communication about their controversy
and let their seconds make an effort at settlement.

In addition to the articles on mediation and
arbitration, the conference included provisions in
the convention for commissions of inquiry. It was
already an accepted practice to promote interna-
tional conciliation by appointing commissions to
ascertain facts. Such commissions were not
expected to make recommendations for settle-
ment, but they were expected to make reports
that could aid quarreling governments to work
out their differences. There was, however, no gen-
erally accepted procedure for establishing com-
missions. Cleveland had appointed a commission
to gather evidence during the Venezuelan bound-
ary controversy, and while the commission did
much good work, the fact that it was constituted
by only one party to the dispute was lost on no
one. Obviously, such one-sided arrangements
should be avoided in the future. The Hague Con-
vention provided that commissions should be
organized according to a procedure similar to that
by which arbitral bodies could be constituted
from the list of the Permanent Court of Arbitra-
tion and that the commissions should confine
their activities to the determination of facts. They
would present reports to the conflicting powers
but those powers would retain full freedom to
interpret the findings of the commissions.
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During the fifteen years following the Peace
Conference of 1899, the Convention for the
Pacific Settlement of International Disputes was
of considerable importance in international rela-
tions, and no country displayed more interest in
the convention and the Hague Court than the
United States. American statesmen made promo-
tion of the court an important part of foreign pol-
icy. Upon the suggestion of President Theodore
Roosevelt, the United States and Mexico gave the
court its first case, a dispute over whether the ces-
sion of California to the United States had ended
Mexico’s obligation to give financial support to an
ancient fund for the conversion of the California
Indians—the Pious Fund of the Californias. The
court carefully examined a large quantity of his-
torical evidence and, on 14 October 1902, ren-
dered an award stating that Mexico was still obli-
gated to support the fund.

Roosevelt’s initiative in the Pious Fund case
won approval from American and European peace
movement leaders, but soon he made clear the lim-
its of his confidence in the Hague Court. He
refused to submit the controversy over the Alaska
Panhandle’s boundary with Canada to the court. A
joint commission had failed to settle the matter, a
problem since the Klondike gold rush in 1896, but
Roosevelt agreed to what was essentially another
commission, although called a tribunal. The presi-
dent and the British monarch were each to appoint
three “impartial jurists of repute.” Roosevelt
appointed his secretary of war, Elihu Root; his
close friend Senator Henry Cabot Lodge of Massa-
chusetts; and former senator George Turner of
Washington, who was well acquainted with com-
mercial relations between his state and the Alaskan
gold-rush ports. King Edward VII appointed the
lieutenant-governor of Quebec, Sir Louise A. Jetté;
a Toronto lawyer, A. B. Aylesworth; and the lord
chief justice of England, Lord Alverstone, who had
a prominent role in the Bering Sea arbitration.
Alverstone voted with the Americans for a decision
favorable to American contentions. Great was the
anger of Canadians who charged that no one could
have expected the American jurists to be impartial,
despite reasons for believing that the impartiality of
the British Empire jurists was also suspect. Roo-
sevelt told people who believed he had risked a
sound claim to arbitration that a tie was the worst
that could have happened, and he insisted that the
London proceedings had not been an arbitration.
History does not support what the president was
saying, but his interpretation has, nonetheless,
been widely accepted.
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With regard to a more serious controversy,
the Venezuelan debt affair, Roosevelt was as
pleased to make use of the Permanent Court of
Arbitration as he had been determined to avoid it
in the Alaska boundary dispute. After Britain,
Germany, and Italy blockaded Venezuelan ports
in late 1902 and early 1903 to force Venezuela to
honor financial obligations due their nationals in
that country, other governments asked that the
claims of their nationals in Venezuela also be
paid. The question then arose as to whether the
blockading powers should have preference when
the payments began. Roosevelt saw an opportu-
nity for the Hague Court. Upon his suggestion a
court was again constituted from its list of arbitra-
tors, and the interested powers began a long and
complicated arbitration. The court finally
announced, on 22 February 1904, an award stat-
ing that the blockading powers should have pref-
erence, a disappointing decision to many of the
warmest friends of the court, for it seemed to
reward violence.

Before World War I broke out, the Hague
Court rendered awards in twelve other cases, two
of them involving the United States. The Treaty of
Washington of 1871 and the Halifax commission
had failed to put to rest all difficulties over the
North Atlantic fisheries, and the American and
British governments referred their controversy to
the Permanent Court in 1909. The court, on 10
September 1910, announced an award that
upheld most British contentions but which was so
carefully stated that the Americans as well as the
British believed justice had been done. A few
weeks after making this award, the court, on 25
October, made an award in another case involving
the United States, the Orinoco Steamship Com-
pany case, a dispute between a company owned
by U.S. citizens and the Venezuelan government.
The award was substantially in accord with the
position of the United States government.

The provisions of the Pacific Settlement
Convention for commissions of inquiry and good
offices and mediation were not used as often as
the arbitration sections from 1899 to 1914, but
they were of importance in connection with the
most serious armed conflict of the era, the Russo-
Japanese War. When Russia’s Baltic fleet, en route
to the Far East, fired into a British fishing fleet off
Dogger Bank on the night of 21-22 October 1904,
having mistaken the fishing boats for Japanese
torpedo boats, there was a furor in Britain, and
high officials in London talked of using force to
stop the Russian fleet. Anger subsided when the
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Russian government suggested establishment of a
commission of inquiry under terms of the Hague
Convention. Four admirals—one each from Rus-
sia, Britain, France, and the United States—were
appointed to a commission that carefully investi-
gated the matter. Upon receiving the commis-
sion’s report, the Russian government paid dam-
ages and the matter was closed.

As the war passed its decisive stages, peace
movement spokesmen hoped that powers signa-
tory to the Hague Convention would remember
its provisions for good offices and mediation, and
they were elated when President Roosevelt medi-
ated a settlement, the Peace of Portsmouth of
1905. The American president made no use of the
language of the Hague Convention, but it is prob-
able that that document influenced him, for at
one time he suggested that the Russians and
Japanese hold peace negotiations at The Hague.

Many peace spokesmen in the United States
and Europe believed Roosevelt’s efforts to
improve the Hague system would prove as impor-
tant in the long run as his mediation of the Russo-
Japanese contflict. The president in 1904 promised
the visiting Interparliamentary Union that he
would call another Hague peace conference, and
in October of that year Secretary of State Hay sent
out a circular suggesting a new conference. Later,
Roosevelt stepped aside in response to a Russian
request that Nicholas II have the honor of calling
the conference officially, but the United States
took an active role in the conference.

The Second Hague Peace Conference, which
met in 1907, was much larger than the 1899 con-
ference, for it included delegates from most Latin
American countries. The Latin Americans were
present because the United States asked for their
inclusion. Indeed, Latin American policy was one
of the most important considerations of the United
States at the conference, but Secretary of State
Elihu Root and the president did not forget the old
dream of a world court. The chairman of the U.S.
delegation, Joseph Hodges Choate, and another
American member, James Brown Scott, struggled
valiantly to secure establishment of a new tribunal,
the Court of Arbitral Justice, which would have
stood alongside the Permanent Court of Arbitra-
tion but would have been a truly permanent court,
always in existence and ready to hear cases. Unfor-
tunately, it proved impossible to agree upon a sys-
tem of appointing judges without offending
smaller powers that could not have continuous
representation. As the conference closed, the Court
of Arbitral Justice was only a project attached to a
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voeu (formal wish) that the powers signatory to the
Final Act bring the court into existence as soon as
they agreed upon the selection of judges and sev-
eral details of the court’s constitution.

The negotiation of arbitration treaties and
treaties of conciliation were other important
aspects of the diplomacy of peace from 1899 to
1914. Britain and France in 1903 negotiated a
treaty of arbitration, and peace movement leaders
then urged the United States to follow this exam-
ple. Roosevelt and Hay yielded to their pleas, and
Hay, in 1904 and 1905, negotiated treaties with
France, Switzerland, Germany, Portugal, Great
Britain, Italy, Spain, Austria-Hungary, Mexico,
and Sweden and Norway. To the anger of Roo-
sevelt and Hay, the Senate in advising ratification
insisted that the preliminary arbitration agree-
ments be actual treaties and therefore subject to
the ratifying process. Roosevelt thereupon refused
to proceed further, but Hay’s successor, Root, was
convinced that treaties amended so as to meet the
Senate’s requirements would be better than none.
He prevailed upon the president to consent to
negotiation in 1908 of a new set of treaties. The
Senate found these treaties more to its liking and
approved ratification.

It would have been well if President William
Howard Taft and his secretary of state, Philander
C. Knox, had been as cautious as Root in dealing
with the Senate, for they would have been spared
a large disappointment. Knox negotiated arbitra-
tion treaties with Britain and France in 1911 that
made no exceptions for such considerations as
national honor. The treaties merely stated that
any matter that was justiciable would be arbi-
trated. Since whether or not a dispute was justi-
ciable was subject to varying interpretations, it
seemed that the treaties contained adequate safe-
guards for the interests of the governments con-
cerned, but the Senate saw the matter in a differ-
ent light. Believing that the treaties could limit the
nation’s freedom of action, the Senate refused
consent for ratification.

President Woodrow Wilson’s first secretary
of state, William Jennings Bryan, was less inter-
ested in arbitration than his immediate predeces-
sors, although he negotiated renewal of the Root
treaties. He was more impressed with the concilia-
tory effects of commissions of inquiry and
believed that their development could be carried
much farther than the Pacific Settlement Conven-
tion had done. He hoped for treaties of concilia-
tion incorporating new ideas about investigating
commissions. Soon after the Wilson administra-
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tion took office, he advanced what he called the
president’s peace plan. He urged nations to agree
to refer their disputes to investigating commis-
sions for six months or a year. While awaiting the
reports of the commissions, they would refrain
from going to war or increasing their armaments.
The signatories of the treaties would be free to
accept or reject conclusions of the commissions
or to go to war, but Bryan was confident that the
period of waiting could have a cooling-oft effect
and help avert war. He negotiated twenty-nine
treaties according to this plan, and twenty of them
were ratified. Sadly, this initiative for peace was
interrupted by the outbreak of World War 1.

The declarations of war in 1914 also inter-
rupted American efforts to bring the Court of
Arbitral Justice into existence and to ensure the
meeting of a third Hague peace conference. Since
the conference of 1907, American diplomats had
been conducting quiet negotiations with the
British, French, and Germans to establish the
Court of Arbitral Justice without waiting for the
consent of all powers that had participated in
that conference. While these negotiations had
reached no definite conclusion, in 1914 there
were some reasons to hope for success. Negotia-
tions for a third Hague peace conference were
even more promising. The 1907 conference had
recommended that another conference meet
after an eight-year interval, the same as between
the first two conferences. To many peace spokes-
men and theorists, the conference seemed to be
developing into a permanent institution. A peri-
odic world conference and a world court with
judges always ready to hold sessions—these
were the institutions necessary for a viable world
organization, they believed. In the United States
the peace societies and the new Carnegie
Endowment for International Peace brought
pressure to bear upon Wilson and Bryan to use
their influence to bring about the meeting of the
conference, and this the president and the secre-
tary of state agreed to do. Planning for the con-
ference had made considerable progress when
war began in 1914.

THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS AND
THE WORLD COURT

The Hague period of modern internationalism
ended abruptly with the declarations of war. The
Pacific Settlement Convention and the treaties of
arbitration and conciliation were brushed aside as

69

the armies of the warring nations hastened to
secure strategic positions. Four years later, as the
war moved toward its close, European nations
and the United States advocated a world organiza-
tion. Occasionally there were recommendations
that the new world system be founded on the
work of the Hague conferences, but at Paris, in
1919, Wilson and other internationalists sought
to break with the Hague traditions as they
planned the League of Nations.

Fundamental in Wilson’s thinking was the
famous pledge in Article X of the League of
Nations Covenant “to respect and preserve as
against external aggression the territorial integrity
and existing political independence” of the
league’s members. Wilson’s small respect for the
work of the Hague conferences notwithstanding,
other members of the drafting committee incor-
porated into the covenant the prewar experience
with arbitration and conciliation. Members of the
league were to refer disputes that threatened rup-
ture to arbitration, judicial settlement, or inquiry
by the League Council. Parties to a dispute were
not to go to war for three months after arbitral
awards, judicial decisions, or reports from the
council. The league convened a conference of
experts at The Hague in 1920 to draft a statute for
a new international court. The conference took
the 1907 draft Hague convention for a Court of
Arbitral Justice as the basis of its work and
quickly produced the draft Statute for the Perma-
nent International Court of Justice. The older Per-
manent Court of Arbitration was to have a special
role in the new judicial system: its judges were to
meet in national groups to make nominations for
the new court. The Permanent Court of Interna-
tional Justice met for the first time in the Peace
Palace at The Hague in 1922. The creation of the
Permanent Court, usually called the World Court,
was a special challenge to the United States. Elihu
Root and James Brown Scott were among the
experts who drafted the World Court Statute.
Despite the failure of the United States to ratify
the Treaty of Versailles and the attached Covenant
of the League of Nations, adherence to the statute
was possible. The isolationism resulting from the
league struggle was, however, so strong that even
the court aroused senatorial opposition. Presi-
dents and secretaries of state during the 1920s
and 1930s made several attempts to secure Amer-
ican entry into the World Court system. All failed.
Secretaries of state, nevertheless, pursued arbitra-
tion policies like those of Elihu Root, renewing
Root’s treaties and negotiating entirely new arbi-
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tration agreements. The United States was one of
sixteen republics at a Pan-American conference in
Santiago, Chile, in 1923 that signed a treaty pro-
viding for commissions of inquiry to investigate
disputes neither diplomacy nor arbitration could
settle. At the Conference on Conciliation and
Arbitration in Washington on 5 January 1929, the
United States was one of twenty American
republics signing a general arbitration treaty and
conciliation convention.

The European experience with peaceful set-
tlement between the world wars was no more
promising than that of the United States. The
World Court decided several cases, and govern-
ments continued to make use of arbitration. The
Geneva Protocol was an important proposal to
strengthen the covenant’s arbitration provisions,
but it failed in 1925 when a new Conservative
government in London withdrew support. Later
that year, at the Locarno conference, the German
government concluded treaties with Belgium and
France recognizing their boundaries with Ger-
many and concluded arbitration treaties with
those two countries and Poland and Czechoslova-
kia. All such initiatives for peace were swept aside
when World War II began.

THE UNITED NATIONS

As World War II neared its conclusion, Allied
statesmen reasoned that a new beginning for
world organization was necessary, so at confer-
ences at Dumbarton Oaks in Washington, D.C.,
and at San Francisco, they wrote the Charter of
the United Nations. The charter included even
more peaceful settlement procedures than the
League Covenant. Parties to disputes were first of
all to seek solutions “by negotiation, enquiry,
mediation, conciliation, arbitration, judicial set-
tlement, resort to regional agencies or arrange-
ments, or other peaceful means of their own
choice.” The charter provided for a new World
Court and declared that all UN members would
be ipso facto parties to its statute. The new World
Court Statute was a revision of that of 1920.
When the International Court of Justice held its
first meeting at The Hague on 3 April 1946, the
most noticeable change was the dropping of “Per-
manent” from its official name.

The United Nations has been a major factor
in world affairs since its founding. Decisions of
the General Assembly and the Security Council
have repeatedly tried to maintain order and peace.
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Intervention in Korea and many peacekeeping
operations have often given the impression of a
military alliance, but the quieter means of settling
disputes peacefully have, nonetheless, been of
importance. The International Court of Justice
has made decisions in numerous disputes, and
governments have continued to make use of the
Permanent Court of Arbitration and ad hoc arbi-
tration tribunals. Such tribunals make possible
preservation of greater secrecy and, at the same
time, allow each party to a dispute to name some
of the jurists who will hear the case. The UN sec-
retary-general, Kofi A. Annan, in 1998 noted that
the Permanent Court of Arbitration and the Inter-
national Court of Justice were neighbors in the
Peace Palace and were “complementary institu-
tions offering the international community a
comprehensive range of options for the peaceful
resolution of disputes.”

When one reflects upon American initia-
tives to promote arbitration and a world tribunal
before World War 1 and the consistency with
which U.S. presidents during the 1920s and
1930s recommended adherence to the World
Court Statute, American support since 1945 for
the World Court and other means for pacific set-
tlement has often seemed tepid. The memoirs and
biographies of presidents and secretaries of state
since 1945 include many references to the United
Nations, but it is rare that they mention the Inter-
national Court of Justice, arbitration, or other
means for pacific settlement. As a former U.S.
ambassador to the United Nations, Daniel Patrick
Moynihan, has pointed out, American diplomacy
has often appeared to be unaware of the resources
offered by international law. Yet, a century after
the Pious Fund case, arbitration again was of
importance in some aspects of American foreign
relations. Problems resulting from the Iranian
Revolution led to establishment at The Hague of
the Iran—United States Claims Tribunal in 1981. It
was reported in April 2000 that the tribunal had
settled 3,700 claims cases involving hundreds of
billions of dollars. Certainly Iranian—United
States relations continued to be unsatisfactory,
but the tribunal demonstrated that through arbi-
tration, progress toward a better relationship
could be made.
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ARMED NEUTRALITIES

Ian Mugridge

One of the more difficult problems attached to all
wars is that of relations between belligerents and
neutrals. In land wars the question is not of such
magnitude, although Switzerland is probably the
only nation to have arrived at a satisfactory solu-
tion. In naval wars, however, in situations where
maritime commerce and other activities are
involved, the question of the relationship between
belligerents and neutrals, that is, of neutral rights,
has long been debated, almost always with incon-
clusive results.

The question of neutral rights in wartime is
almost always discussed, especially by neutrals,
within the context of international law. It is usu-
ally claimed that such international law is sup-
ported by principles established either by earlier
treaties or by practice or both, that it is an expres-
sion of some accepted view of maritime conduct
in wartime, which should therefore govern rela-
tions between belligerents and neutrals.

The problem is that international law has no
validity beyond that accorded it in particular situ-
ations by particular nations. It only exists either
when nations agree that it does or when they can
uphold their interpretation of it by whatever
means are appropriate. In a narrower context, the
problem with stating and attempting to uphold
neutral rights at sea is that, in the end, neutrals
have no rights except those that they can main-
tain by their own actions, in which case they often
cease to be neutrals, as the Dutch discovered in
the American Revolution. Again, the example of
the Swiss is instructive. They have preserved their
neutrality inviolate for hundreds of years by the
simple but effective expedient of placing them-
selves in such a position that challenging their
neutrality would not be worth the cost.

The introduction of principles to regulate
relations between belligerents and neutrals has
never been motivated by anything other than
self-interest. Since at least the seventeenth cen-
tury, declarations, opinions, judgments, and con-
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ventions on neutral rights in seaborne commerce
have been common. But if one strips away the
philosophical disguises, legal circumlocutions,
and endless casuistry, what remains is really very
simple: neutrals have constantly been trying to
trade with some or all of the belligerents in a
given war while some or all of the same belliger-
ents have been trying to stop neutral trade with
their enemies. For example, the cause of most of
the problems concerning the West Indies, partic-
ularly the French islands, during the American
Revolution was the clear and avowed intent of
the French to assist the Americans and the
equally firm intent of the British to stop this.
What mattered in this situation was not declara-
tions of neutral rights or expressions of principle
but the possession of the force required to carry
out national policy.

There has, nevertheless, developed during
the last three hundred years a great body of pro-
nouncements on neutral rights as both neutrals
and belligerents have sought to regulate their rela-
tions and to justify their self-interested conduct
by appeals to principle and to precedent. No
nation has been absolutely consistent in the prin-
ciples and doctrines to which it has appealed and
on which it has acted, and this has been as true of
the United States as of any other nation.

In The Diplomacy of the American Revolution
(1935), still a valuable work on the topic, Samuel
Flagg Bemis noted that, in espousing unequivo-
cally the principles of the Armed Neutrality of
1780 and in embodying some of these principles
in the Treaty of Paris, the United States estab-
lished what he called “the American doctrine of
freedom of the seas.” This doctrine, which he rec-
ognized as being rooted in practice, was by no
means American nor has it been one to which the
United States has consistently adhered. During
the Civil War, the British in particular tried,
unusually for them, to uphold the principle of
free ships, free goods; but the government of
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Abraham Lincoln refused to do anything but cling
to maritime doctrines more usually espoused by
the British. In the two major wars of the twentieth
century, the neutral rights of American shipping
were one of the causes of contention between the
United States and Germany, but in neither case
was the real neutrality of the nation clearly estab-
lished. In the 1960s, it might be maintained that
one of the ingredients of the Cuban missile crisis
was the unwillingness of the United States to
uphold the principle of freedom of the seas when
such an action would seriously have threatened
its security. This is not to criticize particularly the
actions of the United States in successive crises,
merely to point out that its governments, like
those of other major and minor powers over the
years, have been motivated by self-interest rather
than by continuous adherence to principle.

An examination of the conduct of the mar-
itime powers in time of war, however, indicates
that the body of international maritime law,
ephemeral and even illusory as it may be, has yet
had considerable influence on their actions.

INTERNATIONAL MARITIME LAW IN
THE EIGHTEENTH CENTURY

In his Colonial Blockade and Neutral Rights,
1739-1763 (1938), Richard Pares noted that the
classic age in the struggle between land power
and sea power occurred in the middle years of the
eighteenth century and that one of the results of
this was that the same period became the classic
age in the development of international maritime
law. During the two great colonial wars, the War
of the Austrian Succession and the Seven Years’
War, important doctrines on contraband, block-
ade, and colonial trade, advanced by theorists like
the Dane Martin Hupner, were defined by English
and Continental jurists in a long series of opin-
ions in prize cases and the like. These definitions
were in turn embodied in government pro-
nouncements and treaties to build up reference
points for the future. As Pares noted at the close
of his work, “for Admirals, for Foreign Ministers,
and for judges, [these wars] were the dress
rehearsals for greater struggles to come.” By
implication at least, this view was taken up much
later by Max Savelle in his The Origins of American
Diplomacy (1967), in which he examined the
international history of the European and particu-
larly the British colonies in America from 1492 to
the end of the Seven Years’ War in 1763.
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At the beginning of this war, as both Pares
and Savelle noted, the neutral powers assumed that
free ships made free goods and that they would be
able to continue their lucrative trade with the bel-
ligerents as if nothing had happened. This was not,
however, the British view. In response to the neu-
tral position, the British developed what came to be
known as the Rule of the War of 1756, which drew
a distinction between trading with the enemy and
trading for the enemy. The former was to be
regarded as permissible so that trade that would
have been carried on in peacetime remained free
and uninterrupted during war. The latter, however,
was not permissible and the British reserved the
right to interfere with any trade in war matériel
that would not have been carried on in peacetime.
During 1757 and 1758, however, it became obvi-
ous to the British that even this rather strict rule
was being continuously evaded by transferring
contraband from one ship to another. The response
to this problem was to promulgate a supplemen-
tary order that became known as the doctrine of
continuous voyage. This rule laid down the princi-
ple that for a confiscatable cargo to begin a voyage
in one ship and then to continue “in the ship of a
friend” made no difference, for the British govern-
ment would regard such a voyage as a continuous
one. In other words, it was the cargo and not the
ship that mattered.

These principles governed the actions of the
British government and their navy throughout the
Seven Years’ War. From their point of view, it was a
simple problem: in Paress words, “English trade
had nothing to gain from the vindication of neu-
tral rights.” In addition, the British war effort
might be placed in considerable jeopardy by
adherence to the principles being espoused by the
French foreign minister, Etienne Francois, duc de
Choiseul, in his attempts to win over the neutral
powers. These powers did not take the same view
of the problem as the British. Although Choiseul
and his agents discovered that the neutral position
was by no means a united one, there was yet suftfi-
cient feeling of grievance against Great Britain
among all the neutral powers in Europe to make
the construction of a maritime league of neutrals a
serious proposition. The British desired to estab-
lish overwhelming power at sea and were not alto-
gether unsuccessful in their attempts to do so.

It was to the creation of such a league that
the French government, posing as the champion
of the neutrals, bent its energies in the early years
of the war. It was a difficult and ultimately fruit-
less task, but in many ways it provided the model
for the League of the Armed Neutrality of 1780.
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There were precedents for a league of neu-
trals, especially in northern Europe where, as early
as 1690, Denmark and Sweden had combined to
try to enforce their concept of neutral rights in the
Baltic, the area where a league of neutrals stood
the greatest chance of success. It could easily be
closed to the shipping of nations refusing to
respect neutral rights, much to the disadvantage
of, in particular, the British, who at this time were
beginning to rely increasingly on Baltic naval
stores. The Danes, however, also relied heavily on
the income they gained from dues collected on the
Sound, and the Baltic trading nations as a group
were growing more dependent on their naval
stores industries. Nevertheless, the French con-
centrated on this area, especially in view of the
agreement on neutral rights signed by Denmark
and Sweden shortly before hostilities began.

William Pitt the Elder, the British prime
minister, was forced to make some concessions to
neutral protests lest these powers respond favor-
ably to French efforts to form a maritime league.
But the French were to fail through the weakness
of the neutral position, the unwillingness of the
British to recognize claims not already granted by
treaty, and the resultant reluctance of the neutrals
to make a firm commitment to a maritime league.
Not only was the Baltic project doomed almost
from the beginning—the Danes, for example,
would never actually say that free ships made free
goods—but attempts to put together a wider
league met with equal reluctance to participate.
Whatever their long-term interests might have
appeared to dictate, whatever blandishments the
French used on them, the neutrals, and particu-
larly the Danes and the Dutch, always lacked suf-
ficient confidence in their own ability or that of
the French to uphold the principles with which
they were flirting. They were always too reliant on
British friendship, or at least noninterference, in
maintaining their overseas trade to give unequiv-
ocal assent and support to a league that might
oblige them to sacrifice concrete gain for abstract
principles. By the spring of 1759, Choiseul had
essentially given up the attempt, despite a rather
half-hearted effort a few months later.

In many ways, as Pares noted, the events of
the Seven Years’ War were a rehearsal for later
wars. In the War of American Independence and
later struggles, both neutrals and belligerents
appealed to the body of maritime law developed
in the years up to 1763. As in the past, efforts to
set up a maritime league of neutrals, a concept
that became a reality in only a limited sense,
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foundered, like later attempts, on the rock of
national self-interest. In one important respect,
however, the league of 1780 differed from
attempts made by Choiseul and the French to
bring together a group of neutral powers in the
1750s. It may be this difference that goes a long
way toward explaining its success, if not in limit-
ing the belligerents’ interference with neutral
shipping then at least in providing mediation
aimed at bringing the American war to a close.

LEAGUE OF THE ARMED NEUTRALITY

Formed in the spring and summer of 1780, the
League of the Armed Neutrality was the first gen-
uine league of neutrals formed because of com-
plaints of the neutral powers against the major
belligerents—with the possible exception of the
United States. Although, in this respect as in oth-
ers, the United States was of rather limited impor-
tance to anyone except Great Britain, France, and
Spain, there is some evidence that the activities of
American privateers were partly responsible for
the movement to form a league of neutrals.

From the beginning of the war, Great
Britain, still supremely, though as it turned out
misguidedly, confident in the ability of its navy to
hold the world at bay, had reverted to the mar-
itime doctrines it had espoused in the past; and its
actions had provided a constant source of com-
plaint for the Danes and the Swedes as well as the
Dutch and, later, the Russians. After the entry of
France and Spain into the war in 1778, France
made attempts to conciliate the neutrals as it had
done in the Seven Years’ War. Spanish policy hov-
ered somewhere between the two. Whatever the
avowed policies of the belligerent powers, how-
ever, they all, in varying degrees, offended the
neutrals and produced a growing sense among
them that some kind of joint expression of disap-
proval and firm resolve to take action was neces-
sary to protect their interests.

Ultimately, leadership in this project was
provided by Catherine II of Russia, who, under
pressure from Great Britain on the one hand to
enter an alliance and from the northern powers
on the other to help protect their neutrality, found
her own shipping becoming more subject to
interference from the belligerents. The result was
the declaration of 1780, identifying the principles
by which Catherine proposed to act and the
means—commissioning a substantial portion of
her fleet to go “wherever honour, interest, and
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necessity compelled”—by which she proposed to
enforce those principles. Broadly, these principles
were that neutral shipping might navigate freely
from port to port and on the coasts of nations at
war; that the property of subjects of belligerent
states on neutral ships should be free except when
it was classed as contraband within the meaning
of the Anglo-Russian Treaty of 1766; and that a
port was assumed to be blockaded only when the
attacking power had rendered its ships stationary
and made entry a clear danger.

Through the summer of 1780, other neutral
powers issued similar declarations, and the bel-
ligerents protested that they had always treated
and always intended to treat Russian shipping
according to these principles. By August, Den-
mark and Sweden, by almost identical agree-
ments, had joined Russia in conventions estab-
lishing an armed neutrality, and, beginning with
the Dutch United Provinces in January of the fol-
lowing year, most of the major neutrals of Europe
acceded to the league before the end of the war.
Of these powers, only the Dutch were obliged, at
least partly because of their joining the league, to
go to war with Great Britain. In this case, Cather-
ine and her allies agreed to regard the Dutch as
neutrals in their dealings with France and Spain
to mitigate the effects on them of war with the
British. Even so, the Dutch suffered severely from
the war which, despite repeated attempts at medi-
ation by Catherine and other members of the
league, dragged on into the early summer of 1784
before Great Britain and the United Provinces
finally signed a treaty of peace.

What, in the end, did the league achieve? Its
existence made little, if any, difference in the atti-
tude of the British navy in dealing with neutral
shipping. Indeed, in the case of the United
Provinces, adherence to the league was at least
partly responsible for a far more serious situation
than that nation might otherwise have faced. Any
slackening in British depredations on the neutrals
in general was perhaps due more to the declining
effectiveness of the British navy, to the ineptitude
of those running the war effort, and to the appear-
ance of France and Spain on the rebel side than to
the unity and effectiveness of the league. Never-
theless, resentment against the Rule of the War of
1756 was still strong among the Continental pow-
ers, and when, after 1778, the British escalated
their actions against neutral commerce, they
reacted in a way that, strengthened by Catherine’s
firm support, resulted increasingly in British isola-
tion. As Paul Kennedy notes, in 1783 even Portu-

76

gal and the Two Sicilies joined Russia, Prussia,
Austria, Sweden, and Denmark in the league, leav-
ing Britain completely isolated, a situation that led
the scholar G. S. Graham to comment that it was
the principal factor in the British defeat. It is at
least clear that the mediation of Catherine and
Joseph II of Austria was partly responsible for the
treaties that ended the war in the fall of 1783.

This was probably the limit of the achieve-
ments of the first armed neutrality. It had little or
no influence on American affairs and diplomacy
in general, beyond the threat it imposed on the
British. For the United States, as for other nations,
it provided a set of principles of maritime law that
were useful when they became convenient or nec-
essary but that were to be discarded when neither
of these conditions existed. At the end of the war,
Charles James Fox, the British foreign secretary,
proposed drawing up a treaty embodying the
principles of armed neutrality, but his plan came
to nothing. Ten years later, with Europe once
again at war, Sweden and Denmark signed a con-
vention renewing the provisions of the Armed
Neutrality; but Catherine had already concluded
an alliance with Great Britain, which, by virtue of
the fact that one of its objects was to destroy
French commerce, deliberately ignored the prin-
ciples of the league.

THE SECOND LEAGUE

In the words of Isabel de Madariaga, the idea of a
league of neutrals “flickered into brief life again in
1800 before it was finally abandoned. At that
point, Napoleon Bonaparte, first consul of the
French Republic, was anxious to construct a conti-
nental alliance against Great Britain, whose opposi-
tion to his designs was proving intransigent. He
was attempting to use against the British a league
of neutral powers, particularly those of northern
Europe, who were angered by British refusal to rec-
ognize the rights of neutral commerce.

Paul I of Russia had withdrawn from the
Second Coalition against Napoleon early in 1800,
believing that his interests lay more in the Baltic
than in Italy and Germany and vexed by British
refusal to surrender Malta to him as the new
Grand Master of the Order of St. John of
Jerusalem. As a result of his diplomacy, the 1780
Declaration of Armed Neutrality was renewed.
Beginning with the Prussians and Danes, Paul re-
created the league, and by mid-December 1800,
Norway, Denmark, Sweden, and Russia had also
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signed separate conventions with France to fur-
ther their “disinterested desire to maintain the
inalienable rights of neutral nations.” Napoleon
had earlier declared that he would not make
peace with the British while they refused to
respect the neutral rights not only of these pow-
ers, but also of the United States. He hoped to
attach the Americans to the league, particularly
after Thomas Jefferson’s accession to the presi-
dency early in 1801.

Late in 1800, John Adams, on the advice of
his son, John Quincy Adams, minister to Prussia,
sent an embassy to Paris that signed a convention
reaffirming the principles of the 1780 declaration.
This was ratified by the Senate early in 1801, but
both Jefferson and his secretary of state, James
Madison, were cautious about entering into a
firm attachment with a league in which, in the
words of one of the American envoys in Europe,
“the silly powers of the north” had responded to
“this interested and politic cry of France against
Great Britain.” They recognized too that the situ-
ation could be turned to their advantage if the
Baltic trade were denied to the British, and they
were suspicious of Napoleon’s designs in the
Western Hemisphere and fearful of the serious-
ness with which the British government clearly
took the league.

So they hung back, and while they did the
league collapsed. In the spring of 1801, two
events destroyed it. Late in March, Paul I, the
main prop of the league, was assassinated. Up to
and past this point, the league worked: no British
ships passed through the Denmark Strait in the
first four months of 1801. But now decisive and
ruthless action in the form of Horatio Nelson’s
destruction of the Danish fleet in Copenhagen
Harbor hit the league at its weakest point. The
league was finished, because the new czar,
Alexander I, refused to maintain the policies of
his father. The League of the Armed Neutrality of
1780 had, because of the temporary concurrence
of a number of factors, some effect on the course
of the American Revolution and, more particu-
larly, on the European policies that surrounded it.
A weakened Great Britain, faced with rebellious
colonies and declarations of war by the major
European powers, was in no position to resist
effectively a league that eventually contained all
the other major European powers. For once, an
unusual show of neutral strength and unity had
an effect on European politics, although even this
did not extend fully to all the members and par-
ticularly to the Dutch.
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The effectiveness of the league, however,
had nothing to do with the principles it had
espoused, with their justice or their strength. It
had to do with the strength of the league’s mem-
bers and the comparative weakness of the major
object of its existence. In 1800, when such a situ-
ation did not exist, this fact was illustrated graph-
ically by the collapse of the second League of the
Armed Neutrality. On this occasion, helped by a
fortunate accident of Russian politics, the British,
strong and confident, led by a resolute and able
prime minister and served by a brilliant and fear-
less admiral, struck hard at the league’s weakest
link and destroyed it. Unable to maintain the
rights they claimed, the neutrals returned to con-
ciliation of Great Britain. They had learned a
severe lesson—and so, watching them, had the
government of the United States.
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ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT

Richard Dean Burns

Historians have been slow to grasp the significant,
occasionally dominating, role that arms control
negotiations played in Cold War diplomacy—a
situation undoubtedly the result of the often
mind-numbing technical aspects of these lengthy
deliberations. In the prenuclear era, political dis-
putes might spark threatening military buildups,
but political dimensions remained the focus of
subsequent negotiations. This changed after 1950
as weapons systems themselves took on a political
character. “The arms race . . . was both a result of
the Cold War and a cause,” as the former Soviet
President Mikhail Gorbachev emphasized, “as it
constantly provided new stimuli for continued
rivalry.” The arms control pacts that gradually
emerged from various multilateral and bilateral
negotiations helped neutralize the insecurities
brought on by the constant arrival of new
weapons systems. “The decision to reduce arms,”
Gorbachev concluded, “became an important step
on the road to ending confrontation and creating
healthier relations between East and West.”

Arms control and disarmament agreements
were traditionally designed to accomplish two
essential purposes: to stabilize the military cli-
mate and to diminish the military violence in any
subsequent hostilities. The various arrangements,
which reduced, limited, and regulated arma-
ments, provided a more stable international envi-
ronment; but could not themselves resolve other
threatening, contentious issues. Controlling
armaments had to be coupled with diplomatic
resolve so that in an atmosphere temporarily
cleared of insecurities inspired by unregulated
weaponry, statesmen might deal with critical
political, social, and economic differences.

DEFINING ARMS CONTROL AND
DISARMAMENT TECHNIQUES

Although the terms “disarmament” and “arms
control” have been widely used, there often has

79

been, and still is, considerable confusion over
their meanings. “Disarmament” became the fash-
ionable term during the nineteenth century, par-
ticularly during and after the Hague Conference
of 1899, to describe all efforts to limit, reduce, or
control the implements of war. While some indi-
viduals may employ disarmament in the literal
sense—the total elimination of armaments—most
diplomats and commentators do not. The United
Nations and its subsidiary agencies use it as a
generic term covering all measures, “from small
steps to reduce tensions or build confidence,
through regulation of armaments or arms control,
up to general and complete disarmament.”

In the early 1950s, academic specialists link-
ing the technology of nuclear weaponry to the
strategies of the Cold War began substituting the
term “arms control.” For them “disarmament” not
only lacked semantic precision but carried utopian
expectations, whereas “arms control” involved any
cooperation between potential enemies designed
to reduce the likelihood of conflict or, should it
occur, its scope and violence. Most arms con-
trollers sought to enhance the nuclear deterrence
system, and only occasionally sought force reduc-
tions, while literal “disarmers” dismissed arms
control as a chimera and supported proposals
seeking general and complete disarmament.

From a historical perspective the basic tech-
niques that comprise arms control and disarma-
ment undertakings may be divided into six
general categories:

1. Limitation and Reduction of Armaments.
These pacts put specified limits on the
mobilization, possession, or construction of
military forces and equipment, and may
result in reductions. The restrictions may be
qualitative, regulating weapons design, as
well as quantitative, limiting numbers of
specific weapons.

2. Demilitarization, Denuclearization, and
Neutralization. Demilitarization and denu-
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clearization involve removing or placing

restrictions on military forces, weapons, and

fortifications within a prescribed area of

land, water, or airspace. Neutralization is a

special status that guarantees political inde-

pendence and territorial integrity, subject to

a pledge that the neutralized state will not

engage in war except in defense. The essen-

tial feature of all three is the emphasis on
geographical areas.

3. Regulating or Outlawing Specific Weapons.
These agreements regulate the military use
or the possession of specific weapons. Their
rationale is that the unrestricted use, or any
use, of a particular weapon exceeds recog-
nized “just use of force.”

4. Controlling Arms Manufacture and Traffic.
This approach involves restrictions, includ-
ing embargoes, on the sale or transfer of
weapons and munitions. It may prohibit the
manufacture of specific weapons.

5. Laws of War. These efforts seek to lessen the
violence and damage of war. The principles
underlying the rules of war (or laws of war)
are (a) the prohibition of weapons that cause
unnecessary or disproportionate suffering;
(b) the distinction between combatants and
noncombatants; and (c) the realization that
the demands of humanity should prevail
over the perceived necessities of combat.

6. Stabilizing the International Environment.
This technique seeks to lower international
tensions through lessening the possibility of
an uncontrollable cause célebre provoking
an unwanted war. In addition, it seeks to
protect the environment from lasting dam-
age due to the testing or use of military
weapons.

Obviously, the six categories are not exclusive.
The outlawing of weapons has the same effect as
limiting them. Thus, a treaty that prohibits plac-
ing weapons of mass destruction in outer space
(1967) is also an example of geographic demilita-
rization. In addition, a treaty may incorporate
several arms control techniques: the Treaty of Ver-
sailles (1919), for example, limited the number of
German troops, demilitarized specific zones, and
outlawed German manufacture of military air-
craft, submarines, and tanks.

The methods of achieving arms control and
disarmament objectives may be classified into
three broad categories—retributive measures, uni-
lateral measures, and reciprocal measures—which
can be subdivided into six general methods:
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1. Extermination. A retributive measure, exter-
mination is an ancient and drastic means of
ensuring no future warlike response from
one’s opponent, dramatized by Rome’s
destruction of Carthage or the elimination
of some American Indian tribes.

2. Imposition. Also a retributive measure,
imposition results when victors force arms
limitation measures on the vanquished,
such as the terms imposed upon Germany
and other enemy states in 1919 and 1945.

3. Unilateral Neglect. Often confused with
unilateral decisions, unilateral neglect refers
to a nation’s decision not spend for defense,
as in the U.S. unilateral reduction of army
and naval forces after the Civil War (1866)
or the British and U.S. self-imposed arms
reductions between the world wars.

4. Unilateral Decision. A consciously decided
policy of self-imposed military restrictions
or limitations, as in Japan’s post—World War
II constitution and the Austrian Peace
Treaty (1955), both restricting armaments
to defensive purposes.

5. Bilateral Negotiation. A reciprocal measure,
bilateral negotiation is a traditional method
by which two nations seek mutually accept-
able solutions to tensions heightened by
armaments, as with the Rush-Bagot Agree-
ment (1817) and the SALT, START, and INF
treaties.

6. Multilateral Negotiation. Another reciprocal
measure, multilateral negotiation is a com-
mon twentieth-century approach to regional
and global military-political problems that
involve the interests of several nations. The
Hague treaties (1899, 1907) and the Nuclear
Non-Proliferation Treaty (1968) are multi-
lateral agreements. The Latin American
denuclearization treaty of 1967 is a region-
ally negotiated pact.

ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT
TO WORLD WAR 11

Most American leaders, at one time or another,
have defined the United States as a “peace-loving
nation” that deplores the existence of large mili-
tary forces and believes that their reduction will
lead to a more peaceful world. Yet while American
diplomats have frequently supported arms control
objectives, they also have opposed them. For
example, they rejected the idea of naval reduc-
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tions at the 1899 Hague Conference and refused
to consider political-military “guarantees” that
might have brought about arms reductions during
the League of Nations negotiations. Thus, early
U.S. involvement in the efforts to limit weapons
and warfare has been mixed.

Apart from early efforts to halt the trading in
arms with various Indian tribes, the United States
pursued three major undertakings during this
period: demilitarizing the Great Lakes; formulat-
ing “rules of war” to govern the actions of its
armed forces; and participating in the two Hague
peace conferences.

Rush-Bagot Agreement The War of 1812
demonstrated that the Great Lakes were of strate-
gic importance to the United States and Britain’s
eastern Canadian provinces. At war’s end, the
British flagship on the lakes was a three-decker
more powerful than Admiral Horatio Nelson’s
Victory, and two even larger vessels were being
built at Kingston, Ontario. The Americans
responded by beginning construction of two ves-
sels that would be the world’s largest warships.

These undertakings conflicted with the U.S.
Congress’s economy drive, so, on 27 February
1815, President James Madison was authorized
“to cause all armed vessels of the United States on
the lakes to be sold or laid up, except such as he
may deem necessary to enforce proper execution
of revenue laws.” Economies also led Great
Britain to curtail construction and dismantling of
warships.

Despite these unilateral actions, many in
Washington were concerned that minor border
incidents between Canadians and Americans
might lead to a renewed naval race. In November
1815, President Madison endorsed efforts to
negotiate with the British to limit the number of
armed ships on the lakes. If the building of war-
ships began again, he feared, a “vast expence will
be incurred” that might lead to “the danger of [a]
collision” between the two countries. In London,
Lord Castlereagh agreed that such a naval race
was “ridiculous and absurd.”

The 29 April 1817 bilateral agreement lim-
ited the naval forces of each party “on Lake
Ontario, to one vessel, not exceeding one hun-
dred tons burden, and armed with one eighteen
pound cannon. On the upper lakes, to two ves-
sels, not exceeding like burden each, and armed
with like force,” and “on the waters of Lake
Champlain, to one vessel not exceeding like bur-
den, and armed with like force.” However, the
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pact did not end competitive armaments in the
Great Lakes region. Fortifications continued to be
built, and there were violations of the naval terms,
and during the Civil War, the U.S. Senate voted to
terminate the agreement. Despite these obstacles,
the Rush-Bagot Agreement remains one of the
most successful U.S. arms control undertakings—
and certainly its most enduring, for it enhanced
the security of both parties and saved them a great
deal of money. Also, it paved the way for the
Treaty of Washington (1871), which resolved
remaining political issues between the parties and
led to the “unguarded frontier” between Canada
and the United States.

Rules of War In 1863 a Columbia University
professor, Francis Lieber, submitted his Code for
the Government of Armies of the United States in the
Field to the War Department. The Lieber Code, as
it became known, was drawn from medieval
jurists and was incorporated into the Union army’s
General Order No. 100. Among other things, it
recognized the status of noncombatants, regulated
treatment of prisoners of war, prohibited the use of
poison, forbade the seizure of private property
without compensation, and ordered that cultural
treasures not be willfully destroyed. Lieber’s con-
tribution later influenced the Declaration of Brus-
sels (1874) on the rules and customs of war.

Hague Conferences Peace advocates every-
where welcomed Czar Nicholas IT's 1899 invita-
tion for a meeting of the great powers at The
Hague to deal with the threatening international
arms race. The Americans were optimistic about
the conference’s prospects for peace even though
their own government had recently concluded a
war against Spain and was committed to a naval
buildup and army modernization.

President William McKinley took the posi-
tion that “it behooves us as a nation to lend coun-
tenance and aid to the beneficent project.” Yet the
active military force of the United States “in time
of peace [is] so conspicuously less than that of the
armed powers of Europe,” he said, “that the ques-
tion of limitations had little practical importance
for the United States.” Thus, while the U.S. peace
movement collected petitions registering popular
support for reducing armaments, at The Hague,
Captain Alfred T. Mahan, the U.S. delegate, joined
Admiral John A. Fisher, the British naval delegate,
to prevent any limitation of naval forces. Other
proposals sought to restrict military budgets, pro-
hibit the use of new types of firearms and explo-
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sives, restrict the use of certain munitions, pro-
hibit the dropping of projectiles or explosives,
prohibit the use of submarines or similar engines
of destruction, and revise and codify the laws and
rules of war, especially those from the Conference
of Brussels that were still unratified.

Secretary of State John Hay stated that the
first four restrictions “seem lacking in practicabil-
ity, and the discussion of these propositions
would probably prove provocative. . . . But it is
doubtful if wars are to be diminished by rendering
them less destructive, for it is the plain lesson of
history that the periods of peace have been longer
as the cost and destructiveness of war have
increased.” Despite Washington’s lack of interest,
declarations prohibiting the use of asphyxiating
gas and expanding (dum-dum) bullets and the
throwing of projectiles from balloons were
approved. With the U.S. delegation’s support,
rules of war aimed at preventing armies from
committing excesses—such as those at the
expense of noncombatants and prisoners of
war—also were endorsed by the conferees.

At the Second Hague Conference of 1907,
some thirteen new declarations clarifying and
codifying the law of war were agreed upon. These
were revised in 1929 and 1949. The conventions
relating to prisoners of war and noncombatants
were the basis of considerable diplomatic activity
during World War 1I, the Korean War, and the
Vietnam War.

Prior to the Second Hague conference, Presi-
dent Theodore Roosevelt indicated that the United
States might support naval limitations; however,
none of the major European powers would con-
sider reducing or limiting their military forces. In
June 1910 both houses of Congress unanimously
endorsed naval limitations, a decision sparked by
the British launching of the dreadnoughts, a new
class of battleship, which promised another round
of expensive ship construction. The proposal
failed to gain support abroad, but it pointed to
new efforts a decade later.

BETWEEN THE WORLD WARS,
1919-1939

The enormity of death and destruction wrought
by World War I focused the attention of the
American public and its government on ways of
preventing future war. America’s role in these
interwar undertakings included the introduction
of disarmament in the League of Nations
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Covenant, sponsorship of the Washington naval
limitation system, 1922-1935, endorsement of
the Kellogg-Briand Pact aimed at “outlawing”
war, and belated, ambivalent support of the
League of Nation’s disarmament efforts.

League Covenant and Disarmament In Jan-
uary 1918, President Woodrow Wilson empha-
sized disarmament in Point Four of his Fourteen
Points (a statement of the Allies’ war aims) and in
his endorsement of it as Article Eight of the
League of Nations Covenant. Point Four called
for “adequate guarantees given and taken that
national armaments will be reduced to the lowest
point consistent with domestic safety.” Wilson did
not consider arms reduction a high priority, but
he clearly saw it as in the U.S. interest. A commit-
ment to general disarmament, no matter how
ambiguous, would justify the imposition of arms
restrictions on Germany and its allies.

At the Paris Peace Conference Wilson
reduced his emphasis on arms reductions because
of considerations of national sovereignty, the threat
of Bolshevism, and demands of economic national-
ism. He even threatened a new naval race by urging
Congress to fund the construction of 156 warships,
including ten super-dreadnoughts and six high-
speed battle cruisers, called for in the Naval Appro-
priation Act of 1916, in order to obtain political
concessions. British Prime Minister David Lloyd
George was unwilling to accept U.S. naval parity,
nor did he agree with Wilson’s desire to append the
Monroe Doctrine to the League Covenant. Unwill-
ing to undertake a costly naval race, Lloyd George
relented on the latter point and agreed to future
negotiations on the former.

Wilson tried the same strategy during the
Senate’s ratification hearings (May 1919-March
1920), insisting there were only two alternatives:
the League of Nations and disarmament, or
increased naval construction and higher taxes.
The Senate rejected league membership on the
grounds it impinged upon the nation’s sover-
eignty and left the naval problems for the Harding
administration.

The Washington Naval System In the spring
of 1921, President Warren G. Harding and Secre-
tary of State Charles Evans Hughes confronted a
burgeoning naval race—before the year was out,
more than 200 warships were under construction.
Hughes invited the other major naval powers—
Great Britain, Japan, France, and Italy—to meet at
Washington, D.C., on 12 November 1921. Over-
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ruling his admirals, Hughes developed a detailed
plan grounded on two themes: an immediate halt
of all capital ship construction and the defining of
national strategies in terms of “relative security.”
By presenting his proposal for capital ship reduc-
tions and limitations in his opening speech,
Hughes seized the diplomatic initiative and
gained widespread public support.

The Washington Conference produced seven
treaties and twelve resolutions, two of which con-
tained arms control provisions. The most signifi-
cant was the Five Power Naval Treaty of 6 February
1922, which established a reduction in battleships,
quantitative limits (or ratios—United States
5:Britain 5:Japan 3) on capital ships and aircraft
carriers, qualitative restrictions on future naval
construction, and restrictions on fortifications and
naval bases in the central Pacific. The ratios estab-
lished battleship parity between the United States
and Britain and acknowledged Japan’s de facto pre-
eminence in the western Pacific. Naval limitation
was realized because the United States, Britain, and
Japan had temporarily resolved their political dif-
ferences, especially regarding China, and desired to
reduce naval expenditures.

Attempts to abolish or restrict submarines
failed, and the agreement to prohibit the “use in war
of asphyxiations, poisonous or other gases” was not
ratified, but the two concepts did reappear—the
former in the London Naval Treaty of 1930, and the
latter in the Geneva Protocol of 1925.

Since a formula for limiting smaller war-
ships was not found, a new naval race appeared as
admirals rushed to build cruisers that would fall
just below the 10,000-ton limit that defined capi-
tal ships. Facing an expensive naval building pro-
gram, Congress urged President Calvin Coolidge
to negotiate limits on cruisers, destroyers, and
submarines. At the Geneva Naval Conference
(1927), the administration wanted to extend the
Washington Treaty’s Big Three capital ship ratios
(5:5:3) to auxiliary categories. However, the U.S.
delegation abandoned Hughes’s earlier approach
of considering naval armaments as one thread in
existing political relationships, and instead
focused on technical issues.

With Japanese negotiators on the sidelines,
American and British naval experts agreed on the
idea of parity, but could not define it because the
British and U.S. fleets were structured quite differ-
ently. Whereas the British sought strategic equal-
ity that acknowledged commercial and imperial
obligations, the Americans demanded mathemati-
cal parity. The U.S. insistence on fewer large
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cruisers with eight-inch guns and Britain’s deter-
mination to have more, smaller cruisers with six-
inch guns deadlocked negotiations.

The failed Geneva effort paved the way for
the London Naval Conference of 1930. Herbert
Hoover’s election in 1928 coincided with that of
British Prime Minister Ramsay MacDonald, who,
like Hoover, believed that the reduction of arma-
ments could contribute to world peace. Secretary
of State Henry L. Stimson indicated that he and
the president, employing naval experts as advis-
ers, would seek a “yardstick” to bridge the diffi-
culties that had plagued the 1927 Geneva
Conference—but no yardstick was forthcoming.
The yardstick episode emphasized a recurring
dilemma that plagued U.S. arms control efforts
well into the Cold War era: arms control requires
a perspective beyond technical considerations, for
by concentrating on mathematical or other engi-
neering factors, U.S. policymakers often tended to
obscure or avoid basic political problems.

The 1930 London Naval Treaty refined the
Washington naval system by applying a 10:10:7
ratio to capital ships and aircraft carriers. All five
powers agreed not to build their authorized capi-
tal ship replacements between 1931 and 1936,
and to scrap a total of nine capital ships. By 1936
the United States would have eighteen battleships
(462,400 tons), Britain eighteen battleships
(474,750 tons), and Japan nine battleships
(266,070 tons). Aircraft carrier tonnage remained
unchanged, despite attempts to lower it.

While the United States and Britain ulti-
mately reached an agreement on naval “equality,”
many senior Japanese naval officers believed that
applying the “battleship ratio” to all classes of
warships would be disastrous for their nation’s
security. Reluctantly, however, the Japanese gov-
ernment accepted negotiated ratios for cruisers,
destroyers, and submarines.

Naval arms control pleased most American
politicians and their constituents, and President
Herbert Hoover estimated that the United States
saved $1 billion. However, the limits outraged
professional naval officers in all three countries.
The Japanese lamented that they must stop
cruiser construction; the British complained that
fifty cruisers did not provide protection for long
sea-lanes; and the Americans felt that Japan’s
higher cruiser ratio reduced the chance of a U.S.
victory in a western Pacific war.

The years following the signing of the Lon-
don Naval Treaty saw increased political tensions
in the Mediterranean and undeclared wars in
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Ethiopia and Asia. Japan demanded naval parity,
but Britain and the United States refused. Subse-
quently, Japan withdrew from the Second London
Naval Conference (1935) and abrogated the
Washington naval system. On 31 December 1936,
the quantitative and qualitative limitations on
naval armaments ended.

Naval arms control had rested on the
assumption that Japan was satisfied with its world
position. However, Japanese expansionists, both
military and civilian, who dominated policy by
1934 believed that the United States and Britain
were hindering Japan’s economic expansion, and
thus keeping that nation’s industries depressed.
Consequently, Japan’s admirals argued that, if
freed from treaty restrictions, they could build a
strong fleet, dominate China and Southeast Asia,
and become the leading power in Asia.

Throughout the interwar negotiations over
naval limitations, U.S. policies were clearly moti-
vated by a desire to reduce military expenditures
and, at the same time, gain whatever strategic
advantages were possible. The desire for the for-
mer drove most civilian policymakers, while
efforts to achieve the latter were foremost in the
minds of senior naval officers. Only the most sin-
gle-minded analyst would suggest that U.S. nego-
tiating positions involved any significant measure
of altruism.

Outlawing War  The Kellogg-Briand Pact, also
known as the Pact of Paris for the Renunciation of
War (1928), renounced offensive war as “an
instrument” of national policy. It called on
nations to settle their differences by pacific
means. The idea originated with a Chicago
lawyer, Salmon O. Levinson, who argued that
international law should declare war a criminal
act. While this idea appeared to be utopian, many
opponents to the League of Nation’s concept of
collective security saw an alternative in the move-
ment to outlaw war.

The Kellogg-Briand Pact emerged as an
attempt by the Coolidge administration to induce
Paris authorities to alter their position that
France’s security needed to be enhanced by British
or U.S. political-military commitments before they
agreed to arms limitations. Secretary of State
Frank B. Kellogg’s offer to French Foreign Minister
Aristide Briand acknowledged the virtue of a
world tribunal to enforce the outlawry of war, but
he was realistic enough to know that the Senate
and the American people (and those of most other
nations) were not ready for such a commitment.
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Most historians have criticized the pact for
its failure to provide for enforcement. Only a few
believe it influenced international law, even
though after World War II major war criminals
were found guilty of violating the treaty. Any
reappraisal of the Kellogg-Briand Pact should take
into consideration that it did not abolish “defen-
sive” war and that the United States and other
nations made various reservations upon signing.

The League of Nations and Disarmament
After several early committees failed to come up
with a disarmament proposal, the League of
Nations created an “independent” preparatory
commission in 1926 to prepare a draft treaty. Pres-
ident Calvin Coolidge accepted the league’s invi-
tation to send a representative. In a message to
Congress on 26 January 1926, he declared that
“the general policy of this Government in favor of
disarmament and limitation of armaments cannot
be emphasized too frequently or too strongly. In
accordance with that policy, any measure having a
reasonable tendency to bring about these results
should receive our sympathy and support.”

The American delegation, headed by Hugh
Gibson, U.S. minister to Switzerland, maintained
a fairly consistent policy between 1926 and 1930.
He emphasized that the U.S. Army had been uni-
laterally reduced after World War I from some 4
million men to 118,000, which he acknowledged
America’s geographical situation made possible.
Gibson also emphasized—pointing to the Wash-
ington naval system—that his government
favored the limitation of naval forces by categories
and approved qualitative restrictions only when
accompanied by quantitative limitations. Still, the
United States opposed budgetary limitations and
any regulation that might restrict industrial
potential.

The Conference for the Reduction and Lim-
itation of Armaments—also known as the World
Disarmament Conference—convened in Geneva
on 2 February 1932 and began negotiations on
the preparatory commission’s draft convention.
Secretary of State Stimson declared that President
Hoover would not authorize discussions involv-
ing political arrangements to facilitate arms con-
trol measures. Nevertheless, on 9 February 1932,
Gibson assured the gathered diplomats that the
United States wished to cooperate with them to
achieve arms limitations. As the disarmament
conference bogged down, President Hoover and,
later, President Franklin D. Roosevelt attempted
to stimulate negotiations. Citing the Kellogg-
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Briand Pact’s outlawing of aggressive war, Hoover
on 22 June 1932 proposed a one-third reduction
in all armies and battle fleets. Additionally, he
urged the abolition of tanks, large mobile guns,
and chemical weapons and the prohibition of aer-
ial bombardment.

When the French argued that his plan must
be anchored to some kind of verification, Hoover
reversed the earlier U.S. position. President Wil-
son initially rejected permanent supervision of
German disarmament at Versailles because this
precedent might run counter to America’s future
interests. “The United States,” he declared, “will
not tolerate the supervision of any outside body
in [disarmament], nor be subjected to inspection
or supervision by foreign agencies or individu-
als.” Secretary of State Frank Kellogg restated this
policy in January 1926. “The United States will
not be a party to any sanctions of any kind for the
enforcement of a treaty for the limitation of arma-
ments,” he asserted, “nor will it agree that such
treaties to which it may be a party shall come
under the supervision of any international
body—whether the League of Nations or other-
wise.” Arms limitation measures, he insisted, “so
far as we are concerned, must depend upon the
good faith of nations.” On 30 June 1932, Stimson
announced that the United States was prepared
“to accept the right of inspection” if there was any
likelihood of concluding “a treaty of real reduc-
tion.” This belated change of policy was insuffi-
cient because the French now also demanded a
guarantee of military assistance in case of attack.

On 16 May 1933, President Roosevelt pro-
posed abolition of modern offensive weapons. He
also announced America’s willingness to consult
with other states in the event of threatened con-
flict, but since the Senate showed little interest in
abandoning neutrality for international coopera-
tion, this initiative failed. Confronted by French
intransigence and German aggressiveness, the
World Disarmament Conference slowly dissolved
without any accomplishments.

EVALUATING INTERWAR EXPERIENCES

At the beginning of the Cold War, some American
leaders were wary of entrusting any element of
national security to arms control and disarma-
ment, even if the agreements were linked to func-
tioning international organizations. Harking back
to the U.S. lack of military preparedness on the
eve of World War II, these individuals believed
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that interwar disarmament activities had compro-
mised national security. Bernard M. Baruch, who
presented the initial U.S. proposal for interna-
tional control of atomic weaponry, recalled that in
preparing the plan “the [interwar] record of
meaningless disarmament agreements and renun-
ciations of war” was “very much in my mind.”

Other policymakers believed that Japan’s
decision to challenge the United States was the
result of naval limitation treaties that had left the
United States with an inferior navy. After World
War 1II, James Byrnes, President Harry Truman’s
secretary of state, recalled that as a young con-
gressman he had approved of the Washington
Naval Treaty and that “what happened thereafter
influences my thinking today.” Byrnes felt that
“while America scrapped battleships, Japan
scrapped blueprints. America will not again make
that mistake.” Secretary of State Dean Acheson,
who assisted in developing the Baruch Plan,
reportedly saw in international efforts to control
atomic energy “a parallel with the Washington
Disarmament Conference of 1921-1922. The idea
of heading off a naval race had been a good one,
but the content of the treaties was wrong. Worse,
the United States did not build all the ships
allowed by the treaty limits and the Japanese forti-
fied their island bases.”

“Policymakers ordinarily use history badly,”
Ernest R. May points out in “Lessons” of the Past
(1973), because there is more assumption than
analysis in their retrospective views. Even a brief
analysis would have shown that at the Washing-
ton conference it was the United States that
scrapped the most blueprints and uncompleted
hulls. Congressional and public opposition to the
expenditure necessary to complete the building
program had made the treaty a virtue out of
necessity. Later, Coolidge and Hoover were more
interested in balancing the budget than in build-
ing ships, and their actions went unchallenged by
legislators with little enthusiasm for increasing
naval expenditures. While the notion that Japan
secretly violated its pledge not to fortify the
league-mandated Pacific islands has long per-
sisted, historical investigations have revealed very
little evidence to support such a conclusion.

Even more significantly, these critics and
others failed to consider the relationship between
naval limitation and its political setting. President
Harding and the Republican Party oversold the
system as one that would, by itself, bring about a
new era of peace and considerable savings. Few
leaders were willing to face the fact that the naval
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treaties were only first steps toward a more stable,
mutually beneficial international system for the
western Pacific region, and that additional politi-
cal arrangements to resolve new issues were
required to maintain that stability. Consequently,
when extremists—isolationists in the United
States and military expansionists in Japan—
thwarted political accommodation, it was impos-
sible for the naval limitation treaties, by
themselves, to prevent the oncoming conflict.

THE COLD WAR

After World War 11, as the new weapons technol-
ogy threatened the very survival of American
society and its people, its policymakers continued
to pursue traditional objectives. They sought to
enhance the nation’s (and its allies’) security
through deterrence, to reduce military expendi-
tures, to influence international public opinion,
and to gain domestic partisan political advantage.
Politics became more important when arms issues
became embroiled in election campaigns.

American public opinion during the Cold
War reflected an ambiguity regarding arms con-
trol and disarmament treaties, especially with the
Soviet Union. Opinion polls invariably showed
that a majority of Americans favored arms control
agreements with the Soviets, but at the same time
a majority also said that they expected the com-
munists to cheat if given an opportunity. Many
politicians sought to follow the polls: they
claimed to favor arms limitations, yet they never
hesitated to demonstrate to their constituents that
they were “tougher on communists” than their
opponents. Thus, as the Cold War lengthened,
the politicians’ desire to be seen as strong on
national defense often resulted in misleading,
even derogatory, appraisals of arms limitations.

The unstable political-military environment
with increasingly accurate nuclear weapons sys-
tems capable of obliterating cities, equally worri-
some to leaders and to the public, persuaded the
United States to engage in talks with the Soviet
Union. Each successive administration after 1945
found itself—despite certain individual misgiv-
ings—engaged in protracted arms control negoti-
ations. Washington’s desire to sustain its
influence in the United Nations and to maintain
relations with its allies, especially in western
Europe, often spurred arms control efforts.

The Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency, nourished by Hubert Humphrey and
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sponsored by John E Kennedy, was established on
26 September 1961 to facilitate these negotia-
tions. Its director was to be the principal adviser
to the president on arms control and to act under
the direction of the president and the secretary of
state—a unique and often strained administrative
arrangement. Despite limited staff and resources,
the agency was instrumental in negotiating the
Limited Nuclear Test Ban, the Comprehensive
Nuclear Test Ban, the Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty, and the treaties banning chemical and bio-
logical weapons. Perhaps because of its global
approach, the agency was sacrificed to the new
unilateralists—led by Senator Jesse Helms—in
1997, its transfer to the State Department was
completed in March 1999.

The United Nations, United States, and Disar-
mament  Government leaders, peace reformers,
and the general public hoped that the new United
Nations, with active U.S. participation, might pro-
vide the venue for controlling tensions and reduc-
ing the prospects of a nuclear war. The Atlantic
Charter, issued by President Franklin D. Roo-
sevelt and Prime Minister Winston Churchill on
14 August 1941, declared that “all nations of the
world, for realistic as well as spiritual reasons
must come to the abandonment of the use of
force.” It further envisaged the creation of “a per-
manent system of general security” as well as
practicable measures to “lighten for peace-loving
peoples the crushing burden of armaments.” The
United Nations Charter emphasized the mainte-
nance of peace and security. The General Assem-
bly was to consider the principles governing
“disarmament and the regulation of armaments”
(Article 11, paragraph 1), while the Security
Council was responsible for developing plans for
the establishment of a system for “the regulation
of armaments” (Article 26).

Bernard Baruch presented the U.S. proposal
dealing with atomic weapons at the initial meet-
ing of the UN Atomic Energy Committee on 14
June 1946. Although he regarded his remarks as a
basis for discussion, they came to be known as
the Baruch Plan—the definitive statement of U.S.
policy. The plan called for the creation of the
International Atomic Development Authority
(IADA), which would control or own all activi-
ties associated with atomic energy, from raw
materials to military applications, and would
control, license, and inspect all other uses. In
addition, it would foster peaceful uses of atomic
energy by conducting research and development.
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When the IADA was established, the manufactur-
ing of atomic bombs would cease and all existing
weapons were to be destroyed. Baruch declared
that sanctions must be imposed on nations pos-
sessing or building an atomic device without a
license. Finally, he insisted that “there must be
no veto to protect those who violate their solemn
agreement not to develop or use atomic energy
for destructive purposes.”

From the outset, American and Soviet
diplomats were at odds. The United States
viewed the atomic bomb as an important source
of its military power and insisted on extensive
safeguards before destroying its atomic weapons
or releasing information on their manufacture.
The Soviets and others argued that the Americans
were insincere, because they would not relin-
quish their atomic arsenal while expecting others
to forgo developing their own atomic energy pro-
grams. And they were not far off target. “America
can get what she wants if she insists on it,”
Baruch asserted in December 1946. “After all,
we've got it and they haven't, and won't for a long
time to come.”

While some writers blame Washington for
the failure of the negotiations, the historian Bar-
ton J. Bernstein suggests a more realistic perspec-
tive: “Neither the United States nor the Soviet
Union was prepared in 1945 or 1946 to take the
risks that the other power required for agreement.
In this sense, the stalemate on atomic energy was
a symbol of the mutual distrust in Soviet-Ameri-
can relations.” Not until the ill-fated UN discus-
sions focusing on general and complete
disarmament in the 1960s were such broad-
gauged approaches again examined.

In a September 1961 address to the General
Assembly, President John E Kennedy responded
to Soviet Premier Nikita Khrushchev’s 1959 pro-
posal for “general and complete disarmament” by
offering one of his own. Both plans primarily
sought to influence international and domestic
opinion, since neither leader had any reason to
expect their plan would gain approval. Extended
discussions of the plans by the Eighteen Nation
Disarmament Committee (ENDC) revealed that a
major point of contention continued to be that of
verification. The United States insisted that verifi-
cation must not only ensure that agreed limita-
tions and reductions had taken place, but also
that retained forces and weapons never exceed
established limits. The Soviet Union countered
that continued verification of retained forces and
weapons constituted espionage.
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While a few arms control agreements have
emerged from the General Assembly and its sub-
ordinate bodies, their debates have been more
valuable for the discussion of practically every
aspect of disarmament. Arthur H. Dean, who rep-
resented the United States at the ENDC, wrote:
“The discussions—at Geneva, at the United
Nations, and in confidential diplomatic conversa-
tions—were a necessary means whereby the
nations of the world could become educated on
disarmament questions and the ground could be
broken for concrete agreements.”

Nuclear Test Bans and Nonproliferation  The
nonnuclear states’ search for a comprehensive test
ban was closely linked to the major nuclear pow-
ers’ desire to restrict the spread of nuclear weapons
through a nonproliferation treaty. The inability to
achieve a comprehensive test ban was a source of
friction between the two groups for five decades,
especially during the periodic nonproliferation
treaty review conferences. Beginning with Presi-
dent Dwight Eisenhower, successive administra-
tions declared that a comprehensive test ban was
their goal although they varied greatly in efforts for
its accomplishment.

Limited Test Ban  The spread of radioactive
fallout resulting from atmospheric nuclear tests
aroused public protests in the 1950s—Iled by
Albert Schweitzer, Linus Pauling, and a host of
“peace” groups—and put pressure upon President
Eisenhower to halt the testing. When a 1957
Gallup Poll revealed that 63 percent of the Ameri-
can people favored banning tests, compared with
20 percent three years earlier, the president initi-
ated the tripartite (U.S.—British-Soviet) test ban
negotiations. Eisenhower turned to technical
experts to develop a verification system, a move
that was to have unexpected long-term results.
With the advent of the nuclear age, even greater
use was made of experts—including military offi-
cers, scientists, and technical specialists. Unques-
tionably, these experts were vital to the proper
shaping of negotiating positions; however, they
often complicated issues to a point where they
become technically, and therefore politically,
insoluble. A case in point is that during early test
ban negotiations, seismologists sought a verifica-
tion system that could distinguish between earth-
quakes and small underground nuclear
explosions. After techniques acceptable to most
were developed, technical experts kept searching
for more and more refinements to reduce the
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already low error rate. As a result, it was impossi-
ble to negotiate a comprehensive test ban because
critics would argue that one could not be
absolutely certain that no cheating was going on.

While Eisenhower’s efforts resulted only in
obtaining an informal test moratorium, John E
Kennedy came to the presidency committed to
obtaining a comprehensive ban on tests. His
sobering encounter with Khrushchev at Vienna in
1961 and the subsequent Berlin crisis, however,
derailed his plans. The October 1962 Cuban mis-
sile crisis, paradoxically, brought Kennedy and
Khrushchev closer and led to the signing on 5
August 1963 of the Limited (or Partial) Nuclear
Test Ban (LNTB).

The 1963 Moscow experience again sug-
gests that successful arms control negotiations
cannot be structured as an engineering or techni-
cal exercise; they must be essentially a political
undertaking. When ambassador-at-large W.
Averell Harriman was sent to Moscow to finalize
the test ban, he took scientific advisers with him
but deliberately excluded them from the negotiat-
ing team. He later explained, “The expert is to
point out all the difficulties and dangers . . . but it
is for the political leaders to decide whether the
political, psychological and other advantages off-
set such risks as there may be.”

The Kennedy administration’s inability to
provide absolute guarantees of Soviet compliance
resulted in the LNTB’s banning all tests except
those conducted underground. This provided the
Department of Defense and its nuclear scientists
with a “safeguard” or guarantee that the United
States would continue underground testing, as
they put it, to ensure the safety and reliability of
nuclear weapons. From 1964 to 1998, the United
States conducted 683 announced tests, compared
with 494 for the Soviet Union. Washington’s
emphasis on the “safeguard” continued to be used
to justify testing after the Cold War ended.

The Non-Proliferation Treaty  The People’s
Republic of China’s first nuclear test on 16 Octo-
ber 1964, focused President Lyndon B. Johnson’s
attention on the dangers of nuclear proliferation.
In 1965 both the United States and Soviet Union
responded to the UN call to prevent the prolifera-
tion of nuclear weapons by submitting their own
draft treaties to ENDC, and, after resolving a few
differences, became identical by 1967. The com-
mittee’s nonaligned members argued that a non-
proliferation treaty must not simply divide the
world into nuclear “haves” and “have nots,” but
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must balance mutual obligations. Thus, to stop
states from engaging in “horizontal” proliferation
(the acquisition of nuclear weapons), the nuclear
powers should agree to end their “vertical” prolif-
eration (increasing the quantity and quality of
their weapons). The nonaligned nations specified
the necessary steps, in order of priority: (1) sign-
ing a comprehensive test ban; (2) halting the pro-
duction of fissionable materials designed for
weapons; (3) freezing, and gradually reducing,
nuclear weapons and delivery systems; (4) ban-
ning the use of nuclear weapons; and (5) assuring
the security of nonnuclear states.

The Non-Proliferation Treaty was signed on
1 July 1968, after the United States and Soviet
Union reluctantly agreed “to pursue negotiations
in good faith” to halt the nuclear arms race “at the
earliest possible date” (the fig leaf they tried to
hide behind), and to seek “a treaty on general and
complete disarmament under strict and effective
international control.” The dubious adherence to
this pledge has been a point of serious contention
at each subsequent review conference.

The Non-Proliferation Treaty is the corner-
stone of a carefully structured regime that empha-
sizes the banning of nuclear tests and several
other elements. The Vienna-based International
Atomic Energy Agency was created in 1957—as
the coordinating body for Eisenhower’s Atoms for
Peace project—to promote and safeguard peaceful
uses of atomic energy. It has established a system
of international safeguards aimed at preventing
nuclear materials from being diverted to military
uses. During 1974 and 1975, the Nuclear Suppli-
ers Group was established in London to further
ensure that nuclear materials, equipment, and
technology would not be used in weapons pro-
duction. Finally, nuclear-weapons-free zones fur-
ther extended the nonproliferation effort.

Comprehensive Test Ban  The comprehensive
test ban issue was dormant during the early years
of Richard Nixon’s presidency, largely so it would
not interfere with U.S.-Soviet negotiations on
strategic arms limitations. At a Moscow summit
meeting with Premier Leonid Brezhnev in July
1974, the two leaders resurrected the bilateral
Threshold Test Ban Treaty, under which they
agreed to hold underground tests to less than 150
kilotons, restrict the number of tests to a mini-
mum, not interfere with the other’s efforts at ver-
ification, and exchange detailed data on all tests
and test sites. The Peaceful Nuclear Explosions
Treaty, signed by Brezhnev and President Gerald
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Ford in May 1976, allowed nuclear explosives
under 150 kilotons to be used in a peaceful man-
ner—such as “digging” canals. The pact pro-
vided, for the first time, on-site inspections
under certain circumstances.

President Jimmy Carter shifted his focus
from the unratified threshold test ban back to a
comprehensive test ban. In 1977 the Soviet Union
indicated that it was willing to accept a verifica-
tion system based on national technical means
(each nation’s intelligence-gathering system),
supplemented by voluntary challenge inspections
and automatic, tamperproof seismic monitoring
stations known as “black boxes.” When signs
pointed to an agreement on a comprehensive ban,
major opponents—including the weapons labora-
tories, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the Secretary
of Energy James Schlesinger—killed the effort by
emphasizing America’s need for periodic tests to
assure the reliability of the nuclear weapons
stockpile.

In July 1982, President Ronald Reagan
ended U.S. participation in the comprehensive
test ban talks, arguing that the Soviet Union
might be testing over the 150-kiloton threshold.
He insisted that verification aspects of both the
threshold ban and peaceful explosions treaties
must be renegotiated before a comprehensive
accord could be considered. Critics pointed out
that proving a test had taken place was much eas-
ier than verifying a specific magnitude; therefore,
the administration had things backward. When
Premier Mikhail Gorbachev informed Reagan in
December 1985 that he would accept on-site
inspections as part of a comprehensive ban, Rea-
gan’s refusal to consider the offer made it clear
that the administration’s concern about verifica-
tion was a sham and that it had been used to avoid
any agreement.

President George H. W. Bush issued a policy
statement in January 1990 that his administra-
tion had “not identified any further limitations
on nuclear testing . . . that would be in the
United States’ national security interest.” Negoti-
ations proceeded on verification protocols for the
1974 threshold treaty and the 1976 peaceful
explosions pact; in June 1990, Bush and Gor-
bachev signed the new protocols clearing the way
for their ratification.

The UN General Assembly, supported by the
United States, overwhelmingly adopted a Compre-
hensive Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty on 10 September
1996. President William Jefferson Clinton signed
the agreement and announced that its entry into
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force would be of the highest priority. The Senate
Foreign Relations Committee’s Republican chair-
man, Jesse Helms, a longtime opponent of the test
ban, blocked its consideration until late in 1999,
when Senate Majority Leader Trent Lott unexpect-
edly scheduled a ratification vote. After a bitter
partisan battle, the Senate by a vote of 51-48 on 13
October 1999 refused to ratify the treaty. Apart
from political partisanship, opposition to the
treaty centered on two old issues: whether the
treaty’s “zero-yield” test ban could be adequately
verified; and the potential long-term impact of a
permanent halt on America’s nuclear arsenal.

Critics refused to place much confidence in
the Clinton administration’s plans for a U.S.
nuclear weapon custodianship, which was to
ensure the safety and reliability of aging nuclear
weapons. The directors of the three national labo-
ratories (Sandia, Lawrence Livermore, and Los
Alamos) testified—not at all surprisingly, since
they are in the testing business—that there was
no guarantee the custodianship program would
work, and it would take five to ten years to prove
its effectiveness.

LIMITING NUCLEAR
WEAPONS SYSTEMS

Bargaining between the United States and the
Soviet Union (later Russia) began in the late
1960s, and eventually these efforts resulted in a
series of bilateral agreements: the two SALT I
pacts of 1972 (the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty
and the Interim Agreement on Strategic Offensive
Weapons); the SALT II Treaty of 1979; the INF
agreement of 1987; the START I Treaty of 1991;
and the START II Treaty of 1993.

SALT I and II Negotiations In late 1966, Pres-
ident Lyndon Johnson notified Soviet leaders that
he wanted to limit strategic nuclear arms. The
explosion of China’s first thermonuclear device
on 17 June 1967 persuaded Soviet Premier Alek-
sey Kosygin to meet with Johnson a short time
later at Glassboro, New Jersey. When Secretary of
Defense Robert McNamara lectured Kosygin on
the need to restrict antiballistic missiles (ABMs)
because they lessened the deterrent effect of their
strategic nuclear systems, the Soviet leader
angrily pounded the table and exclaimed:
“Defense is moral, offense is immoral!”

After failing to get his message across at
Glassboro, McNamara bowed to demands for the
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ARMS CONTROL AND COMPLIANCE

“Most public attention in the area of arms control and
disarmament has focused on the process of agreement
negotiation. The news media emphasize the meetings of
official delegations, the proposals and counterproposals,
the compromises each side makes, and the debates over
ratification that occur once an agreement has been
reached. The negotiating process draws so much atten-
tion because it is dramatic, and because the personalities
of national leaders and their prominent representatives
are involved. In a negotiation, a clear objective is identi-
fied, and dramatic tension surrounds the question of
whether the objective will be reached and what the
terms of the deal will be.

“But the negotiating phase of an arms control
agreement is only a prelude. The purpose of arms control
pacts is to change or constrain the behavior of the par-
ties in the realm of military security. While the terms of
an agreement are important, the real substance of arms
control lies in whether or not the parties are successful in
accomplishing the objectives set out by the agreement;
that is, whether they uphold the agreement over time.
Arms control compliance is the actual implementation of
the agreements that are concluded with such public fas-
cination and dramatic flair. Compliance does not attract
as much public attention as the process of negotiation,

construction of an ABM system in September 1967.
Three months later he announced that the United
States also had decided to develop a new multiple,
independently targetable, reentry vehicle (MIRV),
which, after being carried aloft on a single missile,
was capable of delivering two or more warheads to
different targets. In late June 1968, Soviet Foreign
Minister Andrey Gromyko asked that discussions
on limiting both offensive and defensive weapons
begin on 30 September; unfortunately, Soviet and
Warsaw Pact forces intervened in Czechoslovakia
in August, causing Johnson to postpone the talks.
Shortly after his inauguration, President
Richard Nixon announced that his administration
would seek strategic nuclear “sufficiency.” On 17
November 1969 delegates initiated the strategic
arms limitation talks (SALT). But the two nuclear
arsenals differed significantly. The United States
had developed technologically sophisticated,
accurate missiles with relatively small warheads
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but it is arguably the most substantial and significant
aspect of the arms control process.

“Arms control compliance has been surrounded
by a considerable amount of controversy. Questions
about compliance have often stirred states’ deepest fears
and insecurities about the intentions and military behav-
ior of their adversaries, especially when tensions have
been high and when international conflict or war has
been imminent. Leaders are extremely uncomfortable
with adherence to an arms control agreement when it is
suspected that an adversary is gaining unfair advantage
by violating the agreement.

“Charges of ‘cheating’ on arms control agree-
ments have frequently been made, sometime on the
basis of dubious evidence or arguments. The issue of
arms control compliance was particularly politically
charged in the 1930s and again in the 1980s. In an
atmosphere of high political tension, the distinction can
be lost between legitimate obligations that are sanc-
tioned by international agreements, and expectations,
promises, or verbal statements.”

— From Gloria C. Duffy, “Arms Control Treaty
Compliance,” Encyclopedia of Arms Control
and Disarmament, vol. 1, New York, 1993 —

of one to two megatons, while the Soviets had
deployed a number of different types of weapons.
Some were similar to American weapons, but
others were larger and had a greater throw
weight—the maximum weight that a missile is
capable of lifting into a trajectory—a difference
that caused difficulties in negotiations for more
than thirty years.

Nixon’s national security adviser, Henry
Kissinger, often met secretly with the Soviet
ambassador to Washington, Anatoly Dobrynin, in
late 1970 when the talks stalled. These “back-
channel negotiations,” carried on without inform-
ing the U.S. delegation, assisted in formulating a
compromise—negotiations would focus on limi-
tations of both defensive and offensive systems—
which permitted the formal delegations to reach
two distinct agreements.

At the Moscow summit, 18-22 May 1972,
terms were agreed to on the Antiballistic Missile
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(ABM) Treaty and an Interim Agreement. Each
side would deploy no more than 100 ABM launch-
ers at each of two sites, one at the capital and the
other at least 1,300 kilometers from the capital.
The treaty called for verification by national tech-
nical means (satellite reconnaissance, electronic
monitoring) without interference, and established
a U.S.—Soviet Standing Consultative Commission
to considering questions about such issues as
compliance and interference. The Interim Agree-
ment established, among other restrictions, a
quantitative limit on both intercontinental ballistic
missiles (ICBMs)—1,054 for the United States,
1,618 for the Soviets—and submarine-launched
ballistic missiles (SLBMs), but no limits on war-
heads. Using a formula that exchanged dismantled
ICBMs for SLBMs, the United States could have up
to 710 SLBMs on 44 submarines, and the Soviets
950 SLBMs on 62 submarines. The Interim Agree-
ment’s limits on strategic systems for each side
were actually higher than what was currently pos-
sessed; but it did set ceilings on future deploy-
ments. The pact was to last five vyears
(1972-1977), during which time both sides would
work for a permanent treaty.

Nixon and Kissinger viewed the pacts as sig-
nificant accomplishments. However, the Defense
Department and Joint Chiefs of Staff had insisted
on pursuing new strategic weapons systems—
including the Trident submarine, an ABM site, a
submarine-launched cruise missile, and multiple,
independently targeted warheads—before giving
their approval. Senator Henry Jackson, along with
a former delegate to the talks, Paul Nitze, was
concerned about Soviet retention of 308 heavy
ICBMs, which conceivably might be fitted to
carry forty warheads each. Jackson introduced an
amendment that any future treaty would “not
limit the U.S. to levels of intercontinental strate-
gic forces inferior to the limits for the Soviet
Union”—thereby launching a search for a new
“yardstick” that had a dampening effect on subse-
quent negotiations.

After ratification of SALT I, the second
phase focused on “quantitative” limits, with dele-
gates meeting at Geneva to seek “qualitative”
restrictions on the capabilities of weapons sys-
tems, a very difficult assignment. After Nixon’s
resignation, President Gerald Ford and Soviet Pre-
mier Leonid Brezhnev met at Vladivostok in
November 1974, to sign an “agreement in princi-
ple” that listed agreed-to objectives—each side
should be limited to 2,400 ICBMs, SLBMs, and
long-range bombers, of which 1,320 could have
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multiple warheads. Both sides of the strategic
weapons debate in America were unhappy with
the terms: some Americans complained about the
lack of reductions; others were critical because
the Soviets could still protect their heavy ICBMs.
Meanwhile, to improve the accuracy of its mis-
siles, the United States developed a larger ICBM
known as the MX and introduced a more sophisti-
cated warhead, MARV (maneuverable reentry
vehicle), which greatly multiplied the challenges
facing any missile defense system.

Jimmy Carter entered the White House hop-
ing to quickly conclude a SALT II treaty that
included deeper cuts in nuclear weapons than
previously endorsed by the Vladivostok Accord.
The Soviets rejected his March 1977 proposal
because it took them by surprise, and because
Carter had publicly announced his plan before
presenting it to them. Finally signed in Vienna on
18 June 1979, the SALT II Treaty initially limited
each side to a total of 2,400 strategic nuclear
launch vehicles within this ceiling no more than
1,320 ICBMs, SLBMs, and long-range bombers
could carry MIRVs or air-to-surface cruise mis-
siles; and within this sublimit no more than 1,200
ICBMs, SLBMs, and air-to-surface cruise missiles
could be MIRVed; and within that sublimit no
more than 820 ICBMs could be MIRVed. The sev-
enty-eight-page treaty did require both parties to
dismantle some systems to make room for new
deployments, and it also included an extensive
list of qualitative restrictions.

The SALT II agreement was a mix of an
engineering document and a lawyer’s brief—the
text was extraordinarily complex, and extensive
definitions and elaborate “counting rules” were
appended. As a result, opponents could employ
the “fine print” to justify their claims that Backfire
bombers were not properly counted or that the
allowed “heavy” missiles gave the Soviets an
unacceptable advantage. Despite these problems,
Carter might have obtained sufficient support for
ratification but for two problems: the “discovery”
of Soviet combat troops in Cuba and the Iranian
seizure of U.S. embassy personnel in Tehran.

INF Proposals  Early in his administration,
President Ronald Reagan was primarily con-
cerned with expanding and modernizing U.S. mil-
itary forces and actively avoiding serious arms
control negotiations. Under pressure in late 1981
from antinuclear protesters in NATO countries
and the “nuclear freeze” movement at home, he
opened the intermediate nuclear forces (INF)
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negotiations. These discussions were triggered by
a NATO decision, late in the Carter presidency, to
deploy 108 Pershing II and 464 ground-launched
cruise missiles to West Germany, Belgium,
Britain, the Netherlands, and Italy to offset the
Soviet Union’s superior intermediate nuclear
force, especially the new SS-20 with its three war-
heads. Not wanting to bow to “pacifist” demon-
strators, the Reagan administration offered its
“zero option” concept—the United States would
cancel its scheduled deployment in the unlikely
event the Soviets withdrew their intermediate-
range missiles with 1,100 warheads. Moscow
rejected the proposal, and U.S.-Soviet relations
deteriorated under the Reagan administration’s
abusive rhetoric.

After Secretary-General Mikhail Gorbachev
assumed power in 1985, the two sides examined a
variety of INF proposals until in 1987 he stunned
NATO and Washington leaders by accepting the
U.S. zero option with its disproportionate reduc-
tions and, ultimately, the removal of Soviet inter-
mediate-range missiles from Asia. Gorbachev also
agreed to America’s extensive 1986 verification
demands, and on 8 December 1987 he and Rea-
gan signed the INF Treaty in Washington, D.C. To
carry out the on-site inspections that would verify
compliance with treaty provisions, the United
States created a new umbrella organization, the
On-Site Inspection Agency. Despite a few minor
controversies, the verification process functioned
successfully, and on 1 June 2001 inspections
ended as both sides announced that all intermedi-
ate missiles had been removed and destroyed.

START I and II Negotiations  During the 1980
presidential campaign, Ronald Reagan denounced
SALT 1I as “fatally flawed” and claimed it allowed
a “window of vulnerability” during which the
Soviet Union could easily overwhelm U.S. land-
based nuclear forces. On 9 May 1982, Reagan out-
lined his plan for the “practical, phased
reduction” of strategic nuclear weapons in two-
stages. In phase I, warheads would be reduced by
a third, with significant cuts in ballistic missiles;
in phase II, a ceiling would be put on ballistic
missile throw weights and other elements. While
the public response was enthusiastic, analysts
found the proposal, like the zero option, so one-
sided that they considered it nonnegotiable. In
phase I the Soviets would have to dismantle
nearly all of their best strategic weapons, while
the United States would be able to keep most of
its Minutemen and proceed with its planned
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deployment of 100 heavier MX missiles. In addi-
tion, the United States would be allowed to go
ahead with cruise missile deployments and the
modernization of its submarine and bomber
fleets. In phase II, the Soviets were to reduce the
total aggregate throw weight of their strategic
missiles by almost two-thirds, while the United
States made no cuts at all.

Not until 1985, when Gorbachev got the
START talks back on track, was there any progress
in the on-and-off negotiations. In their first sum-
mit meeting in November, Reagan and Gorbachev
shared a belief that “a nuclear war cannot be won
and must never be fought,” but Reagan’s insis-
tence on pursuing a ballistic missile defense sys-
tem became a major sticking point. In March
1983 he had announced his Strategic Defense Ini-
tiative (SDI) proposal, which was to render
nuclear weapons “impotent and obsolete.” The
Soviets, and many NATO allies, opposed SDI (also
dubbed “Star Wars”) because it threatened the
existing mutual nuclear deterrent system.
Although the Geneva summit made little
progress, both men agreed to work for a 50 per-
cent reduction in strategic forces.

The spring of 1986 found the Reagan admin-
istration embroiled in a fierce struggle over
whether or not to ignore the SALT II limits. Secre-
tary of Defense Caspar Weinberger and Central
Intelligence Agency chief William Casey insisted
that alleged Soviet noncompliance demanded a
response; while State Department officials and
Admiral William Crowe, the new chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, argued that there was no
operational reason for going over SALT limits. On
27 May, Reagan announced that the United States
would no longer be bound by the unratified SALT
II ceilings, a decision that caused a loud outcry in
Congress, dismay among allied leaders, and a pub-
lic uproar. Gorbachev was unperturbed because he
was readying a new arms control package.

At the Reykjavik summit, on 10-11 October
1986, Reagan suggested the elimination of all bal-
listic missiles within ten years. Gorbachev immedi-
ately countered with the elimination of all Soviet
and U.S. strategic nuclear weapons within ten
years and limits on SDI. Since Reagan refused to
accept any limitations on his Star Wars system,
these radical arms reduction proposals were
dropped—much to the relief of U.S. military lead-
ers and the NATO allies, and undoubtedly to senior
Soviet generals. In mid-1987 START negotiations
began anew on reductions in strategic nuclear
launch vehicles and ceilings on intercontinental
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ballistic missiles, submarine-launched ballistic
missiles, and air-launched cruise missile warheads.

When George Bush entered the White
House in January 1989, the basic framework of
START existed except for several unresolved
details. While Moscow favored on-site inspec-
tions to determine whether ships were carrying
sea-launched cruise missiles, the U.S. Navy
rebelled at the idea of the Soviets snooping about
its newest nuclear submarines. The United States
now proposed that each side declare the number
of submarine-launched cruise missiles it planned
to deploy. At every meeting with Soviet leaders,
Reagan had repeated the Russian proverb “Trust,
but verify”; now, however, the United States
wanted only trust.

The Soviets pressed for complex verification
arrangements. Even though the basic procedures
had been established in the INF treaty, verifica-
tion continued to pose special problems. Con-
gressional Cold War hawks still demanded
intrusive inspections, but the Department of
Defense and intelligence agencies did not want
the Soviets prowling American defense plants.
Secretary of Defense Frank Carlucci admitted,
“Verification has proven to be more complex than
we thought it would be. The flip side of the coin is
its application to us. The more we think about it,
the more difficult it becomes.”

After eight and a half frustrating years, Pres-
ident Bush and Soviet President Gorbachev
signed the complex 750-page START 1 treaty on
31 July 1991. Basically, it limited each side to the
deployment of 1,600 ballistic missiles and long-
range bombers, carrying 6,000 “accountable”
warheads by 5 December 2001, and established
further sublimits. This was the first agreement
that called upon each side to make significant
cuts in its strategic arsenal. Almost 50 percent of
the nuclear warheads carried on ballistic missiles
were eliminated. The Lisbon Protocol, signed on
23 May 1992, created a five-state START I regime
joining Belarus, Kazakhstan, Russia, Ukraine, and
the United States. However, Belarus, Kazakhstan,
and Ukraine agreed to turn over the strategic
nuclear weapons based on their territories to Rus-
sia. The verification regime under START I was
complex and intrusive, with a Joint Compliance
and Inspection Commission that served as a
forum to facilitate implementation and to resolve
compliance questions and ambiguities.

As the realization settled in that the Cold
War was over, the START II treaty was quickly put
in place on 3 January 1993 (although ratification
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was delayed—the United States took three years
and Russia nearly seven years). This agreement
further reduced the number of strategic nuclear
warheads to be held by each party on 1 January
2003 to no more than 3,500. To persuade the
Russian Duma to ratify SALT 11, Presidents Bill
Clinton and Boris Yeltsin met in Helsinki during
March 1997 and drew up the so-called Helsinki
Initiatives (Protocol to START II), which reas-
sured Russia about the addition of former Warsaw
Pact members to NATO and enhanced the
prospects of further bilateral nuclear arms coop-
eration. These initiatives included a package of
amendments to various SALT I terms designed to
alleviate some the Duma’s fears that since the
Soviets could not afford to replace all their aging
missiles, they would lose parity with U.S. forces.
Most significant was that now the core of SALT II
would be a ban on all land-based strategic ballistic
missiles carrying MIRVs. The removal of the
MIRVs eliminated what most experts considered
to be the most destabilizing weapons in their
mutual arsenals. They also reached agreement in
principle on an outline for START III that would
stipulate even deeper cuts. The United States and
Russia were ahead of schedule in reducing their
strategic nuclear arsenal in 1997, when the out-
line for a START III pact would reduce the aggre-
gate levels of strategic nuclear warheads to
between 2,000 and 2,500 for each side by 31
December 2007.

The demise of the Soviet Union and the
chaos that followed led to the sometimes contro-
versial 1991 Cooperative Threat Reduction Pro-
gram (often called the Nunn-Lugar Program),
which provided U.S. funds to aid in consolidating
the former Soviet arsenal and ensuring its custo-
dial safety. Belatedly, the program was expanded
to provide financial and technical assistance in
disposal of chemical weapons and of fissile mate-
rial extracted from nuclear warheads. The cost of
disarming proved to be considerably more than
expected.

CONVENTIONAL AND OTHER ARMS
CONTROL AGREEMENTS

In addition to the major agreements dealing with
nuclear weapons, several other arms control
activities were undertaken in the post-1945 era,
including a multilateral treaty limiting the con-
ventional forces in Europe, agreements on chemi-
cal and biological weapons, pacts creating
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nuclear-weapons-free zones, and protocols aimed
at preventing accidental war.

Limiting Conventional Forces Immediately
after World War 11, the victors dismantled Ger-
many’s military forces and divided the nation.
With the onset of the Cold War, however, the
Western allies authorized controlled rearmament
of (West) Germany and integration into NATO. In
Japan the U.S. authorities endorsed, perhaps initi-
ated, Article 9 in the 1946 constitution, which
renounced war as an instrument of national pol-
icy and prohibited offensive military forces. Later,
during and after the Korean War, the United
States urged the development of Japanese “self-
defense forces.”

Negotiations seeking to limit conventional
military forces in Europe began in the early 1970s
and went on for nearly twenty years. The imbal-
ance between the much greater Soviet and Warsaw
Pact forces and U.S. and NATO forces meant that
Moscow was reluctant to offer concessions. Under
these circumstances, the Conference on Security
and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) measure
adopted in the Helsinki Final Act of 1975—which
called for regulating major military exercises—was
more easily achieved than arms limitations. Sev-
eral critics belittled the CSCE or “Stockholm” con-
ventional arms control accord; yet the reduced size
of these exercises, force concentrations, and arma-
ments involved—along with the advance notice—
realistically reduced concerns that “maneuvers”
might become a surprise attack.

Negotiations in 1989-1990 finally resulted
in the Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE)
Agreement. Several factors contributed to their
success: France joined the talks; Gorbachev uni-
laterally withdrew troops and equipment from for-
ward areas; the Warsaw Pact disintegrated; and a
reunited Germany agreed to troop limitations. The
11 November 1990 agreement limited five cate-
gories of conventional armed forces stationed in
Europe from the Atlantic Ocean to the Ural Moun-
tains. These included three categories of ground
equipment (tanks, artillery, and armored combat
vehicles), aircraft, and helicopters. The process
included a full of sharing conventional arms infor-
mation among all parties and a joint consultative
group to iron out differences. By 1998 more than
3,000 on-site inspections had been carried out,
and the dismantling of 58,000 units of weapons
and equipment had been verified.

Negotiations soon began to establish troop
limits and to resolve or clarify other issues. A CFE
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1A treaty signed on 10 July 1992 at Helsinki, Fin-
land, spelled out national personnel limits,
including restricting the United States to 250,000
personnel in Europe. Another parallel agreement
was the “Open Skies” Accord, signed at the Con-
ference on Security and Cooperation in Europe
ministerial meeting in Helsinki on 24 March
1992. In July 1955, President Eisenhower had
proposed aerial reconnaissance to eliminate “the
possibility of great surprise attack, thus lessening
danger and relaxing tensions,” and to “make more
easily attainable a comprehensive and effective
system of inspection and disarmament.” The
Soviets rejected the idea as an espionage plot.
After it had lain dormant for three decades, Presi-
dent George H. W. Bush gave the Open Skies con-
cept new life in 1989 because he needed a new
arms control proposal; because aircraft, cheap and
more flexible, complemented reconnaissance
satellites; and because NATO could directly
observe Soviet-bloc nations without relying on
U.S. satellites.

Banning Land Mines  The “humanitarian”
approach won out in the efforts to negotiate a ban
on the use of land mines—which in 1997 were
estimated to kill or maim 2,000 people each
month, some 80 percent of whom were civilians.
The ban’s origins may be traced back to the little-
known 1981 “inhumane weapons” convention
that sought to prohibit the use of “mines, booby-
traps and other devices.” From the convention’s
1995-1996 Review Conference emerged support
from worldwide nongovernmental organizations.

The United States rejected the original
Inhumane Weapons Pact because the Defense
Department was reluctant to give up its stockpile
of high-technology mines. According to Penta-
gon estimates, the use of these “smart mines”
(with self-destruction or self-deactivation mecha-
nisms) could reduce American casualties on the
Korean Peninsula by one-third by limiting the
mobility of enemy troops and provide an early
warning of attack. Military officials argued that
U.S. policy ought to focus on eliminating “dumb”
mines and postpone negotiations on other
antipersonnel mines.

In October 1996 the Canadian government
launched an initiative (the Ottawa Process) aimed
at banning antipersonnel mines. Washington
announced on 17 January 1997 that it would per-
manently ban the export and transfer of land
mines and would cap its own inventory at current
levels. U.S. Senator Patrick Leahy led the Ameri-



ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT

can campaign to ban land mines, against opposi-
tion from the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and found a
growing number of military officers, both retired
generals and those holding commands, question-
ing the utility of battlefield antipersonnel mines.
In June, fifty-six senators signed a resolution call-
ing for a ban on the use of land mines by U.S.
forces after 2000.

At the Oslo conference in the fall of 1997,
the Clinton administration introduced “improve-
ments” in the draft text in line with Pentagon
wishes; however, this endeavor drew the unani-
mous response “no exceptions, no reservations
and no loopholes.” On 17 September 1997 the
administration decided not to sign the final text;
later, however, it decided to unilaterally cease
using land mines outside of South Korea by 2003
and to sign the Anti-Personnel Mines Convention
by 2006 if alternative mines and mixed antitank
systems could be developed. Moreover, the Clin-
ton administration promised to raise $1 billion to
carry out a U.S.-led “Demining 2010 Initiative” to
remove all land mines from more than sixty-four
countries by the year 2010. Between 1993 and
1997, the United States spent $153 million and
planned to spend $68 million in 1998 to assist in
mine removal in seventeen countries.

Banning Chemical and Biological Weapons
Although the United States had signed the
Geneva Protocol of 1925, which prohibited the
use of “asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases,”
the Army Chemical Warfare Service and the
chemical industry prevented its ratification.
Ignoring his Chemical Warfare Service’s recom-
mendations, President Franklin Roosevelt in June
1943 unilaterally announced a “no-first-use” pol-
icy: “I state categorically that we shall under no
circumstances resort to the use of such weapons
unless they are first used by our enemies.”

During the first two decades of the Cold War,
the United States and the Soviet Union accumu-
lated large stocks of chemical weapons and inte-
grated them into their military planning. When a
resolution to augment the 1925 Geneva Protocol
was introduced in the UN General Assembly in
1966, the United States immediately objected to
the addition of herbicides and riot-control agents.
The Senate ratified the Geneva Protocol in January
1975—fifty years after signing—with reservations:
it did not apply to riot-control agents or herbicides
(widely used by the United States in Vietnam), and
the United States reserved the right to retaliate in
kind should a foe violate the protocol.
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On 25 November 1969, President Nixon
reaffirmed the chemical warfare “no-first-use” pol-
icy. At the same time, he unilaterally renounced
U.S. use of bacteriological or biological weapons,
closed all facilities producing these offensive
weapons, and ordered existing stockpiles of bio-
logical weapons and agents destroyed. At Geneva
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament
had been preparing a convention that would ban
production, acquisition, or stockpiling of biologi-
cal weapons and would require destruction of
stocks. Because of the complexities involved, there
were no formal verification procedures. On 10
April 1972 the Biological Convention was signed;
however, U.S. ratification was delayed until the
Geneva Protocol was approved in 1975.

In 1989 a Soviet defector revealed that
Moscow had possessed an extensive biological
weapons program in violation of its treaty obliga-
tions. The 1979 accidental release of anthrax
spores at Sverdlovsk, apparently leading to many
deaths, had prompted U.S. officials to ask pri-
vately for an explanation. The Soviets were less
than candid until President Yeltsin acknowledged
in April 1992 that an illicit program had existed
but had been terminated. While Iraq’s biological
weapons efforts were known, their surprising size
and scope became known only in 1995 with Sad-
dam Hussein’s son-in-law’s defection.

The threat of Iraq’s biological arsenal during
the Gulf War prompted the 1991 Biological
Weapons Review Convention to search for a
means of verification. The United States took the
position that the convention was not verifiable,
but other nations were not satisfied. The confer-
ence created the Group of Verification Experts,
which began a protracted scientific and technical
examination of potential measures, and was
reviewing the verification techniques employed
by the chemical weapons convention at the end of
the twentieth century.

Following inconclusive bilateral negotia-
tions from 1977 to 1980 for a chemical weapons
convention, the United States and Soviet Union
reluctantly agreed to let the UN Conference on
Disarmament wrestle with the problems. As
finally signed, on 13 January 1993, the Conven-
tion on Chemical Weapons eliminated an entire
class of weapons and established the most elabo-
rate verification regime in history. The Organiza-
tion for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons
would collect declarations as to nations’ stock-
piles and oversee their destruction. In April 1997
the Senate finally granted its approval.
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Nuclear-Weapons-Free Zones  There is no
authoritative definition of nuclear-weapons-free
zones, but there are certain accepted elements
implicit in the term. These include no manufacture
or production of nuclear weapons within the zone,
no importation of nuclear weapons by nations
within the zone, no stationing or storing of nuclear
weapons within the borders of nations within the
zone, and preferably a pledge by nuclear weapons
states not to use or threaten to use nuclear
weapons against nonnuclear nations within the
zone. Although early proposals were caught up in
the Cold War rivalry, the United States agreed to
three multilateral agreements that prohibited
nuclear weapons in specific, nonpopulated areas—
Antarctica, outer space, and the seabed.

The Antarctic agreement (1959) has been
acknowledged as the forerunner of nuclear-
weapons-free zone treaties because of its demilita-
rizing provisions. An innovative verification
system was established whereby the treaty parties
might conduct aerial inspections and, at all times,
have complete access to all areas and installations.
Ten years of UN-sponsored, multilateral disarma-
ment sessions resulted in the Outer Space Treaty
(1967), in which the parties agree “not to place in
orbit around the Earth any objects carrying
nuclear weapons or any other kinds of weapons of
mass destruction” or establish “military bases,
installations and fortifications, the testing of any
type of weapons and the conduct of military
maneuvers on celestial bodies.” The nuclear test
ban accords and the ABM treaty (1972) also have
constraints on testing or deploying various
weapons in outer space, and the SALT and START
treaties prohibit interference with the monitoring
of space vehicles. The objective of the Seabed
Treaty (1971) is to prevent the placing of nuclear
weapons on the ocean floor beyond national terri-
torial waters.

The Treaty of Tlatelolco (1967) pledged its
Latin American signatories to keep their territo-
ries free of nuclear weapons; not to test, develop,
or import such weapons; to prevent the establish-
ment of foreign-controlled nuclear weapon bases
in the region; and to negotiate International
Atomic Energy Agency safeguards. The United
States ratified the protocols asking nations having
territorial interests in the region “to apply the sta-
tus of denuclearization in respect to warlike pur-
poses” to these territories, and “not to use or
threaten to use, nuclear weapons against” treaty
signatories. Signatories of the Treaty of Rarotonga
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(1985), including Australia and New Zealand,
along with other nearby island states, modeled
their pact after the Tlatelolco Treaty. The motiva-
tion for creating this nuclear-weapons-free zone
was the desire to pressure France to stop under-
ground nuclear tests on Mururoa Atoll in the
Tuamoto Archipelago and to prevent disposal of
radioactive waste in the region. Many in Washing-
ton feared that Rarotonga might encourage addi-
tional nuclear-weapons-free zones in the South
Pacific that would restrict the navy’s freedom of
movement; consequently, the United States
signed but, as of 2001, had not ratified the agree-
ment. The Reagan administration’s talk of
winnable nuclear wars aroused intense opposi-
tion in New Zealand and Australia. In February
1985, New Zealand’s government banned a U.S.
destroyer from its ports, because the United States
refused to say whether or not it carried nuclear
weapons. The episode caused a serious rift
between New Zealand and Washington for nearly
two decades.

In the mid-1990s, two post—Cold War
nuclear-weapons-free zones emerged—the South-
east Asia Nuclear Weapons-Free Zone (Treaty of
Bangkok, 1995) and African Nuclear-Weapon-
Free Zone (Treaty of Pelindaba, 1996). Protocol 1
to both treaties states that the nuclear weapons
states, including the United States, are “not to use
or threaten to use nuclear weapons” within these
zones or against any treaty parties. The United
States has argued that, regarding the innocent
passage of its warships and aircraft, the Bangkok
Treaty is “too restrictive” and has insisted on
modifications before signing. The Treaty of
Pelindaba apparently met with Washington’s cri-
teria and, although the United States signed it, as
of 2001 ratification was still pending.

PROTOCOLS AIMED AT PREVENTING
ACCIDENTAL WAR

History may hold few examples of accidental
wars, but the advent of nuclear weapons—and the
premium placed on striking first—gave rise to
concerns that miscalculation, misperception, and
pressures for haste might bring about an “unin-
tended” nuclear conflict. The desire to provide
each side the opportunity to consider a situation
fully before taking irreversible action led to diplo-
matic, usually bilateral, negotiations seeking to
improve rapid, direct communication in times of
high tension.



ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT

Hot-Line Systems  The Washington-Moscow
“hot line,” established in 1963, consists of a group
of machines—IBM terminals, encryption
machines, and teleprinters. Informally known as
Molink, it came into being because the Cuban
missile crisis had pointed up the inadequate
means of communication between Washington
and Moscow. The initial hot-line system consisted
of one cable routed across Europe and a backup
circuit routed through North Africa. During the
1971 SALT talks it was agreed that two other links
be added to the original cable by using an Ameri-
can commercial satellite (INTELSAT) and a Soviet
government satellite (MOLNIYA). In 1984 the
hot-line technology was further modernized
when the system was upgraded for high-speed fax
transmission. An urgent message from a Russian
leader to the presidents ear takes well under five
minutes—including translation.

Although the actual number of times Molink
has been used is not known, the Defense Depart-
ment indicates that it is used sparingly “but has
proved invaluable in major crises.” These include
the June 1967 Israeli preemptive strike against
Arab forces during the Six-Day War; in 1971 dur-
ing the India-Pakistan War; during the 1973-1974
Arab-Israeli war; during the 1974 Turkish invasion
of Cyprus; in 1979-1980 during the Soviet inva-
sion of Afghanistan; and in 1982-1984 when the
Soviets needed to discuss Lebanon and the United
States used it regarding Poland. Not surprisingly,
other nations adopted the idea of direct communi-
cation systems. The British and French have their
own direct links with Moscow; and Israel and
Egypt have direct lines, North and South Korea are
linked, and India and Pakistan have been con-
nected since the 1971 war.

Preventing Untoward Incidents  The Ameri-
cans and Soviets were particularly active during
the 1970s in seeking measures designed to pre-
vent an isolated clash from sparking a much
wider conflict. The Accidents Measures Agree-
ment (1971) hoped to reduce the likelihood of
nuclear accidents and to minimize the chance of
war should such an accident occur. It urged both
sides to undertake measures to improve the safety
and security of their nuclear activities, and to
notify one another immediately of unauthorized
or accidental nuclear weapons detonations.
Among other provisions, the agreement provided
for advance notice of missile test launches in the
direction of the other party.
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The significance that Soviet diplomats
placed on broad statements of principle is
reflected in the Agreement on Prevention of
Nuclear War (1973), which found the United
States refusing to give a nonuse of nuclear
weapons pledge or to renounce the option of
“first use” of nuclear weapons. Consequently, the
two nations agreed to consult with one another in
crisis situations that posed a risk of nuclear war.

In contrast, the American emphasis on
technical details may be found in the Agreement
on the Prevention of Incidents at Sea (1972),
which updated the existing international guide-
lines to prevent collisions at sea. During the
1960s and early 1970s, Soviet and American
naval commanders engaged in various forms of
harassment. These included an occasional game
of “chicken” in which two rival warships threat-
ened to ram one another, each waiting for the
other to turn away; buzzing an enemy ship with
aircraft; aiming one’s large guns at an opponent’s
ship; and nudging or “shouldering” hostile
ships. Both sides recognized the obvious need to
expand the traditional “rules of the road” to
reduce these incidents and prevent an actual
military engagement. The 1989 Agreement on
the Prevention of Dangerous Military Activities
consisted of measures to improve military-to-
military communication in times of crisis. It also
created areas of “special caution,” where U.S.
and Soviet forces were operating in close prox-
imity; outlawed the dangerous use of lasers; pro-
hibited interfering with command and control
communication networks by jamming; and
agreed to treat minor territorial incursions as
accidental rather than automatically threatening
greater consequences.

EVALUATING THE COLD WAR
EXPERIENCES

The protracted Cold War arms control negotia-
tions did result in a number of accords—for
example, the nonproliferation treaty system, the
strategic arms pacts, and the hot lines—that stabi-
lized the military climate and provided an avenue
for easing political tensions. Although these were
significant accomplishments, the tendency in
American political circles and in the public mind
during the Cold War era was to emphasize—even
dramatize—the military dimensions of national
security while playing down the contributions of
arms control agreements.
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The headlines featured those individuals who
frequently exaggerated the U.S. vulnerability to
Soviet nuclear weaponry. “For more than four
decades,” Strobe Talbott concluded, “Western pol-
icy has been based on a grotesque exaggeration of
what the USSR could do if it wanted, therefore
what it might do, therefore what the West must be
prepared to do in response. . . . Worst-case assump-
tions about Soviet intentions have fed, and fed
upon, worst-case assumptions about Soviet capa-
bilities.” Some Cold War hawks defended their
frightening scenarios as a patriotic duty. “Democra-
cies will not sacrifice to protect their security in the
absence of a sense of danger,” Richard Perle, a Rea-
gan Defense Department official, explained in a
Newsweek article (18 February 1983), “and every
time we create the impression that we and the Sovi-
ets are cooperating and moderating the competi-
tion, we diminish the sense of apprehension.”

Despite public pronouncements that Amer-
ica’s continually growing nuclear arsenal would
provide diplomatic “bargaining chips” or allow
“negotiating from strength,” U.S. leaders who
were so inclined found it extremely difficult to
put forth mutually negotiable proposals that
could diminish the unthinkable threat posed by
nuclear weapons. The interminable bickering
between government agencies—especially, the
Defense Department, State Department, Arms
Control Agency, and intelligence agencies—often
stymied presidents and diplomats. Such squab-
bling prompted a senior member of the National
Security Council staff to declare, “Even if the
Soviets did not exist, we might not get a START
treaty because of disagreements on our side.”
Another high-ranking U.S. official complained
that if the Soviets “came to us and said, ‘You write
it, we'll sign it,” we still couldn’t do it.”

America’s proclivity to seek security almost
exclusively through an ever-expanding nuclear
arsenal allowed Defense Department officials,
along with the cold warriors in Congress, to dom-
inate arms control policies. Their frequent short-
sighted objections to halting or placing limits on
emerging weapons systems—such as MIRVs,
cruise missiles, and nuclear testing—when the
United States held a temporary technological lead
often prevented agreements that could have fore-
stalled another surge in the arms race. Not sur-
prisingly, the SALT treaties, while establishing
limitations, actually provided for both sides to
expand their strategic nuclear forces. It was only
with the INF accord and the START agreements
that actual reduction of nuclear-armed weapons
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systems occurred, and these came about largely as
a result of Gorbachev’s initiative as he was termi-
nating the Cold War.

During the pre-Gorbachev decades, hardy
cold warriors argued that the authoritarian nature
of the Soviet Union would most likely lead it to
secretly violate arms control agreements in order
to gain political or military advantage. Not sur-
prisingly, the Reagan administration spent an
extraordinary amount of time and energy in a per-
sistent search for Soviet arms control violations.
Three White House reports implied an accelerated
pattern of Soviet noncompliance—seven alleged
violations in 1984, thirteen in 1985, and eighteen
in 1986. All but one of the allegations were found
to be “inaccurate, ambiguous, or no longer rele-
vant” by a 1988 report titled Compliance and the
Future of Arms Control (Gloria Duffy, project direc-
tor). “The overall pattern on the part of both the
United States and the Soviet Union,” the report
declared, “has been one in which compliance with
agreements has clearly far out-weighted noncom-
pliance.” But the report observed:

Through this politicization of the compliance
issue in the United States, the Reagan adminis-
tration has at times behaved as if it desired to
withdraw from all existing strategic arms control
agreements with the Soviet Union. The United
States has acted in a fashion that undercuts the
essential process of resolving disagreements that
arise with regard to treaty compliance, rather
than seeking to make the process work. This,
combined with Soviet stretching of the terms of
agreements and stubbornness in dealing with
many of the compliance issues, has caused the
arms control process to lose its give-and-take.

Dynamic changes in arms control and disar-
mament activities came about unexpectedly when
in 1985 Mikhail Gorbachev began essentially uni-
lateral steps to wind down the Cold War by
accepting the political democratization of Soviet
and Soviet bloc societies, and by seeking ways to
end the nuclear arms race. There have been many
claimants seeking credit for the demise of the Cold
War. The “peace through strength” perspective of
containment and confrontation has been cited as
prompting Gorbachev’s actions. However, this
view, as Daniel Deudney and G. John Ikenberry
noted in Foreign Affairs (1992), obscures “the
nature of these momentous changes. Engagement
and interdependence, rather than containment,
are the ruling trends of the age. Mutual vulnerabil-
ity, not strength, drives security politics. Accom-
modation and integration, not confrontation, are
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the motors of change.” Recognition of mutual vul-
nerability, accommodation, and integration were,
and are, the essence of the arms control process.
The old cold warriors were replaced in the
1990s by unilateralists who disdained accommo-
dation, distrusted arms control and feared mutual
vulnerability. Their doomsday scenarios featured
North Korea, Iraq, and other “radical terrorists” as
threatening adversaries against whom the United
States must build a missileproof umbrella regard-
less of how detrimental it might be to its relations
with China, Russia, or its friends. Those most
ardently pushing in 2001 for a strategic defense
system of doubtful reliability—a Pentagon search-
ing for missions, “defense” contractors, former
cold warriors unwilling to recognize the changed
world, and a woefully inexperienced President
George W. Bush—appeared to be little concerned
with its impact on existing arms control agree-
ments. Any treaty, including arms control pacts,
must be kept in line with changing international
realities; however, in this process mutuality of
interests must be a significant consideration.

CONCLUSION

During the twentieth century arms control and
disarmament issues, spurred by developments in
weapons technology, emerged as fundamental
political and policy considerations. Concerns
with modern weaponry led to the Hague Confer-
ences of 1899 and 1907, which updated the laws
of war and sought to focus attention on the dan-
gers of poison gas and aerial bombardment. The
decades between the two world wars saw the uni-
lateral disarmament of Germany in 1919, the con-
troversial naval limitation treaties, and the
inability of the League of Nations to deal with a
rearming world. And, with the emergence of the
nuclear era after World War 11, debates over arms
control and disarmament occupied much of the
United Nations’ attention and stimulated bilateral
superpower negotiations.

The process of negotiating arms control and
disarmament agreements became increasingly
complex. As policymakers prepared for negotia-
tions, they wrestled with the objectives they
wished to achieve and the risks they were willing
to accept. Utopian aspirations or broadly gauged
disarmament proposals rarely figured promi-
nently in arms control objectives even when
peace groups aroused public sentiment in support
of such negotiations—such as at the first Hague
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Conference and with the nuclear-freeze move-
ment of the 1970s and 1980s.

While the bargaining was usually strenuous
between teams of competing diplomats, it was
often even more intense between competing
bureaucracies at home. Indeed, chiefs of state fre-
quently discovered that their latitude in negotiat-
ing specific issues had been sharply curtailed in
the process of getting all major players at home to
agree. In Washington, this was often referred to as
the Battle of the Potomac, and a similar struggle
usually took place in Moscow.

As weapon systems became more compli-
cated, it was necessary to call upon experts for
advice. At the unsuccessful Geneva Naval Confer-
ence of 1927, naval delegates completely bewil-
dered the conferees with elaborate formulas
comparing the relative merits of eight-inch versus
six-inch guns and heavy versus light cruisers. The
senior British diplomat returned home arguing
that from then on, experts “should be on tap, but
not on top.” With the advent of the nuclear age, it
was often the case that specialists could compli-
cate issues to a point where they became techni-
cally, and hence politically, insoluble. During the
early test ban negotiations, seismologists devel-
oped verification techniques that appeared to be
acceptable to many scientists and diplomats;
however, these experts kept refining the already
low error rate so it would be even smaller. It took
a long time to develop a comprehensive test ban
because critics—who often had a vested interest
in continuing underground testing—argued that
one could not be absolutely certain that there was
no cheating. From all of this, there is one obvious
lesson. To be successful, the negotiation of an
arms control and disarmament agreement cannot
be an engineering or technical exercise; it must be
essentially a political undertaking.

Initial risks involved in arms control and dis-
armament agreements are sometimes difficult to
perceive. Treaties that are termed controversial
(that is, they involve some obvious risk) inevitably
stimulate contemporary observers to judge the
agreements consistent with their personal beliefs
and values. The optimistic, enthusiastic support-
ers of the agreement usually tend to minimize the
risks, whereas the pessimistic, suspicious oppo-
nents generally overestimate the risks.

Not all contemporary critics have been mili-
tary officers, as some opponents of the London
Naval Limitation Treaty of 1930 illustrate. As
Fredrick Hale stated before the U.S. Senate: “The
British by the terms of this treaty have us ham-
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strung and hog-tied and there will keep us as long
as limitations of armaments are the order of the
day.” Winston Churchill stated before the House
of Commons: “I am astonished that any Admi-
ralty board of naval officers could have been
found to accept responsibility for such a ham-
stringing stipulation.” T Inukai, speaking before
the Japanese Diet, stated that the government had
“betrayed the country by entering into an agree-
ment at the London Conference inadequate for
Japan’s defense needs.”

These were three civilian statesmen from the
three principal signatory nations each insisting
that his country’s security had been impaired by
the treaty. Each was, of course, assessing the risks
incurred in the naval treaty based on his own per-
sonal convictions and assumptions about the
nature of a nation’s security.

During the Cold War it was obvious that
most American policymakers disregarded the
admonishment of Truman’s Secretary of State,
General George C. Marshall, that if you define a
political problem in military terms, it will soon
become a military problem. As the cold warriors
emphasized the military dimension of national
security and scorned arms control and disarma-
ment policies, their mantra was the old Roman
precept—if you desire peace (security), prepare
for war. A little historical insight might have given
them pause, for the more Romans prepared for
war, the more war they waged, until, in the end,
Rome was conquered.

Clearly, national security cannot be defined
simply in amounts of weaponry. Few in Washing-
ton reflected on the fact that during the nine-
teenth century the United States felt quite secure
with its policy of political isolationism and its
meager armed forces while, conversely, never had
the United States felt so insecure as it did during
the Cold War years when it possessed a vast
peacetime nuclear arsenal, substantial military
forces, and allies around the world. A nation’s
security, then, may rest as much on a sense of
national well-being—a psychological state—as it
does on the size of its military forces. It would
appear, as H. A. L. Fisher wrote during the inter-
war years, that “in reality, security is a state of
mind; so is insecurity.”

Whether or not an arms control agreement
might be violated was a matter of special concern
in the nuclear era. Consequently, the search for
effective means of verifying or supervising the
compliance with arms control and disarmament
agreements has been far more intense since 1945
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than in earlier years. The verification or supervi-
sion process employs several methods of monitor-
ing compliance that may be classified as “national
means” and “cooperative/intrusive means.”

The traditional method used to verify treaty
compliance has been national means, in which
human observers—including military attachés
assigned to foreign capitals; national intelligence
agencies (for example, the CIA); international
businessmen and tourists; and clandestine or
undercover sources, including spies—have served
as important sources of information. The naval
limitation treaties of the 1920s and 1930s, as well
as agreements dealing with the outlawing of
weapons and demilitarization, used these meth-
ods. Prior to World War 11, the reports of military
attachés were considered to be particularly valu-
able because of the expertise of the observers;
indeed, most of the treaty evasions reported were
initially noted by the attachés. Equally important
has been the analysis of foreign publications,
especially commercial and industrial reports. In
such documents, sharp-eyed readers could detect
significant changes taking place in the allocation
of resources and the establishment or conversion
of factories. In this undramatic fashion, the allies
learned in the mid-1920s of Germany’s evasion of
the Versailles Treaty clause forbidding a “general
staff” by examining the telephone book of the
German military headquarters, which listed the
various offices and their functions.

With the advent of modern electronics, pho-
tography, space vehicles, and other devices, a new
dimension called “national technical means” was
added. Such devices have been employed to verify
both the quantitative and the qualitative features
of strategic weaponry, particularly the numbers
and characteristics of ballistic missiles, informa-
tion that was vital to negotiation of the SALT and
START accords. The restrictions on nuclear test-
ing have been monitored—quite effectively,
according to private scientific groups—by spe-
cially devised seismic devices.

An obvious example of cooperative/intru-
sive supervision is on-site inspection employed to
verify compliance. Such inspection has been used
in the efforts to ensure that terms of, for example,
the Treaty of Versailles, the Antarctic Treaty, the
INF agreement, and the Iraqi armistice were car-
ried out. They also have been used regularly by
the International Atomic Energy Agency to
ensure that matériel employed in the peaceful use
of nuclear energy is not illegally shifted to the
manufacture of nuclear weapons.
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The Antarctic and INF treaties and the
International Atomic Energy Agency inspections
have been carried out in cooperation with various
treaty members because of the perceived mutual
advantages. With the Treaty of Versailles and the
Iraqi armistice, on the contrary, inspection teams
attempting to verify that all imposed terms were
carried out were unwelcome in countries whose
governments viewed the terms as unfair and the
inspection teams as intrusive.

The historical record of compliance is some-
what mixed, but on the whole, agreements in which
a sense of mutuality was established have been hon-
ored. Often, evasions or violations that occurred
were unintended and marginal—with the possible
exception of the Soviet violation of the biological
weapons pact. There is no evidence of any
unknown treaty violation having had a significant
impact on the outcome of a military engagement.
Few, if any, governments have negotiated and
signed an arms control agreement while deliber-
ately planning to evade the terms of the agreement.

Finally, people in general, even quite sophis-
ticated individuals, usually expect too much from
arms control agreements. These techniques are
designed to accomplish essentially two basic pur-
poses: to reduce the feasibility of electing war as a
means of resolving disputes by reducing the
armaments available; and, if that should fail, to
diminish the military violence in any subsequent
hostilities. These agreements, which usually have
been rather specific and technical, focused on
armaments or the employment of weapons. The
arms control process requires a minimum level of
political cooperation and, even then, progress can
be slow where suspicions and hatreds must be
mitigated. Often the first steps to break down the
wall of suspicion are measures that provide for
exchanging verified information concerning each
side’s military forces—confidence- and security-
building measures. Rarely have arms control and
disarmament accords sought to address the basic
political, economic, social, and moral issues that
are at the heart of the international disputes that
have prompted nations to go to war.
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ARMS TRANSFERS AND TRADE

Michael T. Klare

Arms transfers and trade—both imports and
exports—have been a significant issue in Ameri-
can foreign policy since the revolutionary war.
During the Revolution and in the decades imme-
diately following, the United States was primarily
concerned with the import of arms, in order to
equip its nascent military forces. Following the
Industrial Revolution, however, the United States
became a major producer of arms, and since then
the principal question facing American policy-
makers has been when and under what circum-
stances to permit the export of arms. The latter
question has gained in significance over time as
the United States emerged as the world’s leading
producer and exporter of conventional weapons
(weapons that do not incorporate nuclear, chemi-
cal, or biological munitions).

Arms transfers are an important question for
foreign policy because they bear on the military
capability of the United States and on those states
to which the United States chooses to provide (or
to deny) instruments of war. When the United
States was relatively weak and lacked the ability
to manufacture weapons for itself, it needed to
obtain arms from foreign sources in order to
enhance the capacity of its military forces to over-
come both foreign and internal enemies. Since the
United States has emerged as a major military
power, and acquired the ability to manufacture
weapons of all types, its decisions on when and to
whom to export arms have had a direct impact on
the relative strength of other, less powerful
nations.

This capacity to affect the military power of
other states became a major factor in American
foreign policy before and during World War 11,
when the United States chose to mobilize its
immense arms-making capacity to help defeat the
Axis powers, and again during the Cold War,
when Washington sought to construct a global
network of anti-Soviet states. In both cases, deci-
sions on arms transfers were viewed by American

105

policymakers as issues critical to U.S. national
security, requiring assessment and approval at the
very highest (usually presidential) level.

Although the end of the Cold War alleviated
some of the urgency once associated with deci-
sions regarding arms transfers, such transactions
remained a significant factor in U.S. foreign pol-
icy. In the mid-1990s, for example, the United
States arranged major new arms deliveries to
Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, and the United Arab Emi-
rates in order to enhance their capacity to resist
attack by Iran or Iraq. And as China proceeded
with a substantial buildup of its forces, the United
States supplied Taiwan with increasingly sophisti-
cated weapons.

At various times the question of when and
under what circumstances to export arms has also
been seen as a moral issue facing the United States.
This is so because weapons are, by definition,
instruments of violence, and so their transfer to
another party is thought by many to entail some
degree of responsibility for any uses to which they
are put by their recipients. After World War 1, for
example, many Americans opposed the export of
arms on the grounds that their sale contributed to
the likelihood of war and also provided obscene
profits to the “merchants of death.” Similarly, dur-
ing the Cold War some people objected to the sale
or transfer of arms to pro-American dictators such
as Anastasio Somoza of Nicaragua and Mobutu
Sese Seko of Zaire (now the Democratic Republic
of the Congo) who had been accused of egregious
human rights violations.

For both security-related and moral reasons,
arms transfers have become an important subject
for international arms control negotiations. Dur-
ing the Cold War, for example, the United States
conducted intermittent talks with the Soviet
Union over proposals to restrict the flow of con-
ventional arms to areas of conflict, such as the
Middle East. And after the Persian Gulf War of
1990-1991, the United States and the Soviet



ARMS TRANSFERS AND TRADE

Union held similar talks with the other perma-
nent members of the United Nations Security
Council (the P-5 negotiations).

Finally, it is important to note that arms
exports are viewed by U.S. weapons manufactur-
ers—and their supporters in Congress, the mili-
tary, and the business community—as a legitimate
source of revenue. Although such considerations
have always been viewed as being subordinate to
matters of national security, several presidential
administrations (most notably those of Richard
Nixon, Ronald Reagan, and Bill Clinton) have
embraced arms export promotion as a valid con-
cern of American foreign policy. The purely eco-
nomic dimensions of arms export policy have
been accorded particular attention since the end of
the Cold War, when the United States found itself
in a less threatening international environment.

For all of these reasons, arms transfers and
trade have been an important—and sometimes
contentious—issue in U.S. foreign policy. Every
American president since Franklin D. Roosevelt
has had to direct considerable attention to this
issue at one time or another, and it is likely that
this will remain the case for all future presidents.
As long as there are discrepancies in the military
capabilities of states, and as long as nations con-
tinue to go to war with one another, arms transfer
considerations will figure prominently in the
security planning of the U.S. government.

FROM THE REVOLUTION
TO WORLD WAR 1

The original European settlers in what became
the United States brought firearms with them for
hunting and self-defense. Weapons were also
imported from Europe to equip the militias
formed in the English colonies in the seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries to fight hostile Indian
tribes and to resist incursions by the French and
the Spanish. Later, many of these weapons were
used by revolutionary forces to fight the British.
There were never enough weapons to go around,
however, and so the importation of arms from
friendly European governments became a major
priority for the Continental Congress and its
overseas representatives, including Benjamin
Franklin. Only when France agreed in 1778 to aid
the American rebels with arms and troops was the
success of the Revolution assured.

After the Revolution the infant Republic
continued to rely on imported weapons for many
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of its military requirements. To reduce this
reliance, Congress voted in 1794 to establish gov-
ernment-owned facilities for the manufacture of
firearms. These installations, most notably the
army arsenals in Springfield, Massachusetts, and
Harpers Ferry, Virginia (now West Virginia), grad-
ually acquired expertise in the mass production of
rifles and carbines.

Although these facilities were largely able to
satisfy government requirements during periods
of relative calm, they could not produce sufficient
weapons in times of war—as during the War of
1812 and the Mexican War of 1846-1848. To sup-
plement production at Springfield and Harpers
Ferry, the War Department contracted with pri-
vate gunmakers such as Robbins and Lawrence of
Windsor, Vermont, and Remington Arms of Ilion,
New York—thus giving a significant boost to the
development of a commercial arms industry in
the United States. Many of these firms failed or
were absorbed by others when government con-
tracts disappeared, but others survived by
embracing new technologies and finding foreign
customers for their innovative products.

When the Civil War broke out in 1861, the
United States possessed a significant arms-mak-
ing capacity. Together the various army arsenals
and their civilian counterparts were capable of
manufacturing hundreds of thousands of firearms
per year. But even this impressive capacity was
insufficient to satisfy the prodigious demands of
war, and so both sides were forced to procure
additional arms from abroad. Although both the
Union and the Confederacy turned to foreign sup-
pliers for a certain percentage of their military
equipment, the need for imports was especially
acute in the South. Because most of America’s
arms-making capacity was located in the North,
the Union could satisfy a larger share of its mili-
tary requirements from domestic factories than
could the South. As a result, the Confederacy
placed a greater emphasis on military imports
than did the North, and both sides became
engaged in an elaborate diplomatic struggle over
arms transfers—with the South seeking to pro-
cure weapons from sympathetic powers in Europe
and the North seeking to persuade these states to
deny arms to the rebels. In the end the Northern-
ers prevailed in this contest, as the major Euro-
pean  powers—whatever  their  political
sympathies—chose to eschew involvement in the
conflict. This did not, however, deter the North
from declaring a naval blockade of the South and
deploying hundreds of ships in a determined
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effort to prevent the smuggling of arms to Con-
federate forces.

The Civil War, like the wars that preceded it,
proved to be an enormous boon to the private
arms industry. Once the war ended, however, the
U.S. government sharply reduced its procurement
of commercially manufactured weapons. To sur-
vive in this new environment, private arms com-
panies such as Remington, Winchester, and Colt
looked to the civilian market and to foreign cus-
tomers for the orders needed to survive. This in
turn spurred the introduction of new gun designs
and manufacturing processes. As a result, Ameri-
can gun firms became adept at the mass produc-
tion of cheap, reliable, and highly effective
firearms.

Although the U.S. government did not
always take advantage of this burgeoning capa-
bility, other governments were less inhibited.
Samuel Remington, the president of Remington
Arms Company, opened a sales office in Paris
and secured lucrative contracts for the sale of
rifles and ammunition to several European
countries. Other U.S. firms, including Winches-
ter, also obtained significant contracts from
European governments. During the Franco-
Prussian War of 1870-1871, for example, the
French army ordered 100,000 rifles and 18 mil-
lion rounds of ammunition from the Union
Metallic Cartridge Company of Bridgeport, Con-
necticut (later a division of Remington Arms).

The capacity of American military firms to
produce large quantities of weaponry in a rela-
tively short amount of time was next tested in
1914, when World War I broke out in Europe.
Although the U.S. government initially adopted a
policy of neutrality in the conflict, President
Woodrow Wilson allowed American firms to sell
arms and ammunition to the Allied powers. Des-
perate to supplement their own manufacturing
capabilities, Britain, France, and Russia then con-
tracted with American companies to produce
large numbers of guns and cartridges. The British,
for example, ordered one million Enfield rifles
from Remington. As one such order followed
another, American military exports jumped from
$40 million in 1914 to $1.3 billion in 1916 and
$2.3 billion in the final nineteen months of war.
This marked the first time that U.S. arms manu-
facturers played a truly significant role in the
international weapons trade.
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THE INTERWAR PERIOD AND
WORLD WAR 11

At first America’s emergence as a major arms sup-
plier was lauded as a significant contribution to
the Allied war effort. Once the war ended, how-
ever, many Americans became fearful of U.S. par-
ticipation in future European conflicts, and
therefore opposed any activities—including arms
transfers—that conceivably might increase the
risk of such involvement. The most significant
expression of this stance, known as isolationism,
was the Senate’s 1920 rejection of the Treaty of
Versailles, which established the League of
Nations. The United States also refused to partici-
pate in other arrangements associated with the
league, including the St. Germain Convention for
the Control of the Trade in Arms and Ammuni-
tion (1919) and the Geneva Convention for the
Supervision of the International Trade in Arms
and Ammunition and in Implements of War
(1925).

Although leery of international arrange-
ments like the League of Nations, the United
States was prepared to support disarmament
efforts aimed at the prevention of great-power
conflict. Most notable in this regard was U.S. par-
ticipation in the Washington Naval Conference of
1921-1922, which aimed at setting limits on the
naval capabilities of the major powers. Under the
resulting Washington Naval Arms Limitation
Treaty, ceilings were set on the total allowable
tonnage of battleships and aircraft carriers in the
fleets of the United States, Great Britain, Japan,
France, and Italy. A follow-on treaty, signed at
London in 1930, extended the tonnage restric-
tions to the cruisers, destroyers, and submarines
of the United States, Great Britain, and Japan.
Although not bearing directly on the issue of arms
transfers, these measures represented a significant
effort to reduce the risk of war by constraining the
arms procurement policies of the major powers.

The American public’s antipathy to involve-
ment in overseas conflicts was also reflected in
calls for prosecution of U.S. arms firms for their
alleged role in fomenting World War 1. Antiwar
crusaders like Dorothy Detzer of the Women’s
International League for Peace and Freedom trav-
eled the country, demanding a congressional
investigation of the domestic weapons industry.
Critical books and articles—most notably The
Merchants of Death (1934) by Helmuth Engel-
brecht and Frank Hanighen—further aroused
public opinion. “Arms makers engineer ‘war
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scares,” Engelbrecht and Hanighen wrote in their
widely popular exposé. “They excite governments
and peoples to fear their neighbors and rivals, so
that they may sell more armaments.” In addition,
“bribery is frequently associated with war scares”
of this sort.

In response to these and other such charges,
the U.S. Senate voted to establish the Special
Committee Investigating the Munitions Industry
in 1934. This body, headed by Senator Gerald P
Nye of North Dakota, was empowered to pursue
allegations that American and European weapons
producers had conspired to instigate World War I
and other conflicts in order to stimulate the
demand for weapons. The Nye Committee (as it
was called) was also authorized to investigate
other charges of wrongdoing by the international
arms industry.

After conducting numerous hearings, the
Nye Committee concluded that U.S. arms firms
had, in fact, employed bribery to clinch overseas
sales and had spread tales of imminent hostilities
in order to play one prospective buyer off
another; it did not, however, find that they had
conspired to ignite World War 1. In the end, the
Senate investigation did not result in any legal
action against American arms companies. It did,
however, lead to the establishment of the U.S.
Munitions Control Board, the first governmental
agency charged with regulating the arms traffic. It
also sustained the national mood of isolationism
and helped ensure passage of the Neutrality Act of
1935, which compelled the president to impose
an arms embargo on nations at war.

The Neutrality Act of 1935 was followed by
the adoption of similar measures in 1936, 1937,
and 1939. The 1936 statute banned U.S. loans to
belligerents, and the 1937 measure extended the
provisions of the two earlier statutes to civil
wars—a step that effectively precluded the sale of
arms to the Republican government in Spain,
then under attack from right-wing forces led by
General Francisco Franco (and backed by the fas-
cist governments in Germany and Italy). The
1939 act, passed at a time of growing tension in
Europe, banned U.S. ships from carrying goods or
passengers to belligerent ports, but allowed the
United States to sell arms to friendly powers on a
cash-and-carry basis.

Although they enjoyed strong support from
Congress and the American public, the Neutrality
Acts and related expressions of isolationism
appeared increasingly constrictive to President
Franklin D. Roosevelt at a time when the Hitler
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regime in Germany was accelerating its rearma-
ment effort and pursuing a strategy of regional
domination. While Roosevelt argued against
repeal of the ban on arms transfers to belligerents
in March 1939, when Hitler’s armies overran
Czechoslovakia, he changed his stance in Septem-
ber of that year, when Germany invaded Poland.
Two months later, after Congress finally repealed
the Neutrality Acts, Roosevelt authorized a series
of cash-and-carry sales of U.S. arms to the Euro-
pean democracies.

A vyear later, following the fall of France,
Roosevelt proposed a much more ambitious pro-
gram of arms transfers, under which the U.S. gov-
ernment would lend, lease, or donate military
equipment to the nations fighting Adolf Hitler.
The new U.S. goal, Roosevelt told the nation on
29 December 1940, was to convert the United
States into the “great arsenal of democracy,” and
thereby provide America’s allies with the arms
needed to defeat Hitler’s armies. To fulfill this
pledge, Roosevelt asked Congress to approve the
Lend-Lease Act, which allowed the transfer of
U.S. arms to friendly powers that lacked the funds
to pay for them.

Although opposed by isolationists in Con-
gress, the Lend-Lease Act was finally passed by a
vote of 60 to 31 in the Senate and 317 to 71 in the
House. Signed into law on 11 March 1941, it
empowered the president to “sell, transfer title to,
exchange, lease, lend, or otherwise dispose of”
military articles to “any country whose defense
the President deems vital to the defense of the
United States.” Congress initially appropriated $7
billion for this purpose, and later authorized total
expenditures (by war’s end) of more than $50 bil-
lion—the largest amount ever committed for
arms aid until that time. The lion’s share of this
bounty, totaling $31.6 billion, went to Great
Britain; the second largest share, worth some $11
billion, to the Soviet Union.

Ultimately, it was the direct involvement of
U.S. soldiers and sailors, rather than the delivery
of American weapons, that turned the tide in
Europe and the Pacific. But U.S. arms transfers
under the lend-lease program enabled America’s
allies—especially Great Britain and the Soviet
Union—to hold out through two years of unre-
lenting warfare until the full weight of American
combat strength could be brought to bear. The
lend-lease program also established the princi-
ple—adhered to by all American presidents since
World War II—that arms transfers can play a sig-
nificant role in enhancing U.S. national security.
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THE COLD WAR

Following World War II many of the factories that
had been devoted to military production during
the fighting were converted back to their prewar,
civilian uses. However, the cessation of fighting in
Europe and Asia was not greeted—as the end of
World War I had been—with a wave of revulsion
against American arms makers. Instead, the
nation’s military industries were widely viewed as
a major pillar of American military strength and
an important source of technological innovation.
Thus, when the Cold War began in earnest, most
members of Congress were prepared to support a
new round of arms transfers along the lines of the
lend-lease program.

The resumption of U.S. arms aid to friendly
powers abroad did not occur without prodding
from the White House, however. With World War
11 barely concluded, many in Congress were at
first reluctant to authorize significant military aid
to the European powers—fearing, as had their
counterparts in the 1920s and 1930s, that this
would eventually lead to U.S. military involve-
ment in overseas conflicts. To overcome this
resistance, President Harry S. Truman and his
close advisers, including Secretaries of State Dean
Acheson and George C. Marshall, sought to por-
tray the expansion of Soviet power in eastern
Europe and the Mediterranean as a vital threat to
the Western democracies and, by extension, to
U.S. national security.

The first significant test of U.S. attitudes on
this issue came in early 1947, when Great Britain
announced that it could no longer afford to sup-
port the royalist government in Greece—which at
that time was under attack from a communist-
backed insurgency. Fearing that the loss of Greece
to the communists would invite Soviet aggression
in neighboring countries, including Turkey, Presi-
dent Truman concluded that it was essential for
the United States to provide arms and military
training to the Greek military. On 12 March 1947,
Truman appeared before a joint session of Con-
gress to request funding for this purpose. In what
became known as the Truman Doctrine, the pres-
ident articulated a new guiding principle for
American foreign policy: “I believe that it must be
the policy of the United States to support free
peoples who are resisting attempted subjugation
by armed minorities or by outside pressures.”

As noted by many historians since then, this
speech shaped U.S. security doctrine for the next
several decades. Henceforth it would be the
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unquestionable obligation of the United States to
provide economic, political, and especially mili-
tary assistance to any nation threatened by Soviet
(or Soviet-backed) forces. As the first expression
of this principle, Congress voted $400 million in
military assistance for Greece and Turkey on 15
May 1947, this was soon followed by the appropri-
ation of even larger amounts for these two coun-
tries and for many others in Europe and Asia.

In time the transfer of arms to anticommu-
nist governments abroad came to be seen in
Washington as a critical component of “contain-
ment,” the strategy that governed American for-
eign and military policy throughout the Cold
War. As articulated by its original architects, con-
tainment held that the totalitarian Soviet system
was forced by its very nature to seek domination
over the rest of the world, and thus, in response,
the United States had no choice but to join with
other nations in resisting Soviet aggression. And
because many of the nations on the periphery of
the Soviet empire were too poor to provide for
their own defense, it was up to Washington to
supply the necessary arms and equipment.

This principle was given formal expression
in the Mutual Defense Assistance Act (MDAA) of
1949. Signed into law by President Truman on 6
October of that year, the MDAA (later incorpo-
rated into the Mutual Security Act of 1950) gave
the president broad authority to conclude mutual
defense assistance agreements with friendly pow-
ers and to provide these countries with a wide
range of military goods and services. In its initial
authorization Congress awarded $1 billion to
members of the newly formed North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO); $211 million to
Greece and Turkey; $28 million to Iran, the
Philippines, and South Korea; and $75 million for
the “general area” of China. These appropriations
were increased in subsequent years, reaching a
peak of $5.2 billion after the outbreak of the
Korean War.

These arms aid endeavors were accompa-
nied, of course, by U.S. efforts to strengthen its
own military capabilities. If a full-scale war were
to break out, it was believed, the United States
would have to provide the bulk of the required
forces. But the initial tests of strength were
assumed to take place in the border zones between
East and West. As a result, much of U.S. diplo-
macy during the Cold War was directed at the
establishment of military alliances with friendly
states in these areas and at bolstering the defensive
capabilities of their armies. The linkage between
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military aid programs and U.S. national security
was formally articulated in National Security
Council policy document number 68 (NSC 68) of
April 1950. Described by Representative (later
Senator) Henry Jackson as “the first comprehen-
sive statement of national strategy,” NSC 68 called
on Washington to aid any nation that might con-
ceivably fall under Soviet influence.

At first U.S. arms aid was given primarily to
the NATO countries and to other friendly powers
on the periphery of the Soviet Union and China,
including Iran, South Korea, Turkey, and the
Nationalist government on Taiwan. In later years
such assistance was also supplied to friendly
nations in Africa and Latin America. Between
1950 and 1967 the United States provided its
allies with a total of $33.4 billion in arms and
services under the Military Assistance Program
(MAP), plus another $3.3 billion worth of surplus
weaponry under the Excess Defense Articles pro-
gram. The United States also sold weapons to
those of its allies that were sufficiently recovered
from World War 1I to finance their own arms
acquisitions; between 1950 and 1967 Washington
exported $11.3 billion worth of arms and equip-
ment through its Foreign Military Sales program.
(All of these figures are in uninflated “current”
dollars, meaning that their value in contemporary
dollars would be significantly greater.)

Although the basic premise of American
arms transfers—to strengthen the defenses of U.S.
allies facing a military threat from the Soviet
Union—did not change over the years, many
aspects of these programs underwent significant
transformation. Thus, while the bulk of U.S.
weaponry was originally funneled to the industri-
alized powers of Europe and Asia, by the late
1950s an increasing portion of these arms was
being provided to friendly nations in what was
then called the Third World. The primary impe-
tus for this shift was Moscow’s apparent success
in using arms transfers to establish military links
with Egypt (beginning in 1954), Syria (in 1955),
Iraq (in 1958), and Cuba (in 1961). In order to
combat the growing Soviet presence in the Middle
East, Africa, and Latin America, Washington
began supplying vast quantities of arms and
ammunition to its own allies in these regions—
thereby triggering fresh Soviet arms transfers to
its Third World clients, in what was to become an
ongoing pattern of U.S.—Soviet arms competition.

Although the primary objective of U.S.
arms transfer policy during this period was to
bolster the defensive capabilities of key allies,

American leaders did on occasion emphasize
other priorities. In the early 1950s, for example,
the United States joined with Great Britain and
France in restricting arms deliveries to the Mid-
dle East. As noted in the 1950 Tripartite Declara-
tion, the aim of this effort was to prevent the
outbreak of an uncontrolled and destabilizing
arms race in the region. (This effort collapsed in
1954, when the Soviet bloc began selling arms to
Egypt and the United States responded by
increasing its arms deliveries to Israel and other
friendly powers in the area.)

In another attempt at restraint, the Kennedy
administration attempted in the early 1960s to
dissuade Latin American countries from acquir-
ing expensive, “big-ticket” weapons such as jet
fighters and armored vehicles. Believing that per-
sistent underdevelopment—rather than the dis-
tant threat of Soviet power—represented the
greatest threat to these states’ long-term stability,
President John E Kennedy suggested that any
funds saved by reducing arms imports be devoted
to economic and social development. When sup-
plying U.S. arms to these countries under the
MAP program, moreover, Kennedy favored the
transfer of “counterinsurgency” gear—small
arms, light vehicles, helicopters, and so on.

For the most part, however, U.S. policymak-
ers favored a liberal approach to arms transfers,
permitting the flow of increasingly costly and
sophisticated arms to American allies in Europe,
Asia, and the Middle East. This policy was
strongly backed by U.S. military leaders, who saw
arms transfers (and their accompanying training
and advising operations) as a valuable instrument
for establishing and nurturing ties with the mili-
tary elites of friendly countries. It also enjoyed
strong support from the domestic arms industry,
which consistently opposed any restrictions on
the sales of weapons to friendly powers abroad.

THE VIETNAM WAR AND
THE NIXON DOCTRINE

Although the principal recipients of U.S. arms aid
in the 1950s were the NATO countries and other
friendly powers on the periphery of the Soviet
Union, in the early 1960s, Washington began to
direct considerable attention to Southeast Asia,
where communist insurgents had become increas-
ingly active. In line with the Truman Doctrine and
NSC 68—which viewed a gain by communist
forces in any part of the world as a strategic defeat
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for the West—the Kennedy administration estab-
lished major military aid programs in Cambodia,
South Vietnam, and Thailand. By 1975 U.S. mili-
tary aid to these countries came to an estimated
$18 billion.

As the fighting between insurgents and gov-
ernment forces in South Vietnam intensified, the
United States sent ever-increasing quantities of
military equipment to the South Vietnamese
army, along with large numbers of U.S. military
advisers. By doing so, Washington hoped to avert
direct U.S. military involvement in the conflict.
As the insurgents—backed by increasingly pow-
erful forces sent from North Vietham—gained in
strength, however, U.S. leaders determined that it
would be necessary to deploy American combat
forces to prevent the collapse of the South Viet-
namese government. At the peak of the conflict in
the late 1960s, some 550,000 U.S. soldiers were
serving in Vietnam. But when U.S. intervention
failed to produce a quick and decisive victory, the
American public turned against the war and U.S.
forces were eventually withdrawn.

The American failure in Vietnam had a pro-
found impact on U.S. foreign and military policy.
Probably its longest-lasting consequence was to
engender a deep-seated antipathy on the part of
the American people to the long-term commit-
ment of U.S. ground troops to ambiguous con-
flicts in the developing world—a reluctance that
shaped U.S. strategy in the Gulf War of
1990-1991 and the Kosovo conflict of 1999. Con-
gress also grew leery of major arms-supply
arrangements with unpopular Third World
regimes. In 1968, for example, the Foreign Assis-
tance Act was amended to require a reduction in
U.S. military aid to any underdeveloped country
that diverted excessive funds to the acquisition of
sophisticated military hardware. Subsequent
amendments also prohibited the provision of mil-
itary assistance to governments cited for egre-
gious human rights violations.

But while Congress was reluctant to approve
any increase in U.S. military assistance to repres-
sive Third World countries, it also sought to pre-
vent the deployment of U.S. combat forces in
these areas—and so could be persuaded in some
cases to sacrifice one goal for the other. This was
the genesis of the Nixon Doctrine, which called
for the substitution of U.S. arms aid for American
troops in unstable areas deemed essential to U.S.
security.

As articulated by President Richard Nixon
in 1970, this policy held that the United States
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“shall furnish military and economic assistance
when requested and as appropriate” to friendly
nations that come under attack in remote areas of
the world. But, at the same time, the United States
would “look to the nation directly threatened to
assume the primary responsibility of providing
the manpower for its defense.”

Initially, the Nixon Doctrine was said to
apply to the nations of Southeast Asia and the sur-
rounding region. Before long, however, the main
focus of this policy was shifted to the Persian Gulf,
where Great Britain had long served as the
regional hegemon. When Prime Minister Harold
Wilson announced that London would withdraw
its forces from the Gulf by the end of 1971, the
Nixon administration undertook an immediate
review of American strategy in the area. Believing
that the U.S. public—still in the throes of the Viet-
nam debate—would not tolerate the deployment
of American forces in the Persian Gulf, the White
House concluded that U.S. strategy would have to
rest on the supply of weapons to friendly powers.

The administration’s new policy toward the
Gulf was spelled out in National Security Council
Decision Memorandum number 92 (NSDM-92).
Although the text of this document was never
made public, its basic thrust was later articulated
in congressional testimony by Undersecretary of
State Joseph J. Sisco. “What we decided,” Sisco
told the House Committee on Foreign Affairs in
1973, “is that we would try to stimulate and be
helpful to the two key countries in this area—
namely, Iran and Saudi Arabia—that, to the
degree to which we could stimulate cooperation
between these two countries, they could become
the major elements of stability as the British were
getting out.”

As suggested by Sisco, this policy was aimed
at both Iran and Saudi Arabia. In practice, how-
ever, the greater emphasis was placed on Iran.
This was so because Iran’s armed forces were con-
sidered far more capable than those of Saudi Ara-
bia, and because its leader, Shah Mohammad Reza
Pahlavi, was more attuned to U.S. policy objec-
tives. Eager to enhance his nation’s status as a
regional power and to attract the support of
Washington, the shah ordered $20 billion worth
of American arms between 1970 and 1978—at
that time a record for weapons acquisitions by a
developing country. Indeed, Representative Gerry
E. Studds of Massachusetts went so far as to state
that these transfers constituted “the most rapid
buildup of military power under peacetime condi-
tions of any nation in the history of the world.”
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Although U.S. sales to Iran were motivated
primarily by national security considerations, as
spelled out in NSDM-92, the Nixon administra-
tion was not unmindful of the economic dimen-
sions of arms exports. Facing a significant
balance-of-payments crisis as a result of Vietnam
War expenditures and the OPEC oil price increase
of 1973, the White House saw in military sales a
practical means for recouping some of the mas-
sive dollar outflows. Accordingly, U.S. arms firms
were given a green light by Nixon to provide the
shah with some of America’s most advanced and
sophisticated weapons, including F-4, F-5, and
F-14 aircraft.

So massive were U.S. arms transfers to Iran at
this time that many members of Congress became
alarmed at the scale of the sales program and its
potential for abuse. These concerns were increased
by reports that U.S. weapons firms had employed
bribery to solicit major orders from Iran—recalling
the sort of charges made by Engelbrecht and
Hanighen in 1934—and that U.S. officials had
failed to impose any limits on the sophistication of
the arms that could be supplied to that country.
After investigating these charges, the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee concluded in 1976 that
U.S. arms sales to Iran were “out of control.”

This report, and others like it, led Con-
gress—for the first time since the 1930s—to
adopt significant legislative restraints on U.S. mil-
itary sales abroad. Under the Arms Export Con-
trol Act (AECA) of 1976, Congress gave itself veto
power over all individual arms transfers worth
$14 million or more and over all munitions pack-
ages worth $50 million or more. The AECA also
required the White House to provide Congress
with advance notice of pending arms agreements,
and placed restrictions on the “re-transfer” of U.S.
arms from their intended recipient to another
country.

CARTER AND REAGAN

The issue of profligate arms sales to Third World
countries arose in the presidential campaign of
1976. “I am particularly concerned by our
nation’s role as the world’s leading arms sales-
man,” then-governor Jimmy Carter told the For-
eign Policy Association in New York. Arguing that
“the United States cannot be both the world’s
leading champion of peace and the world’s lead-
ing supplier of the weapons of war,” he promised
that, if elected president, he would work to

“increase the emphasis on peace and to reduce the
commerce in arms.”

Once elected, Carter renewed his promise to
reduce U.S. weapons sales. In his first interview as
president, he told reporters that the National
Security Council had reached agreement on the
need to place “very tight restrictions on future
commitments” of U.S. arms to overseas recipi-
ents. These restrictions were contained in Presi-
dential Directive 13 (PD-13), adopted on 13 May
1977. In announcing the provisions of PD-13 on
19 May 1977, President Carter affirmed that “the
United States will henceforth view arms transfers
as an exceptional foreign policy instrument, to be
used only in instances where it can be clearly
demonstrated that the transfer contributes to our
national security interests.”

To implement this “policy of arms
restraint,” as he termed it, Carter imposed a ceil-
ing on the total dollar value of U.S. arms transfers
(set at the sales level for 1977) to all but a few tra-
ditional allies, and pledged that the United States
would not be the first supplier to introduce into
Third World areas “newly developed, advanced
weapons systems which could create a new or sig-
nificantly higher combat capability.” Moreover, to
dampen the overseas demand for U.S. weapons,
Carter ordered American diplomats to refrain
from assisting U.S. arms firms in their efforts to
secure foreign buyers. (This instruction was
incorporated in the “leprosy letter” of 31 August
1977, sent to all U.S. embassies and military mis-
sions abroad.)

For the next three years Carter struggled to
preserve his self-imposed ceiling on the dollar
value of U.S. arms exports to nonexempt coun-
tries and to fulfill the other aspects of his policy.
In Latin America, for example, he reintroduced
the ban on sales of high-technology weaponry
first instituted by President John E Kennedy. He
also succeeded in reducing total U.S. sales to non-
NATO countries from $9.3 billion in fiscal year
(FY) 1977 to $8.6 billion in FY 1978 and $8.4 bil-
lion in FY 1979.

From the beginning, however, Carter came
under intense pressure from both domestic and
international forces to abandon his arms restraint
policy. At home he was besieged by supporters of
Israel, who sought to exempt that country from
any of the restrictions on high-technology arms
exports. The domestic arms industry also cam-
paigned strenuously against the restrictive provi-
sions of PD-13. Overseas the president’s
determination to adhere to these provisions was
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undermined by growing Soviet assertiveness in the
Third World, most notably in Afghanistan. Buf-
feted on both sides by antagonistic forces, Carter
decided to abandon the arms ceiling in 1979.

Even before announcing this decision,
Carter had made a virtual about-face on the arms
export issue. In February 1978 he authorized the
transfer of two hundred advanced combat aircraft
to three countries in the Middle East—-supplying
sixty F-15s to Saudi Arabia, fifty F-5Es to Egypt,
and a combination of ninety F-15s and F-16s to
Israel. Six months later he gave preliminary
approval to the sale of another $12 billion worth
of high-tech weaponry to Iran. Other major sales
of this sort were announced in the final months of
his administration.

The changing international environment
doomed another key aspect of the Carter policy: a
determined U.S. effort to persuade the Soviet
Union to agree to mutual restraint on arms exports
to the developing areas. Between December 1977
and September 1978, the United States and the
Soviet Union held four meetings to consider
restrictions of this sort. Known as the Conven-
tional Arms Trade Talks (CATT), these negotia-
tions produced consensus on certain matters of
principle and terminology, but never resulted in
agreement on specific control measures. With
superpower tensions rising in the Middle East and
elsewhere, the two sides discontinued the talks at
the end of 1978.

Ronald Reagan, who became president in
1981, repudiated what little survived of the Carter
arms policy and promised to expand U.S. military
aid to threatened allies abroad. His administra-
tion’s revised, pro-sales stance was initially spelled
out in a speech by Undersecretary of State James
L. Buckley before the Aerospace Industries Asso-
ciation on 21 May 1981. Rejecting the notion that
arms sales are “inherently evil or morally repre-
hensible,” Buckley affirmed that “this administra-
tion believes that arms transfers, judiciously
applied, can complement and supplement our
own defense efforts.” These views were incorpo-
rated into a new presidential directive on arms
transfers, signed by Reagan on 8 July 1981.

In contrast to the Carter directive on arms
transfers, the Reagan policy did not portray the
global arms flow as a potential threat to interna-
tional peace and stability. Rather, U.S. arms
exports were described as a vital adjunct to Amer-
ica’s efforts to counter (what was seen as) the
growing power and assertiveness of the Soviet
Union. As Undersecretary Buckley explained on
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21 May, “We are faced not only with the need to
rebuild and modernize our own military forces,
but also to help other nations in the free world to
rebuild theirs.”

In line with this outlook, Reagan repudiated
the arms-export ceiling set by President Carter
and abolished the ban on sales of high-tech
weapons to friendly Third World nations. The
new administration also eased the repayment
terms for any U.S. arms purchased by developing
countries with credits supplied through the For-
eign Military Sales (FMS) program. And, in a
move that was eagerly sought by American arms
manufacturers, Reagan rescinded the “leprosy let-
ter” of 31 August 1977, and instructed U.S. diplo-
matic personnel to assist American military firms
in securing contracts abroad.

As a result of these and similar initiatives,
U.S. arms exports soared during the Reagan era.
According to the Department of Defense, military
sales under the FMS program jumped from $8.2
billion in FY 1981 (the last year affected by the
Carter policy) to $20.9 billion in FY 1982—a one-
year increase of 155 percent. In addition to con-
doning a dollar increase in military exports, the
Reagan administration approved the sale of some
of America’s most sophisticated aircraft, missiles,
and tanks to Israel, Saudi Arabia, and other
favored clients in the developing areas. All told,
the United States exported approximately $92 bil-
lion worth of arms and military equipment during
the Reagan era.

For the most part, President Reagan enjoyed
strong congressional support for his efforts to
boost U.S. arms sales abroad. He did, however,
encounter significant opposition to a number of
specific transactions. Most notable in this regard
was his 1981 plan to sell five Advanced Warning
and Control Systems (AWACS) aircraft, along
with other sophisticated weapons, to Saudi Arabia
for $8.5 billion—the largest single U.S. arms
package until that date. Many members of Con-
gress, including a substantial number of Republi-
cans, announced their intention to block the
AWACS sale in accordance with the veto provi-
sions of the Arms Export Control Act, on the
grounds that it would pose a potential threat to
the security of Israel. Only after a major lobbying
campaign by the president was the White House
able to defeat the veto effort in the Senate by the
narrow vote of 52—48.

Aside from the AWACS sales to Saudi Ara-
bia, the arms transactions of the Reagan era that
provoked the most controversy involved the
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covert delivery of weapons to anticommunist
insurgents in countries ruled by allies of Moscow.
As part of his drive to combat Soviet influence in
the developing areas, President Reagan author-
ized the transfer of arms and ammunition to the
Islamic mujahideen in Afghanistan, the rebel
forces of Jonas Savimbi in Angola, and the anti-
Sandinista contras in Nicaragua. Although these
efforts were supported by some in Congress, the
covert arms program provoked a major national
crisis when it was discovered in 1986 that the
National Security Council staff had sold U.S. anti-
tank missiles to archenemy Iran, then ruled by the
Ayatollah Khomeini, in order to finance arms
deliveries to the contras. In what became known
as the Iran-Contra affair, the administration’s
covert arms program came under intense congres-
sional scrutiny and was subjected to a number of
severe constraints.

THE GULF WAR AND BEYOND

Until 1990 U.S. arms exports were largely gov-
erned by Cold War priorities and a desire to reap
the economic benefits of military sales. During all
the years in which the United States and the
Soviet Union competed for political influence in
Third World areas, arms transfers were viewed in
Washington as an indispensable tool of foreign
policy—-thus making reductions of the sort envi-
sioned by President Carter nearly impossible to
implement. With the end of the Cold War, how-
ever, the national security justification for arms
transfers lost some of its persuasiveness, and
greater emphasis was placed on the economic jus-
tification for export sales. This, however, exposed
U.S. arms sales to objections of a moral nature,
like those articulated after World War 1. And,
indeed, international events were to lend fresh
vigor to these sorts of concerns.

The Cold War was still winding down in
August 1990 when Iraqi forces commenced their
invasion of Kuwait. Observers were initially
struck by the speed and brazenness of the inva-
sion, which could only be viewed as a willful vio-
lation of international law. But another aspect of
the invasion also sparked international attention:
the fact that Iraqi forces were equipped with very
large numbers of sophisticated weapons that had
been obtained from foreign suppliers. During the
previous eight years Iraq had spent an estimated
$43 billion on imported weapons, giving it the
most modern and powerful arsenal of any nation

in the developing world. Many of these arms were
supplied by the Soviet Union (long Iraq’s major
supplier), but others were acquired from France
and other Western countries. This led to wide-
spread charges that the major suppliers bore some
degree of responsibility for Iraqs aggressive
behavior, in that they had provided the means for
mounting the 1990 invasion. Thus, when the
Gulf War concluded in late February 1991, many
international figures called for the adoption of
new multilateral restraints on the transfer of arms
to areas of conflict.

In response to these pressures, representa-
tives of the five permanent members of the UN
Security Council (the P-5 powers) met in Paris in
July 1991 to address the problem of conventional
arms transfers—the first multilateral discussions
of this sort since the failed CATT negotiations of
the 1970s. At the end of the meeting, the P-5 del-
egates issued a communiqué in which they
pledged to develop new controls on the arms
trade. For the first time these countries acknowl-
edged that “indiscriminate transfers of military
weapons and technology contribute to regional
instability,” and that, as the world’s leading sup-
pliers of such items, they bore “special responsi-
bilities” to practice restraint. With this in mind
they promised to develop a set of “agreed guide-
lines” for a regime of mutual restraint.

At a second meeting of the P-5 nations, held
in London on 17-18 October 1991, the delegates
adopted a formal set of guidelines for conven-
tional arms restraint. While reserving the right to
provide arms to established states for the purpose
of legitimate self-defense, they agreed to avoid
transfers that would be likely to “(a) prolong or
aggravate an existing armed conflict; (b) increase
tension in a region or contribute to regional insta-
bility; (c) introduce destabilizing military capabil-
ities in a region.” But, although they were united
on these basic points, the P-5 states still had to
establish formal criteria and procedures for their
effective implementation. This task was left to
subsequent meetings, to be held in 1992.

Before the P-5 states could meet again, how-
ever, domestic politics in the United States
intruded into the process. As the November 1992
presidential election approached, President
George H. W. Bush (then trailing in the national
polls) agreed to sell 150 F-16 fighter planes to Tai-
wan, thus providing a significant economic boon
to Texas (where the planes would be built).
Although of dubious political benefit to Bush
(who subsequently lost the election), the F-16 sale
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to Taiwan greatly angered China, which immedi-
ately withdrew from the P-5 negotiations. With
China out of the picture, the other participating
states saw no reason to proceed on their own, and
the talks were suspended—never to be revived.

In his final months in office, Bush approved
a number of major military sales abroad, claiming
they served to enhance U.S. security by bolstering
the forces of friendly nations in strategic areas,
especially the Middle East. Arguing that the
United States would need to rely on the support
of Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, and the United Arab
Emirates (UAE) in any future encounter with
Iraq, he authorized the sale of billions of dollars’
worth of advanced aircraft, missiles, and armored
vehicles to these three countries. In justifying
these sales, Bush was not inhibited about touting
the economic advantages of such transactions; at
the same time, however, he sought to breathe new
life into the national security arguments of the
Cold War period by emphasizing their application
to the new realities of the post—Cold War era.

Many of these sales were announced during
the 1992 presidential campaign, and so it is
hardly surprising that Democratic candidate Bill
Clinton expressed concern over the magnitude of
U.S. arms exports. Moreover, after winning the
election, Clinton indicated that he would take a
fresh look at American arms transfer policies.
This suggested to some that he would resurrect
some of the restrictive policies of the Carter
administration. Once in office, however, Clinton
followed essentially the same path as his prede-
cessor—approving major sales that benefited
American arms manufacturers while supporting
U.S. security objectives in vital areas, such as the
Middle East and the Pacific Rim.

To provide greater coherence to U.S. policy
in this area, Clinton appointed a special commis-
sion on conventional arms exports. On the basis of
this review, he announced a new conventional
arms transfer policy on 17 February 1995. Reiter-
ating many of the arguments made by previous
administrations, the Clinton policy embraced both
the security and the economic justifications for
military sales. With respect to the latter, the policy
specifically mandated that “the impact on U.S.
industry” of pending sales was to be taken into
account when deciding on future transactions.

In line with this policy, Clinton approved a
series of major arms sales to friendly nations in the
Persian Gulf area. Arguing that the United States
had vital security interests in this region—notably
the free flow of oil—and that these countries

would be called on to assist U.S. forces in the event
of an attack by Iran or Iraq, Clinton authorized the
transfer of $46.5 billion worth of military hard-
ware to the Middle East in 1993-2000—an
amount that represented about three-fourths of
the total value of all U.S. military transfers to the
developing world. Saudi Arabia was the principal
beneficiary of this largess, obtaining 72 advanced
F-15XP Eagle jet fighters, 150 M-1A2 Abrams
tanks, 12 Patriot air-defense missile batteries, and
thousands of missiles of various types; Kuwait
obtained 6 Patriot missile units, 256 M-1A2
Abrams tanks, and 16 AH-64 Apache attack heli-
copters; and the UAE obtained 10 AH-64s and 80
F-16 fighters.

By the time Clinton left office in early 2001,
arms transfers had come to be seen in Washington
as a normal, legitimate aspect of U.S. foreign policy.
The United States completely dominated the inter-
national market, providing about two-fifths of all
weapons transferred to developing countries in the
1992-1999 period (measured in dollar terms).
Although Clinton encountered opposition to a
number of specific transactions in Congress—for
example, the sale of advanced jet fighters to Latin
American countries—most lawmakers endorsed
the basic premises of U.S. arms export policy.

Little change in this picture was expected
when George W. Bush entered the White House in
2001. Even more than Clinton, the younger Bush
emphasized the centrality of national security
considerations in the shaping of U.S. foreign pol-
icy—a stance that typically has entailed a predis-
position to provide favored allies with large
quantities of sophisticated weaponry. Indeed,
Bush signaled his support for this approach in
April 2001, when he approved the sale of four
missile-armed warships and eight diesel-powered
submarines to Taiwan.

But while most senior U.S. policymakers
generally harbor a relaxed attitude toward arms
transfers, the historic concern over the moral
implications of such exports has not disappeared
altogether. Many peace, human rights, and reli-
gious organizations continue to argue that foreign
military sales undermine American values and
interests by enhancing the repressive capabilities
of authoritarian governments, by fueling local
arms races in areas of tension, and by encouraging
states to seek military rather than negotiated solu-
tions to their disputes with others. These con-
cerns have surfaced in a number of legislative
proposals introduced by sympathetic members of
Congress, and in occasional newspaper editorials.
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Whether they will have any impact on future pol-
icy remains to be seen, but such efforts are likely
to remain an important feature of the national
debate over U.S. foreign policy.
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ASYLUM

Michael Dunne

John Bassett Moore, the greatest American inter-
national lawyer of his age, wrote in his monumen-
tal Digest of International Law (1906): “No legal
term in common use is perhaps so lacking in uni-
formity and accuracy of definition as the ‘right of
asylum.” A century later, the same can still be
said. Asylum, originally conceived as a right
claimed by an individual fugitive, is now more
readily regarded as a privilege abused by hordes of
foreigners, self-styled refugees seeking to avoid
the immigration restrictions of beneficent coun-
tries. The twentieth century, which began at the
high point of intercontinental and peaceful migra-
tion, ended as intracontinental migration became
increasingly salient and more and more con-
tentious politically. Western and northern Euro-
peans worried about “economic migrants” from
the Balkans and the former Soviet bloc. From the
Horn of Africa through the Great Lakes to the
mouth of the Congo millions of people have been
displaced through war and famine; South and
Southeast Asia have seen comparable human exo-
duses. In the Western Hemisphere the debate has
concerned the movement of migrants, over-
whelmingly Spanish-speaking people, into the
United States from the Caribbean and Central
America. Thus to understand “asylum” in an
American context we need to look at the histori-
cal evolution of the term as it has become entan-
gled with the twin issues of immigration and
refugee policy, both of which are themselves part
of the larger pattern of domestic and foreign poli-
cymaking in the United States.

THE EVOLUTION OF ASYLUM

The practice of asylum (like the word itself) can
be traced to ancient Greece, where particular
altars and similar holy places offered sanctuary to
fugitives, especially ill-used slaves. In the early
Roman Republic the comparable custom pro-
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tected aliens fleeing from other states, and though
the practice was weakened during the first cen-
turies of the Roman Empire, losing what little
legality it originally possessed, the tradition that
fugitives might seek at least temporary protection
against those with greater physical power or
apparent right reemerged with the establishment
of Christianity. Churches were now designated as
places of sanctuary, and the rights and duties of
both fugitive and pursuer became formulated in
increasing detail through imperial promulgations
(such as the fifth-century Codex Theodosianus,
books 9 and 16) and customary law. So it was for
a thousand years in Europe until the Reformation
began eroding such religious privileges—a
process of abatement that continued until the late
eighteenth century and the advent of the Ameri-
can and French revolutions.

As the authority of Rome and the Catholic
Church declined, so conversely grew the power of
the secular though usually Protestant state. For
many centuries asylum had been understood as
the granting of a privileged and protected area
within a wider jurisdiction (the precincts of a
church within the territory of a feudal lord). Since
the seventeenth century, however, asylum has
been understood as the creation by one jurisdic-
tion (a “sovereign” state) of a privileged status for
an individual from the reach of an opposing
claimant, invariably another sovereign state
whose “subject” the fugitive was. Thus, the com-
mon theme that links present-day notions and
practices of asylum to those of the classical and
premodern world is the special or “privileged”
status of the would-be asylum-seeker vis-a-vis the
state of original jurisdiction and the sought-after
haven or sanctuary within a state of refuge.

Against this element of continuity, which
emphasizes the individual’s pursuit of safety from
the executive and judicial power of one authority,
has to be set the distinctive feature of asylum as it
developed in the twentieth century, especially in
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the years since World War II. Now when the term
“asylum” is used, attention focuses upon the mass
movement of people. The involuntary migration
of people, of minorities expelled or fleeing from a
hostile majority, is nothing new: so it was for the
Jews and Muslims after the Reconquista in Spain
in the late fifteenth century and for the
Huguenots in France following the revocation of
the Edict of Nantes in 1685. In the twentieth cen-
tury similar enforced population movements met
the barriers created by the immigration policies of
host countries. Thus, in the discourse of the early
twentieth-first century, asylum became a term
connoting mass migration, the laws and practices
of host states in dealing with would-be immi-
grants, and the formal responsibilities of such
states in the face of the legal rights and humani-
tarian demands of such alien refugees. The puta-
tive rights of a single individual are now
overshadowed by the vision of those self-same
rights exercised by thousands, even millions, of
prospective incomers.

Given that the United States was rhetorically
created partly as a haven for the oppressed; given
the historical fact that the United States is a coun-
try of immigration (“a nation of nations”); and
given the range of responsibilities that positive
and customary international law now places upon
the United States and all other sovereign states
toward refugees, the issue of asylum has unsur-
prisingly become intensely debated and highly
controversial. Even so, one element may be
briefly—and relatively uncontentiously—expli-
cated. Paradoxically, it is the topic that was once
regarded as synonymous with asylum tout cour,
namely diplomatic asylum.

DIPLOMATIC ASYLUM

In the course of the rise of the modern state sys-
tem, diplomats became invested with various
privileges and immunities, part and parcel of the
convenient but necessary fiction that ambassa-
dors and their entourage occupied within their
country of posting (the “territorial” sovereign) an
enclave of their own sovereign power. Thus per-
sons and property of the “sending state” enjoyed
within the protected zone customary (so-called
extraterritorial) rights and were exempt from the
normal reach of the executive and judicial power
of the host or “receiving state,” to cite the lan-
guage of the two Vienna conventions of 1961 and
1963 governing diplomatic and consular practice,

respectively. Accordingly, an embassy could by
custom extend the protection of its premises to
fugitives from the summary justice or even lynch
law of the host country. (Warships and merchant
vessels were treated similarly.)

This tradition of diplomatic asylum became
particularly strong in Latin America during the
nineteenth century—a reflection of the political
violence that frequently accompanied regime
changes within the continent. By custom such asy-
lum was not extended to ordinary criminals (“per-
sons accused of or condemned for common
crimes”) but rather to “political offenders,” those
refugees whose only offense, it was asserted, lay in
their beliefs. To regulate this tradition, in the first
half of the twentieth century the Latin American
republics negotiated a series of conventions
(Havana in 1928, Montevideo in 1933, Caracas in
1954), though not all the countries ratified the
results. The Caracas convention followed a bitterly
fought dispute between Peru and Colombia before
the International Court of Justice at The Hague. In
two connected decisions, the Asylum and Haya de
la Torre cases, 1950-1951, the court held that the
right of diplomatic asylum did not exist through
customary international law but, if at all, only by
virtue of explicit bilateral or multilateral treaties,
or through the established and reciprocal action of
both countries. (Ironically, in the absence of a legal
solution, the court urged the parties to resolve
their dispute by negotiations and compromise, in
other words, through what in lay terms would be
called diplomacy.) Surveying the history and
jurisprudence of diplomatic asylum, sub voce the
scholar and advocate Ian Brownlie writes that,
despite the examples drawn from “Latin American
regional custom, . . . it is very doubtful if a right of
asylum for either political or other offenders is
recognized by general international law.”

The United States, like other major powers,
has generally disapproved of the invocation of
diplomatic immunity for fugitives. But not long
after the eventual resolution of the Colombian-
Peruvian case, the U.S. embassy in Budapest
granted diplomatic asylum to the Roman Catholic
primate of Hungary, Joseph Cardinal Mindszenty,
as the Americans registered their profound oppo-
sition to the Soviet repression of the Hungarian
uprising in October—-November 1956. This
episode—an exception to normal U.S. policy—
was a deliberate Cold War tactic and has to be
seen as part of a larger pattern of American diplo-
matic and legal responses to the political and ide-
ological challenges of communism. At the end of
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the Korean War (1950-1953), for example, the
U.S.—led United Nations negotiators offered asy-
lum en masse to North Korean and mainland Chi-
nese prisoners of war who did not wish to be
repatriated to their home countries.

INTERNATIONAL EXTRADITION AND
INTERSTATE RENDITION

Diplomatic asylum, understood as a particular
form of sheltering fugitives, may be seen as the
correlative to extradition, the mainly executive
but also partly judicial process whereby an
escapee is denied asylum (whether territorial or
extraterritorial) and surrendered by one sovereign
power to another for trial and punishment of
criminal offenses. The usual protections for polit-
ical offenders have been part of the custom and
treaty law governing such rendition since the
1830s, the pioneering work of French, Belgian,
and Dutch jurisconsults and legislators who
reversed the pre-French Revolution tradition of
surrendering political opponents and harboring
ordinary criminals. In the United States, the para-
digmatic act of 1848, “for the apprehension and
delivering up of certain offenders,” limited U.S.
extradition practice not by category of alleged
offense but through reciprocal international
treaty. (The United States in 2001 had extradition
treaties with more than one hundred other
states.) As for multilateral extradition treaties,
once again the republics of the Western Hemi-
sphere led the way, beginning with the somewhat
abortive treaties of 1889 and 1902, the distant
precursors of the 1981 Inter-American Conven-
tion on Extradition, which explicitly protects “the
right of asylum when its exercise is appropriate.”
There the burden of the proviso is to protect
“political” fugitives specifically, though not exclu-
sively. But, as the U.S. Departments of Justice and
State both glossed apropos a typical extradition
treaty with Jordan, “political offense” is a category
frequently used but never defined in such treaties.

Until the post-World War II period the most
controversial example of the political exemption
for asylum-seekers was the refusal of the Dutch
authorities to surrender Wilhelm II of Hohen-
zollern to the victorious Allies for trial as a war
criminal under the terms of the Treaty of Versailles
(article 227), which had arraigned the former
kaiser for his “supreme offence against interna-
tional morality and the sanctity of treaties.” Since
World War II and particularly the establishment of
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the ad hoc Nuremberg and Tokyo International
Military Tribunals for the trial of war criminals
(1945-1948), various multilateral instruments
have diminished such residual protections, allu-
sively so in the exhortatory Universal Declaration
of Human Rights and specifically in the Conven-
tion on the Prevention and Punishment of the
Crime of Genocide, both adopted by the UN Gen-
eral Assembly in December 1948. Controversies
that have remained have usually been not for sub-
stantive reasons but rather on procedural grounds,
for example grants of domestic immunity, the
forceful seizure (kidnapping) of the accused, and
unfitness to plead, the latter being argued in the
high-profile case in 1998-2000 of the former pres-
ident of Chile, General Augusto Pinochet, whose
case was taken on appeal against extradition to the
highest court in England, the House of Lords. (In
this instance the executive rather than the judicial
branch—an uncertain distinction in the British
constitutional system—released Pinochet from
extradition to Spain.)

Here again, American and European atti-
tudes have been similar: “forcible abduction” is
permissible, provided the terms of any extradition
treaty are applicable; such was the decision in
United States v. Verdugo-Urquidez (1992).
Undoubtedly the most famous modern case in
which kidnapping was ruled to be inconsequen-
tial to the prosecution of inter alia “war crimes”
and “crimes against humanity” was that of the
German Nazi leader Adolf Eichmann, which was
decided on appeal before the Israeli Supreme
Court in 1962. In this case the judges, as they put
it, “rel[ied] on a long array of local, British, Amer-
ican and Continental precedents” to deny the
appellant “asylum” in his former refuge of
Argentina.

In the federal system of the United States
extradition between states rests upon article 4,
section 2, of the Constitution, requiring that “A
Person charged in any State with Treason, Felony,
or other Crime . . . shall . . . be delivered up” on
demand by the applicant state. Significantly, the
following paragraph implicitly invalidates the
competence of any state to offer asylum and hence
possible freedom to a fugitive slave—an interpre-
tation borne out by the provisions of the contem-
poraneous Northwest Ordinance. (Congress
passed a combined fugitive slave and extradition
act in 1793.) This conjunction of principles in the
federal Constitution acts as a valuable reminder of
the intimate relationship between law and politics
in American history, the permeability of the so-
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called domestic and foreign spheres, and that gen-
eral and particularly universal statements of rights
—what we would today call “human rights”—
must always be seen in their historical and specific
context. The defense of slavery by the signatories
of the Declaration of Independence is the locus
classicus of this discordant interplay, and the invo-
cation of this same Declaration by the delegates to
the Convention of Seneca Falls in 1848 likewise
confirms the general rule, with this latter meeting
on American women’s rights itself deriving from
the worldwide antislavery campaign.

Slavery and particularly the slave trade were
a constant irritant in Anglo-American relations
from Jay’s Treaty of 1794 (which provided for
limited extradition for certain felonies—hence
conditional denial of “asylum”—between the two
countries) through the War of 1812 and the abo-
lition of slavery within the British empire in 1833
until the time of the Civil War. In the case of the
slave mutiny upon the brig Creole in 1841, law
officers in England ruled that the colonial
authorities in the West Indies could not surren-
der the fugitives to the U.S. government without
specific parliamentary approval. (There was also
the separate though weighty matter of the slaves’
gaining freedom by virtue of their arrival within
the jurisdiction of the English courts—an issue
that had pre-independence roots in the ground-
breaking Sommersett case of 1772.) Extradition,
in other words, though an executive function of
government, required in this case statutory
authority—a process of legitimation that came
most notably through the first (British) Extradi-
tion Act of 1870, with its protections for political
refugees.

The negotiation of the Webster-Ashburton
Treaty of 1842 between Britain and the United
States helped to resolve the legacy of the Creole dis-
pute while agreeing on the terms of nonpolitical
extradition. But the difficulties between American
and British jurisdictions and jurisprudence over the
definition of political as distinct from criminal
(“terrorist”) offenses reemerged with the resump-
tion of the Irish Troubles in the late 1960s. Yet the
two countries are not unique in their differences. As
Guy Goodwin-Gill authoritatively observed: “Inter-
national law provides no guidance on the substance
of the concept [political offence exception], other
than its outermost limits.” Inside the United States,
the early federal legislation on interstate rendition
was interpreted by the U.S. Supreme Court in Ken-
tucky v. Dennison (1861) as merely declaratory and
thus discretionary. It remained until long after the
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abolition of slavery for the Supreme Court (Puerto
Rico v. Branstad, 1987) to rule that state authorities
had no discretion on rendition. Interstate asylum,
in other words, did not exist.

PRE-WORLD WAR II BARRIERS TO
ASYLUM AND REFUGE

Diplomatic and territorial asylum (the latter term
employable even in an interstate context) are con-
cepts with a largely nineteenth-century resonance,
privileges understood as benefiting individuals.
Since the early part of the twentieth century, how-
ever, asylum has become linked with the fate of
groups. Thus, to understand U.S. asylum law as
currently practiced and debated, three different
chronologies or narratives must be brought
together. The first is the pattern of formal U.S.
immigration legislation and executive action since
the 1870s, the second is the contemporaneous and
related history of international migration, and the
third is the development of an international
regime governing refugees and asylum-seekers,
particularly in the years since World War 1.
Whatever the proper interpretation of the
discretionary power or mandatory obligations of
the individual states in interstate rendition, the
exclusive power of Congress over the admission
and deportation of aliens is beyond dispute. Such
was the import of two groups of cases the
Supreme Court adjudicated in line with article 1,
section 8, of the Constitution: the so-called Pas-
senger Cases of 1849 and 1876, followed by the
notorious half dozen Chinese Exclusion Cases
from 1884 to 1893. This was the jurisprudential
context in which Congress drafted immigration
policy along explicitly racial lines and thus set in
place for eight decades one of the three basic cate-
gories of inclusion and exclusion of aliens (and
ultimately their safe refuge and asylum). In the
first phase, from the Chinese Exclusion Act of
1882 until the Immigration Act of 1917, Asian
immigration was severely restricted. Meanwhile,
as increasing numbers of immigrants came from
southern and eastern Europe, Congress reacted in
the 1920s with two laws, the (Temporary) Quota
Act of 1921 and the (Johnson-Reed) Immigration
Act of 1924. Together these two laws placed for
the first time a descending ceiling over the annual
number of immigrants, so that the aggregate of
permitted immigrants dropped from a pre-World
War I average of just under one million down first
to approximately 360,000 and then to 150,000.
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Within this shrinking total the ratio of new to old
immigrants was also drastically reduced, with the
countries of the old immigration being eventually
awarded more than four-fifths of the final quotas:
Germany, for example, was allocated some 26,000
visas, versus Italy’s 6,000. The unprecedented
“national-origins” or “quota” system, which
required entry visas to be issued in the country of
application, came fully into operation in 1929.
These basic formulas set American immigration
policy until the 1960s, not least in excluding from
the calculations those born in the Western Hemi-
sphere, mainly Mexico and Canada, who would
form a growing number relatively and absolutely
of the “non-quota” immigrants.

As immigration into the United States from
Europe was severely limited under the legislation
of the 1920s, migration within Europe and Asia
Minor took on a new importance during and
immediately after World War 1. Hundreds of
thousands of Armenians, Bulgarians, Greeks, Rus-
sians, and Turks were displaced as so-called
nation-states succeeded former multinational
empires in eastern Europe and the Near East.
Under the new League of Nations regime, negoti-
ated population transfers (notably between
Greece and Turkey), the protection of remaining
minorities (in Poland and Romania), and the
relief of indigent refugees (Bulgaria, Czechoslova-
kia, and Yugoslavia) became international respon-
sibilities, with League of Nations bodies such as
the High Commission for Refugees and the Inter-
national Labor Office (predecessors of today’s
Office of the United Nations High Commissioner
for Refugees and the International Labor Organi-
zation, respectively), individual countries (France
particularly), and nongovernmental agencies
such as the Red Cross supplying various kinds of
help. The legacy of these different responses
would be most clearly seen during and shortly
after World War II, when the United Nations,
with the United States in the leading role,
assumed a comparable role in meeting the needs
of the latest generation of refugees.

If the 1920s was the decade of a new interna-
tional responsibility for displaced persons, then
the 1930s and the first half of the 1940s produced
forced migrations and displacement on a scale not
seen for centuries in Europe and Asia. (Events in
China had no effect upon U.S. refugee policy; but
experts calculate that the onset of all-out war by
the Japanese in 1937 led to the flight of tens of
millions of Chinese inland from the coastal
regions toward the north and west.) Figures cap-
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ture the horror rather than express precisely the
enormity of the human suffering: an estimated
minimum of 40 million Europeans were displaced
in two main stages, first under the Nazis and their
allies until the failure of Operation Barbarossa, the
German invasion of the Soviet Union, in
1942-1943. The war was followed by a decade of
“ethnic Germans” (Volksdeutsche) removing to the
defeated fatherland and Slavs migrating mainly
eastward and within the enlarged Soviet Union
and its satellites (especially the Ukraine and
Poland). Despite calling an intergovernmental
conference at Evian, France, in July 1938 on the
refugee crisis, President Franklin D. Roosevelt
provided no leadership at home to effect changes
in immigration policy to permit extra-quota places
for victims of Nazi persecution.

After the net emigration that characterized
the first (Great Depression) half of the 1930s
came a net immigration in the second half of the
decade and early war years that saw a maximum
of 250,000 refugees enter the United States
within quota. The end result was the lowest
absolute decennial total admission of immigrants
into the country since the census period
1820-1830, when 143,000 persons had arrived
on U.S. shores. (The period 1831-1840 saw
600,000 immigrants, while in 1931-1940 it was
just 528,000.) Thus, despite the arrival of some
famous asylum-seekers (Hannah Arendt, Albert
Einstein, Thomas Mann) into the United States
from the Europe of the impending Holocaust,
numerically the impact of such refugees was
minimal. Indeed, Eichmann argued in his own
defense that the “final solution to the Jewish
question” was facilitated by the general resis-
tance to Jewish immigration—a claim corrobo-
rated by contemporary American opinion polls.

THE POST-WORLD WAR II YEARS

The interwar years had shown no sign of the
adaptation of the immigration laws to cope with
asylum-seekers en masse: such is the message
authoritatively recorded in the 1945 analysis by
Charles Cheney Hyde, International Law Chiefly
as Interpreted and Applied by the United States. The
legacy of national quotas in U.S. immigration law
lasted beyond the weakening of the anti-Asian
nativism that had been at work since the 1880s,
the latter hostility mitigated and overlapping in
the short term with more overtly political criteria
for exclusion.
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The Immigration and Nationality (McCar-
ran-Walter) Act of 1952 exemplified this more
recent mixture in a tense Cold War context, as did
the earlier Internal Security (McCarran) Act of
1950, which also dealt, inter alia, with alien
exclusion. Yet there was a wartime hint of the
remaking of U.S. immigration policy by different
criteria from the national-origins ideals of the
1920s, when in 1943 the total prohibition against
Chinese immigration was minutely but signifi-
cantly eased as part of the American conciliation
of Nationalist China, one of the Big Five in the
wartime anti-Axis alliance. Two years later Presi-
dent Truman by executive order gave priority to
“displaced persons” in the allocation of European
quotas—though within the existing national
totals. Only with such measures as the Displaced
Persons Acts of 1948 and 1951 and the Refugee
Relief Act of 1953 were the annual quotas actually
increased, at first simply by amortizing initial
excesses against correspondingly reduced later
totals. (An exception was made for the entry of
non-quota wives, husbands, and orphans.) From
1945 until 1960 some 700,000 people were
admitted to the United States under various
“refugee-escapee” exemptions and programs—
the beneficiaries of a deliberate Cold War policy
directed against the Soviet bloc and communism
in general by encouraging disaffected emigrants.

It required the more liberal, 1960s civil
rights atmosphere to eliminate (via the landmark
1965 Hart-Celler Immigration Act) the ethnically
coded national-origins system as the basis for the
selection of immigrants. Yet quotas remained
under the 1965 act, as they had under McCarran-
Walter. But now they were absolute, limited to
20,000 for any one country, while for the first time
immigration from within the Western Hemisphere
was restricted to 120,000, effective in mid-1968,
within a global maximum set initially at 290,000.
(The 20,000 per country limit was extended to the
Americas in 1976, and in 1978 the hemispheric
subtotals were aggregated to 290,000 worldwide.)
Within this changing ideological and numerical
framework exceptions would be made for
refugees, who under the new seven-category “pref-
erence” system of the Hart-Celler Act would tech-
nically occupy the last and smallest category at a
maximum of 6 percent of the total for extrahemi-
spheric entrants: an estimated 10,200, who would
also include victims of natural disasters. (The
refugees were expected to come from the Soviet
bloc and the Middle East.) Finally, an unspecified
number of refugees could be “paroled” into the
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United States by the attorney general—in other
words, given a conditional right to reside despite
their irregular status. This latter provision gave
statutory form to the situation after the Hungarian
uprising, when the great majority of the 38,000
refugees were initially admitted through the attor-
ney general’s parole power.

Edward P. Hutchinson, concluding his clas-
sic account Legislative History of American Immi-
gration Policy with an analysis of the Hart-Celler
Act, emphasizes the interconnection of legislation
since the formative post—Civil War Immigration
Act of 1875 with both the older tradition of polit-
ical and religious asylum and the development of
a post=World War 1I refugee regime by the U.S.
government. He then blends all these factors
together under the rubric “refugee asylum” as an
“element of immigration law and policy.” Indeed,
at least half a dozen legal instruments between
1875 and the consolidating Immigration Act of
1917 contained provisions protecting political
and religious freedoms—what we would call
offering “political asylum”—while simultane-
ously barring racial undesirables. Thus, like other
authorities Hutchinson endorses the argument
that “asylum” in its more technical sense has to be
understood within the wider context of the roads
and obstacles to would-be migrants to the United
States. As Colin Harvey perceptively writes, “Law
is Janus-faced, it both coerces and enables.
Refugee law . . . both excludes and includes.”

The mutation of the quota system from its
1920s ethnic bias and the introduction of an allot-
ment for refugees were two innovations in the
Hart-Celler Act. (For all its ideological impor-
tance, the law was technically an amendment to
the 1952 Immigration and Nationality Act.) Con-
versely, a more recent tradition was continued
outside the provisions of Hart-Celler, with asylum
privileges extended ad hoc sometimes by formal
legislation and at other times by presidential
action. This twin-track approach has character-
ized federal policy since the 1940s, despite at least
six major general laws passed by Congress in the
succeeding decades. Yet other factors have also
been involved, the practical force of which is diffi-
cult to quantify but which have been important at
a rhetorical, symbolic level.

One example is the role of the United States
as the most powerful country within the United
Nations and, therefore, inescapably identified with
exhortatory UN pronouncements, even when the
United States has either opposed or not signed the
relevant multilateral treaties, later failed to ratify
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such binding instruments, or qualified ratification
with terms seriously limiting the resultant obliga-
tions—a three-way method of American conduct
traced by scholars such as David Forsythe, Louis
Henkin, and Natalie Kaufman. (The Genocide
Convention, which provided for extradition and
voided pleas of “political crimes,” was signed by
the U.S. government in 1948, submitted to the Sen-
ate in June 1949, and finally received conditional
consent from the Senate almost four decades later,
in 1986.) Thus, the years since World War II show
a pattern of complicated adjustments to U.S. immi-
gration policy (which ultimately determines the
legal entry for refugees and asylum-seekers) along-
side an international rhetoric and the growth of a
legal regime governing refugees and asylum-seek-
ers, both of which are significantly shaped by the
United States but not necessarily put into practice
within its own borders.

THE UN ASYLUM AND
REFUGEE REGIME

The Hart-Celler Act became fully operational in
1968, by coincidence the Human Rights Year cel-
ebrated by the United Nations to mark the twenti-
eth anniversary of the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights (UDHR). Endorsed by the UN
General Assembly in December 1948, the UDHR
echoed those provisions of the 1945 UN Charter
that explicitly “reaffirm faith in fundamental
human rights,” stating, in the precise formulation
of the UDHR article 14: (1) Everyone has the
right to seek and to enjoy in other countries asy-
lum from persecution; (2) This right may not be
invoked in the case of prosecutions genuinely
arising from non-political crimes or from acts
contrary to the purposes and principles of the
United Nations.

Given the crucial role of the United States in
the establishment in 1945 of the United Nations
Organization—the multifaceted structure that
gave institutional and eponymous form to the
U.S.—led wartime alliance initially created by
twenty-six states in January 1942 “to preserve
human rights and justice in their own lands as
well as in other lands”—there might seem no pos-
sible exception to an American obligation to pro-
vide asylum to asylum-seekers. Yet a number of
factors show the weakness of this deduction. At
the most general level the UN Charter (chapter 1,
article 2) forbade any UN “interven[tion] in mat-
ters which are essentially within the domestic
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jurisdiction of any state.” The government of the
United States, both the Congress and the execu-
tive, had traditionally regarded immigration
(under the broader heading of the admission of
aliens) as a matter determinable solely by the
United States itself—a claim of national preroga-
tive amply demonstrated in the senatorial and
wider public debate in 1945-1946 over the condi-
tions for American adherence to the UN Charter
and Statute of the International Court of Justice.
Furthermore and specifically, even the terms of
the nonbinding UDHR simply expressed tradi-
tional legal practice: the right of an individual to
seek asylum was not disputed, but it remained for
the host state or sovereign to grant asylum so that
it might then be enjoyed—a qualification
repeated passim in the Declaration on Territorial
Asylum adopted by the UN General Assembly on
14 December 1967. Moreover, even the granting
and enjoyment of so-called diplomatic asylum
was not unconditional. Such considerations must
be borne in mind when we read the later resolu-
tion of the General Assembly (24 October 1970)
that the UN Charter precepts “constitute basic
principles of international law.”

As for refugees and would-be asylees, here
the UN formulated two documents detailing
international obligations toward those in need of
such “social and humanitarian” protection: the
1951 Convention Relating to the Status of
Refugees and the 1967 Protocol Relating to the
Status of Refugees. Although “asylum” is a term
absent from the body of both texts, the respective
preambles and the context of the documents
make the identification clear. The United States
became a party to both instruments by signing
and ratifying the later protocol, the purpose of
which was to remove the temporal and geograph-
ical limits of the convention. Aside from the shift
of UN (and American) concern from postwar
Europe to Cold War Africa and Asia, the acces-
sion of the United States to the Refugee Protocol
was yet another sign, paralleling the Hart-Celler
Act, of the erosion of overt racialism in foreign
policymaking. In refugee law, the convention and
later protocol established an important textual
commitment. In the formula of the convention,
article 33 (subsumed in the protocol, article 1):
“No Contracting State shall expel or return
(‘refouler’) a refugee in any manner whatsoever to
the frontiers of territories where his life or free-
dom would be threatened on account of his race,
religion, nationality, membership of a particular
social group or political opinion.”
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This paragraph gave multilateral treaty form
to the principle of nonrefoulement (from the
French refouler; to turn back, expel)—the obliga-
tion of a state not to expose a refugee within its
territorial limits or under its jurisdiction to expul-
sion into the hands of former or likely persecu-
tors. To this particular commitment two rather
different qualifications can be made here. First,
the convention’s governing condition was the
“well-founded fear of being persecuted” in the
mind of the refugee, phrasing that would allow
judges and officials of the host state to consider a
mixture of subjective and objective factors in
determining entitlement to asylum for the suppli-
cant. Second (as noted by Hannes Tretter in Inter-
national Human Rights), the wording left
unanswered the question “how human rights
standards and principles of humanitarian law
could be guaranteed to war-refugees or refugees
fleeing on economic and social grounds, consid-
ering . . . that neither the Convention nor its Pro-
tocol offers protection for them.” While the
United States would become a (conditional) sig-
natory to a number of other human rights
treaties—though not, perhaps paradoxically, the
1969 American Convention on Human Rights
within an inter-American juridical regime—these
parameters of nonrefoulement and the selective
extension and denial of asylum to economic,
social, and political mass-migrants would consti-
tute part of the framework of U.S. immigration
policy in the last third of the twentieth century.
(The American Convention on Human Rights
must be distinguished from the American Decla-
ration of the Rights and Duties of Man, in which
article 27 speaks of the right “to seek and receive
asylum,” adopted at the Ninth International Con-
ference of American States at Bogotd in 1948,
where the Charter of the Organization of Ameri-
can States was approved.)

THE DEVELOPMENT OF
CONTEMPORARY ASYLUM LAW
AND POLICY

Since the passage of the Hart-Celler Act in 1965,
four major U.S. laws have been written regulating
immigration, and each has contained provisions
governing the treatment of refugees and asylum-
seekers. In chronological and substantive prece-
dence was the Refugee Act of 1980, the first
omnibus refugee law ever passed by Congress.
Prompted by the acute refugee crisis following the
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Vietnam War and the atrocities of the Khmer
Rouge in Cambodia as well as the long-term prob-
lems of Cuban emigration, the legislation
enlarged the annual permitted total of refugees
(defined along the lines of the 1967 UN protocol)
from 17,400 to 50,000, within an overall raising
of the immigration ceiling from 290,000 up to
320,000. This figure of 50,000 would be reviewed
after three years. Meanwhile, increases for “grave
humanitarian” reasons would be possible—if
agreed to by the president and Congress, who
would also determine the initial annual per-coun-
try allocation. (Refugee admissions during the
1980s averaged twice this rate.) Five thousand
places within the refugee total were assigned
specifically for asylum-seekers, but within a very
short time the applications ran at ten times this
number. (In later years acceptances for asylum
status would move toward 10,000 per year.) Indi-
vidual states would be reimbursed for the costs of
both the future refugee and past asylum pro-
grams. Those arriving with refugee status, which
is accorded outside the United States, would be
permitted to convert to “permanent resident
alien” status within one year and thus embark on
the road to citizenship.

Three specific features of the act were politi-
cally significant: the twenty-year-old Cuban
refugee program would be phased out, the previ-
ous requirement (a legacy of the 1950s) that
refugees hail either from the Middle East or com-
munist regimes was ended, and a proviso was
added that, in following the UN definition of
refugees, future policy would be guided by the
victims’ “special humanitarian concern to the
United States”—a qualification for selective U.S.
engagement. Thus the 1980s would show far
more admissions from unfavored regimes in east-
ern Europe than from favored regimes in Latin
America—prima facie evidence of the political
definition of refugees and the political selectivity
of asylum grants. As a result of the 1980 act, total
immigration under the refugee and asylee cate-
gories rose to an exceptional peak of 140,000 in
fiscal year 1991 (including 23,000 asylees). The
figure dropped back to 54,000 in 1998 from
112,000 in 1997, the latter aggregate figure being
more representative of the 1990s as a whole.

The next law, the Immigration Reform and
Control Act of 1986 (IRCA), was primarily
designed to regularize undocumented Hispanic
aliens (“illegals” who lacked or had abused appro-
priate entry visas) by a double tactic of penalizing
employers and offering amnesty to those who had
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evaded existing immigration regulations. While
these aspects of the IRCA harked back to the
labor-control elements of earlier immigration leg-
islation (notably the bracero program for migrant
Mexicans, 1942—-1964), other sections of the law
eased the plight of Cuban and Haitian “illegals”
who were regarded as political rather than eco-
nomic victims. Legislators and commentators
agreed that the IRCA was designed as the first in a
two-stage revision of existing procedures, and
four years later Congress more systematically
revised the Hart-Celler Act. Under the Immigra-
tion Act of 1990, visas for specified labor skills
were increased almost threefold (to 140,000) at
the relative cost of family-reunification within a
larger aggregate of immigrants (up from 500,000
to 700,000, then dropping to 675,000). Asylum-
seekers and refugees, if qualified, were to be
admitted outside of quota limits: an estimated
131,000 in the first year with an allocation of
10,000 for asylees. Furthermore, the attorney
general was given powers to widen the categories
(and thus the potential numbers) of aliens in need
of “temporary protected status,” such as victims
of natural disasters and civil wars.

The fourth law in this important quartet was
the Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant
Responsibility Act of 1996. Beginning its legislative
life in the Senate and House as bills to reduce legal
immigration as well as to police illegal immigra-
tion, the final product in an all-purpose appropria-
tions measure was eventually designed mainly to
minimize the numbers, penalize the presence, and
expedite the expulsion of “illegals” in general. The
annual number of legal immigrants approached
pre—~World War I highs—against a host population
almost three times larger. Fiscal year 1993 was the
decade’s peak for “new arrivals.” Even so, the 1996
act treated asylum-seekers somewhat ambivalently.
The grounds for claiming persecution were
enlarged to include state-enforced family planning
(most obviously in the People’s Republic of China),
yet the numbers so protected were arbitrarily lim-
ited to one thousand per annum.

An authorized speed-up in processing and a
later actual increase in rejecting asylum claims,
together with limitations on the judicial review of
rejections, were part of a growing general hostility
to such claimants. (There were comparable immi-
grant increases and legislative and bureaucratic
responses in the European Union.) Asylum appli-
cations were running at an annual average of
140,000, with almost four times that number
unresolved. This huge figure was mainly due to
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the acceptance by the INS of an out-of-court set-
tlement of a lawsuit, American Baptist Churches v.
Thornburgh (1991), in which the churches
charged that INS asylum policy toward Central
American appellants during the 1980s had been
driven by political priorities (hostility to the left-
wing Sandinistas in Nicaragua and opponents of
the U.S.—supported Salvadoran and Guatemalan
governments) rather than disinterested applica-
tion of the refugee criteria. More generally, under
the new law the discretion of the executive to
parole fugitives en masse would be inhibited by
the offset of these parolees against the permitted
totals for legal, “documented” immigrants. This
particular provision was less the legacy of the
Reagan administration in Central America than
the particular case of “boat-people” from Cuba
and Haiti.

U.S. ASYLUM AND REFUGEE PRACTICE:
CUBA AND HAITI

From the early 1960s Cuba has played a peculiar
role in the making and conduct of U.S. refugee
policy. Since Havana and Washington have peri-
odically agreed to limit Cuban emigration and
immigration, both governments have conspired
to deny asylum to actual and would-be refugees.
Nowhere does the interplay between the domestic
and foreign spheres, or the practical limitations of
multilateral commitments, appear more starkly
than in the control of exit and entry between the
two countries. (Article 13, section 2, of the Uni-
versal Declaration of Human Rights, for example,
defines the right to leave and return to one’s coun-
try as fundamental; but Cuba is not a party to the
Refugee Convention or Protocol.) Given the level
of official U.S. rhetoric about the denial of human
rights in Cuba, the implementation of selective
admission for Cuban refugees must be seen as
politically inspired.

There have been three notable stages in the
pattern of U.S. immigration policy toward Cuba.
For two decades following Fidel Castro’s assump-
tion of power in 1959, Cuban émigrés in the
United States enjoyed a privileged position as
refugees not subject to the prevailing immigration
regulations. The legislative pinnacle was the
Cuban Adjustment of Status Act of 1966 (CASA),
which permitted some 130,000 Cubans living
mainly in Florida and New Jersey to become “per-
manent resident aliens . . . lawfully admitted for
immigration” and thus start on the road to citizen-
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On Thanksgiving Day 1999 a five-year-old Cuban boy,
Elidn Gonzélez, was found floating on a tire tube in the
sea off Florida. His mother, stepfather, and ten others
had drowned when their small boat had capsized during
the hazardous voyage. The rescue was un milagro (a mir-
acle) in the eyes of many Cuban Americans, especially
the powerful Cuban American National Foundation. For
the next seven months the fate of Elian filled the media
and involved at least four different courts, all three
branches of the federal government, and lobbyists
nationwide, as family members in Greater Miami and in
Cérdenas near Varadero in Cuba struggled over the well-
being of the Cubanito. Human interest aside, Elian’s story
showed the workings of the immigration and asylum sys-
tem in dramatic form.

Initially, as an undocumented alien and a minor,
Elidn was paroled formally by the attorney general into
the care of Miami relatives, who unsuccessfully used the
Florida courts to gain long-term legal custody. The state
court determined that the matter was properly within
the federal remit of the Immigration and Naturalization
Service, to which the local family applied for asylum sta-
tus for Elidn, and was not a matter of state family law. (In
Cuba, Elian’s father, Juan Miguel Gonzélez, opposed
these actions, later coming to the United States to plead
for the return of his son.) The INS meanwhile refused an
asylum application, filed both by Elidn and on his behalf
by a great-uncle, Lazaro Gonzalez, adjudging that Elidn
did not qualify under any statutory provisions, specifically
the likelihood of persecution and torture if returned to
Cuba. This executive decision, supported by Attorney

ship (and, in some states, register their profes-
sional qualifications to obtain appropriate employ-
ment). Having come as refugees, these
beneficiaries of CASA had originally entered under
visa waivers or as parolees (at the ultimate discre-
tion of the attorney general), and the Hart-Celler
Act had just outlawed such change of status.

The second significant chapter in the Cuban
refugee story began in 1980, when as many
Cubans left the island in five months as had bene-
fited under CASA. More dramatically—and with
much greater political effect—these fugitives,
many encouraged by Castro himself in the Mariel

126

General Janet Reno, was upheld first at the local level by
a U.S. district judge and then by the U.S. Court of
Appeals for the Eleventh Circuit sitting in Atlanta.

In the several judicial decisions it was reiterated
that the discretionary though delegated powers of the
executive over immigration are virtually plenary; and
even a paroled alien does not enjoy the constitutional
protections of a U.S. citizen. (Bills were introduced in
Congress to confer citizenship upon Elidn.) The Eleventh
Circuit also emphasized that if there was an issue about
Elidn's age (born 6 December 1993), then this made the
role and wishes of his father, Juan, that much more
important—rather than the counterclaims of Lazaro and
his cosuitors. (For jurisprudential guidance the INS had
examined even the Cuban Family Code as well as the
1989 UN Convention on the Rights of the Child, though
the United States is not a party to the CRC.) Further-
more, the Eleventh Circuit accepted the appropriateness
of the INS’s considering the foreign policy aspects of any
decision. Thus, by late June 2000 state and federal courts
had moved to retain the jurisdiction of Elian’s status
within the INS under the higher authority of the Depart-
ment of Justice—a sequence confirmed on 28 June,
when the U.S. Supreme Court announced it would not
take cognizance of the controversies. Later that same
day, Elidn was flown back to Cuba in the company of his
father, having been seized nine weeks earlier—by armed
federal agents—from his Miami relatives, whose tempo-
rary guardianship had been revoked by the INS. The fed-
eral operation, technically authorized or not, shocked
even supporters of Elian‘s reunion with his father.

boat lift episode, were joined by some 35,000
fugitives from nearby Haiti in a common armada
of fragile and tiny boats sailing toward Florida.
The 1980 Refugee Act had just been passed; but
neither group of bolseros had been formally classi-
fied as refugees, which meant that neither they
nor the host communities (Dade County and
Greater Miami) would be eligible for earmarked
federal funds such as Medicaid and Aid to Fami-
lies with Dependent Children for individuals and
a support program for school districts.

As in 1966, Congress and the president
agreed on a solution, in this case to accord refugee
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status to the fugitives—thus repeating the process
that had brought almost a million Indochinese
refugees into the United States. Through the
1980s the numbers of fugitives from Cuba fell
back to the hundreds, then in the early 1990s, as a
consequence of the deep economic crisis follow-
ing the collapse of the Soviet Union, the numbers
rose to thousands, with almost 40,000 intercepted
by the Coast Guard and other agents in 1994
alone. Such numbers (all potential beneficiaries of
CASA) led to the 1994-1995 U.S.—Cuban com-
promise, whereby Washington agreed to accept
20,000 refugees while Havana would seek to dis-
courage emigration. Those Cubans denied entry
(even after an appeal along the terms of the
Refugee Act of 1980) were to be repatriated with-
out reprisals. Complicated in its details (which
included using the U.S. naval base at Guantdnamo
Bay on Cuba as a transit camp, operating the
parole provisions of CASA to increase the num-
bers of legal permanent residents, and instituting
a “visa lottery” to bridge the gap between appli-
cants and available places), Washington’s Cuban
immigration policy of the 1990s confirms the
general point that asylum, despite the formidable
bureaucratic and judicial framework in which it
operates, has been employed in practice as a
means of promoting broader foreign policy goals
while responding to domestic lobbies.

A similar lesson may be drawn from U.S.
policy toward Haitian refugees. During the 1980s
more than 20,000 Haitian boat people were inter-
dicted (arrested) by U.S. officials at sea—and only
one in a thousand was permitted to make an
application for asylum. Although the UN High
Commissioner for Refugees and the Organization
of American States Inter-American Commission
on Human Rights demurred, the U.S. Supreme
Court in 1993 (Sale v. Haitian Centers Council Inc.,
et al.) upheld 8 to 1 the authority of the executive
effectively to refoul such migrants despite the
explicit commitments of the 1951 Refugee Con-
vention and 1967 Protocol and the provisions of
the 1980 Refugee Act. Supporters of the interdic-
tion policy, begun in earnest by President Ronald
Reagan and continued through Bill Clinton’s pres-
idency, argued that the Haitians were “economic
migrants” instead of political refugees, while some
critics, particularly from the Congressional Black
Caucus, detected racism at work. (The 1980 post-
Mariel settlement had been less favorable to the
Haitian refugees.) But there was another echo of
the Cuban saga: in 1998 the Haitian Refugee
Immigration Fairness Act, modeled on CASA, was
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passed by Congress to allow more than 40,000
Haitian asylum claimants or parolees to adjust to
“legal permanent residence”—while the policy of
interdiction continued.

CONCLUSION

Tracing the pattern of executive and congres-
sional actions in the twentieth century bears out
the general point made by Joyce Vialet, an author-
ity on the law and history of U.S. immigration,
that “the distinction between immigrants and
refugees, unheard of during the mass migrations
of the 19th century, . . . developed in the wake of
World War II, primarily as a means of reconciling
our traditional ideal of asylum with restrictions in
the immigration law.” With the designation of the
“Asiatic barred zone” in the 1917 act, tightened
by the Johnson-Reed Act of 1924, the barriers to
immigration from Asia and the Pacific were made
virtually impregnable. In the 1920s the former
“open door” was almost closed to Mediterranean
Europe, the Balkans, Asia Minor, and the Black
Sea region, where the “push” of poverty, often
associated with the minority status and religious
and ethnic persecution of disadvantaged groups
(notably pogroms against Jews in czarist Russia),
drove increasing millions toward the attractive
“pull” of the United States during the three
decades preceding World War 1. (The Catholic
Irish immigration of the 1840s-1850s was an ear-
lier microcosm of similar economic, religious, and
ethnic factors driving exiles to the United States.)
This was the “new immigration” so distasteful to
the older, established immigrant groups who in
the 1960s would be dubbed the WASPS: White
Anglo-Saxon Protestants.

After World War 11, which had brought no
real opening of the immigration door, those who
once would have come to the United States as
ordinary immigrants now could come in any
numbers only as refugees. Likewise in the 1980s
and 1990s, many poor, frightened, persecuted
migrants—and the simply ambitious—came from
Central America and the Caribbean to the United
States seeking a better life, economically, politi-
cally, and socially. The great majority came legally
as admitted immigrants, and others came as tech-
nical refugees; the “illegals” arrived surrepti-
tiously without documentation, and the desperate
appealed for formal asylum. Where once “Asian”
race and then European “ethnicity” had been cat-
egories of exclusion, now family unification,
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employment skills, and even levels of social and
personal threats and violence became the criteria
for admission. Such has been the recent history of
asylum in the much longer history of American
immigration—a history of inclusion and exclu-
sion that was encapsulated in the exhortation of
Thomas Paine’s Common Sense on the eve of
American independence:

O ye that love mankind! Ye that dare oppose, not
only the tyranny, but the tyrant, stand forth!
Every spot of the old world is overrun with
oppression. Freedom hath been hunted round
the globe. Asia, and Africa, have long expelled
her—Europe regards her like a stranger, and
England hath given her warning to depart. O!
receive the fugitive, and prepare in time an asy-
lum for mankind.
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BALANCE OF POWER

A. E. Campbell and Richard Dean Burns

The balance of power appears at first sight a sim-
ple concept. It has been defined as “a phrase in
international law for such a ‘just equilibrium’
between the members of the family of nations as
should prevent any one of them from becoming
sufficiently strong to enforce its will upon the
rest.” Yet the phrase has always been of more use
in political polemic than in political analysis. Like
other phrases with a strong emotional appeal it is
vague, and it would lose its appeal if it were more
precise. Its obscurities are several, but the most
important is that it blends the descriptive and the
normative. The condition is one, the term “bal-
ance” implies, toward which international life is
forever tending. That is the descriptive element.
But the condition is also one that may be upset,
and right-thinking statesmen should constantly
be on the alert to preserve or restore it. That is the
normative element. These two elements reinforce
one another. Because such a balance will be estab-
lished in any event, it is sensible and moral to
work toward it. Because people work toward it, it
will be more readily established. Difficulties arise
if either element is weakened. At what point is it
right to abandon an old balance and accept a new
one? Can a balance exist if people are uncon-
scious of the need to maintain it?

Behind all the interpretations of the balance
of power lies the appeal to realism in the conduct
of international affairs. Realism remains the best,
perhaps the only persuasive, argument for
restraint; and it is common ground that the doc-
trine of the balance of power is a device to pro-
mote restraint, whether it is argued that lack of
restraint is wrong, or dangerous, or ultimately
bound to fail. In that sense the balance of power
in international affairs is clearly related to the idea
of checks and balances within a government,
which is equally a device to impose restraint on
men who might otherwise, seduced by power,
abandon it.
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THE EIGHTEENTH CENTURY

The international balance received its classical
exposition during the eighteenth century, about
the time at which, largely during the struggle for
independence of the American colonies, the idea
of checks and balances within a government was
elaborated. Although linked, the doctrines had
important differences. The international balance
existed, if at all, among similar entities, the recog-
nized powers, which placed in the scale weights of
the same kind—military power, actual or poten-
tial. It was the lack of any precedent and effective
authority among nations that made the balance of
power necessary. The threat of war maintained the
balance, and sometimes war was needed to restore
it. By contrast the domestic balance refined by the
Founders was not among powers of the same sort,
but among powers of different sorts. All these were
derived from the people, who might limit, redis-
tribute, or withdraw what they had given. And few
believed that domestic society rested on the per-
petual threat of strife.

It is not an accident that the doctrine of the
balance of power—alike in international and in
domestic politics—received its classic and most
rigorous statements at a time when foreign policy
was largely a matter for rulers who could use the
war potential of their states for their own aggran-
dizement. It was because a ruler had to be able to
wage effective war that he had to be allowed the
armed force that contributed to his domestic con-
trol. British reliance on a navy rather than on a
standing army was, and was known to be, impor-
tant to the growth of British liberties—and later to
American liberty. In a sense, therefore, the inter-
national balance of power was needed to check
the pretensions of rulers who lacked any effective
domestic check.

Many of the early American leaders, how-
ever, held the belief that in their new world a more
just—a more perfect—society than that of Europe
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could be formed. Historians may differ about the
degree to which that implied a regard for democ-
racy. The tyrant people was hardly less to be feared
than the tyrant king. But that sensible, rational
men—men of property and standing—could
cooperate for the common good, few doubted. To
balance the servants of the public against each
other was both a political safeguard and a political
convenience, rendering excess less likely and vigi-
lance less demanding. It was not a political neces-
sity of the same order as the international balance
of power. Americans quickly came to believe, and
continued to believe through most of their history,
that sound domestic institutions must bring
sound foreign policies with them.

The balance of power, however, although it
may act to restrain the actions of those who
believe in the doctrine, is in the first instance a
device to restrain others. Should not Americans,
very conscious that other states were not founded
on their own good principles, have been ready to
consider contributing to the maintenance of an
international balance when appropriate, more
rather than less because their own domestic prin-
ciples were sound? There is little evidence that
they did consider doing so, and that fact may
throw light on the limitations of the doctrine.

The revolutionary war itself provides an
example of the balance of power in operation. A
desire not to be involved in the European balance,
not to be a weight in the British scale, had played
an important part in the American demand for
independence. It was the readiness of the allies in
the coalition against Britain to abandon each
other, and the readiness of Britain to calculate rel-
ative gains and losses, that made the outcome
possible. Behind the behavior of all the parties in
the American war lay a tacit agreement that
American independence was acceptable—the
Americans wanted to be removed from the British
scale, the French and Spaniards wanted the
colonies removed from the British scale, and on
their side the British were finally convinced that
that removal would not have disadvantages only.
Such calculations may imply a large element of
uncertainty as to how the independent United
States would behave—Why should their inde-
pendence weaken Britain more than their contin-
ued existence as disaffected colonies?—but in the
event few of the negotiators had any doubt as to
the only possible conclusion of the war.

For a short time after independence, Ameri-
cans remembered that the European balance of
power had played some part in their victory.
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George Washington’s famous injunction against
“excessive partiality for one foreign nation and
excessive dislike of another” would hardly have
been necessary had there been no Americans who
wanted to align themselves either with Britain or
with France. It would not have been uttered had
American interests clearly required an alignment
with either side. Yet in the political debates at the
end of the eighteenth century there was already a
large ideological element. Washington was not
merely arguing that a due regard for the balance of
power requires powers to hold themselves aloof
until it is clear that the balance is about to tip, and
then to place in the scale only such weight as is
needed to adjust it. He was urging his countrymen
not to take sides in European quarrels whose out-
come could not affect the United States.

THE NINETEENTH CENTURY

So well did Americans learn their lesson and fol-
low Washington’s injunction that during the
Napoleonic Wars (1803-1815) Americans
seemed to have little or no interest in the issues.
Neutral rights, and no doubt a free hand in the
Americas, were what concerned them. Neither
the possibility that Napoleon might come to
dominate the world, which loomed so large to
many Britons, nor the possibility that he might
overthrow the archaic monarchies of Europe and
bring in a new order, which seemed to others an
exciting prospect, affected Americans to any
great extent.

By that time the doctrine of the balance of
power had ceased to interest Americans, and so it
remained for a full century. Most students would
contend that a balance of power existed in the
nineteenth century and perhaps worked more
effectively than ever before or since, and that
whether they chose to recognize the balance or
not, Americans were beneficiaries of it. Ameri-
cans then gave little weight to that proposition,
and they were right. They quickly discovered a
doctrine, or a practice, that served their needs
better than any contribution to a balance of
power. This was the American withdrawal from
the affairs of Europe—in certain matters only—
enshrined in the Monroe Doctrine of 1823.
Attacking the international system, the British
radical Richard Cobden could use as one of his
chief arguments the fact that “America, with infi-
nite wisdom, refuses to be a party to the ‘balance of

power”” (Cobden’s emphasis).
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If Americans could so largely ignore the
existence of the balance on which their security
finally rested, it follows that the balance was more
stable than it has often been. This is, clearly, a bal-
ance in one sense, and perhaps in the most obvi-
ous sense—forces resting in equilibrium without
perpetual adjustment and still more without fun-
damental readjustment. When the balance of
power is most noticed, it is because it must be
maintained—that is, because it is in perpetual
danger of tipping too far to one side or the other.
What, then, is the condition of stability such that
it can even be neglected? American experience
suggests that it is the introduction of what might
be called an element of friction into the balance,
something that operates on neither side, but
inhibits movement or makes it more difficult.

It was this friction that the geographical dis-
tance of the United States from the power center
of Europe introduced, so that for Americans the
balance of power was always less delicate. Until
the era of modern communications, this distance
clearly made it more difficult for the United States
to intervene in a European quarrel. Both more
resources and more time were needed to sustain
effective intervention. On the other hand, the
converse was equally true. While it might be
arguable that the complete overthrow of the Euro-
pean balance, and the dominance of Europe by
one power or group of powers, would endanger
the security of the United States, it was also
arguable that that dominance would have to be
more complete than it was ever likely in practice
to be. The balance in Europe would have to be
tipped far past the point at which the security of
some European states was endangered before
there could be any threat to the security of the
United States. As Abraham Lincoln put it, rhetor-
ically enough, in an address before the Young
Men’s Lyceum of Springfield, Illinois, on 27 Janu-
ary 1838: “All the armies of Europe, Asia and
Africa combined, with all the treasure of the earth
(our own excepted) in their military chest; with a
Bonaparte for a commander, could not by force,
take a drink from the Ohio, or make a track on
the Blue Ridge, in a trial of a thousand years.”

This meant that American reluctance to be
drawn into the quarrels of Europe was for long a
realistic one. Americans could benefit from the
balance of power without being fully conscious of
it. The European states made little effort to
involve the United States in their concerns. The
well-known claim made in 1826 by George Can-
ning, then British foreign secretary, to have
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“called the New World into existence, to redress
the balance of the Old,” was confined in practice
to denying France “Spain with the Indies.” With
that accomplished, there was an agreement (so
general that it could be ignored) that there was no
effective and inexpensive way of using American
support in a European quarrel; nor, per contra, of
using European support in an American quarrel.
For most of the nineteenth century Britain was
the only major power that had serious differences
with the United States. Difficulties arose over
Canada, over Britain’s remaining Caribbean pos-
sessions, and over trade, but the British always
concluded that such differences should be set-
tled—if need be, even by British surrender—with-
out attempting to involve other powers. They
were not prepared to call in the Old World to
redress the balance of the New.

Perhaps this became most obvious at times
when it looked as if the United States might not
continue to dominate North America. In 1842 and
1843 it was widely supposed that Britain would
guarantee the independence of Texas in return for
the abolition of slavery there—as a preliminary to
attacking slavery in the United States. “The pres-
ent attempt upon Texas is the beginning of her
operations upon us,” wrote Secretary of State Abel
P. Upshur. It came to nothing. Still more obviously,
during the Civil War the Confederacy hoped for
European recognition and even intervention. The
hope rested on several grounds, but clearly
implicit was the belief that a restored American
union could not be in the interest of Europe. Nor
was it. But none of the European powers—among
which Britain was the key—had sufficient interest
in creating an American balance to justify the
European risks that the effort would entail. The rel-
ative remoteness of America meant that the effort
would have had to be greater than the rewards jus-
tified, and great enough to entail unacceptable
risks nearer home. It remained possible, and it was
easier and safer, to exclude the United States from a
European balance than to draw the Americas into
an enlarged world balance.

Social change in the nineteenth century,
however, was to reveal certain limitations in the
doctrine of the balance of power. Some advocates
of the balance have defended it on the ground that
it maintains peace, or, at all events, sets limits to
wars—a proposition supported to some extent by
the American revolutionary war. Others have con-
tended, with Edmund Burke, that the balance
“has been the original [origin] of innumerable
and fruitless wars” and “ever has been, and it is to
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be feared always will continue a cause of infinite
contention and bloodshed.” To such critics the
purpose, or at any rate the desirable result, of the
balance was the maintenance not of peace but of
liberty. As many have pointed out, there is some-
thing inconsistent about the notion of going to
war to preserve peace. One must calculate that
continuing peace will result in some undesirable
consequence, before war is justified. Loss of free-
dom is the most persuasive such consequence.

The nineteenth century saw the growth of
romantic nationalism and democracy, and with it
the demand of peoples for some voice in policy. In
some areas rulers could behave as before, but
increasingly the aggrandizement of princes was
felt to have natural limits and was overshadowed
by other forms of state activity. Within Europe,
transfers of territory were found to cause more
trouble than they were worth unless they were
accompanied by wholesale transfers of popula-
tion, a resource more acceptable in the twentieth
century than in the nineteenth. The great revolu-
tion in nineteenth-century Europe, the unifica-
tion of Germany—the unification of Italy had no
equal consequences—was tolerated partly
because its effect on the balance of power was not
immediately foreseen, and partly because it was
held to be an expression of nationalism that could
not justly be opposed, rather than mere Prussian
aggrandizement—so that it would increase stabil-
ity rather than lessen it. In a war of the ordinary
sort, by contrast, there were natural limits to what
the victor could gain, and the destruction of a
rival nation lay outside them. As that was
accepted, it became possible to argue that defense
itself, the most traditional and urgent duty of the
nation-state, might have unacceptable conse-
quences for the quality of life within the state.
There seemed better ways than conquest to
increase wealth and power. With the modern rev-
olution in technology, and with the ever-increasing
role of government in the lives of citizens, discus-
sions of the balance of power took on a new
dimension.

1914-1945

Thus, when World War I broke out, although all
parties made some play with the need to maintain
or protect the balance of power (which, of course,
they interpreted variously), none of them could
argue that governments, or princes, were behav-
ing in the way that one would expect. German
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apologists had to contend that Germany was sur-
rounded by malevolent foes and that the survival
of Germany was at stake. The allies had to con-
tend not merely that Germany was too powerful
for comfort, but that German militarism threat-
ened a European civilization that would other-
wise be peaceable. The argument, in short, could
not be cast in terms of the balance of power.

Americans were presented with a dilemma.
It was not, in the first instance, a dilemma of pol-
icy. Clearly the United States was not immediately
threatened. The great growth of American power
during the nineteenth century, if it made the pol-
icy of fortress America less necessary, made it no
less appealing. It was hard to argue that the victor
in the European war, whatever the outcome,
would turn on the United States. Americans were
therefore forced toward moral judgments about
the merits of the war. Some indeed argued that
what was going on was an old-fashioned struggle
for the balance of power, of a sort that revealed
how politically backward even the most advanced
European states were, and of a sort with which
the United States had no concern. Others
accepted the argument that German militarism
was the root of the trouble. Historians will long
continue to debate the causes that finally brought
the United States into the war, and their merits,
but it is clear that no balance of power argument
would have sufficed. A balance of power argu-
ment would have kept the United States neutral.
(With the advantage of hindsight it might be
argued that since the United States was the bene-
ficiary of a balance of power in Europe likely to be
upset, the proper American course was to inter-
vene delicately to tip the balance back to the point
at which it had been—and no more. Yet because
the balance was bound to shift, war or no war, as
the whole history of Europe in the 1920s and
1930s was to show, that kind of intervention
could not have been temporary and would have
required a degree of anxious vigilance over the
long term, which could have been neither sus-
tained nor justified.) Neutrality, defended on
grounds of self-interest and its morality, or inter-
vention, defended on moral grounds, were the
only serious alternatives and the only alternatives
debated.

The decision for war was President
Woodrow Wilson’s, and in taking it he was much
moved by the realization that if the United States
did not participate in the war, it would have no
voice in the settlement that followed it. As part of
the settlement Wilson was determined to establish
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an international concert—the League of
Nations—which would bring about a better world
order. Wilson’s hostility to the balance of power
was intense, and it was widely shared by Ameri-
cans of his day. In an address at the Guildhall,
London, on 29 December 1918, Wilson stated that

the center and characteristic of the old order was
that unstable thing which we used to call the
“balance of power”—a thing in which the bal-
ance was determined by the sword which was
thrown in the one side or the other; a balance
which was determined by the unstable equilib-
rium of competitive interests; a balance which
was maintained by jealous watchfulness and an
antagonism of interests which, though it was
generally latent, was always deep-seated.

Wilson made an automatic connection between the
balance of power and spheres of influence, to
which he was equally opposed. That connection is
characteristic of much American thinking on the
subject; its consistency with adherence to the Mon-
roe Doctrine is clearer to Americans than to others.
The approach of World War II presented
Americans with a dilemma of a different sort. The
Great Depression diverted attention from interna-
tional affairs, but increasingly Americans could
not avoid being drawn into efforts to mitigate
both the depression itself and the political conse-
quences that seemed to follow. The whole struc-
ture of reparations and war debts set up at
Versailles would alone have required American
involvement. The rise of aggressive regimes in
Italy, Germany, and Japan, together with the long-
cherished hope that they might be rendered more
moderate by well-calculated economic conces-
sions, or by democratic strength and solidarity, or
a combination of these, ensured it. By contrast
with the years before World War I, few Americans
doubted on which side their sympathies lay.
Whatever their fears of communism, the Soviet
Union was quiescent, and the actions of the Nazis
deprived their claim to be a bulwark against com-
munism of all appeal. Secretary of State Cordell
Hull (1933-1944) shared Wilson’s dislike of the
balance of power, and had learned it in the same
school; but such views, although they became
influential again later, were irrelevant in the
1930s, when it became ever clearer—certainly to
President Franklin D. Roosevelt—that the impor-
tant contest was not among rival states but
between dictatorship and democracy.
Paradoxically, the desire of Europeans, espe-
cially the British, that the United States should
become part of the balance of power—that the
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New World should be called in to redress the bal-
ance of the Old—and the fact that Americans had
little doubt on which side their sympathies lay,
did almost nothing to make policy decisions eas-
ier. The arguments, both within the American
government and between Americans and British,
are a fascinating and complex field, on which
much work remains to be done. But in essence a
dispute developed among the allies—even before
the alliance was formed—over who should con-
tribute how much to the common cause. The
residue of American security, which was very
great, together with well-founded doubts as to
whether the interests of the United States might
not be better served if some accommodation were
reached in Europe without American interven-
tion—doubts shared by some European states-
men, such as Neville Chamberlain—meant that
American activity was diplomatically ineffective.
A slow process of economic support for the West-
ern democracies did begin, and might in time
have drawn the United States into the war, but
Hitler had the good sense to avoid the mistakes of
his predecessors, and he was at great pains to
avoid giving the United States an occasion for bel-
ligerency. That occasion was, of course, provided
by Japan.

Some exponents of balance of power theory
have argued that the theory requires that nations
should match, if need be by war, any increase in a
rival’s power, actual or foreseen, even in the
absence of any aggressive act. But all the evidence
suggests that even when nations have adequate
cause for war, they do not go to war unless they
also have an occasion for war. The occasion, the
indicator that the right moment for war has
arrived, is vital. Of course, occasions for war can
be manufactured when they are needed; but they
are hard to manufacture, or even to identify, for a
nation that disposes of such great reserves of
security as the United States. One important argu-
ment is missing—the argument that if the nation
does not fight now, it will be too late to fight
tomorrow. It is that argument—with its corollary
that opponents must be supposed to know how
sensitive one’s position is, and that therefore their
threats are not accidental but evidence of real
intention—which identifies most clearly the occa-
sion for war. At Pearl Harbor, in 1941, the Japan-
ese faced the United States with an affront such as
no nation could possibly let pass. The Germans
had been most careful to avoid an affront. (In
World War I, on the other hand, when by reviving
their unrestricted submarine campaign they
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deliberately took the risk of American interven-
tion, a good many Americans could still be found
to argue that the affront was not great enough to
justify war in the absence of a real threat. The
cause of neutral rights and of democracy had to
be invoked.)

Just as a nation needs a signal to begin a war,
so it needs a signal to stop, and that signal is often
even harder to give or to detect. Because states-
men in the modern world are seldom wholly cyn-
ical, they commonly feel that war has been forced
on them. As a war continues, they begin to raise
their demands to include compensation for losses
incurred. It is therefore hard to identify the point
at which agreement for a truce can be reached,
short of the final defeat of one side. Every success
by either side leads it to think that final victory
may be possible; every defeat, that this is not the
moment to negotiate. It is the intellectual diffi-
culty of translating the theory of the balance of
power into a workable policy in a specific situa-
tion that, more than anything else, ensures that
this theory is seldom of use when the time comes
for negotiation.

These generalizations are supported by
American practice in two world wars, yet Ameri-
can practice was not different from that of any
other nation. Neither Britain nor France paid any
special heed to the balance of power during either
war. No way could be found of ending either war
without the complete defeat of one side. After
each war the recourse was not to some restored
balance, but to a congress system. The experience
of the League of Nations suggested to the allies in
1945 that no security structure was worth any-
thing unless the great powers agreed, and that the
right of veto might as well be formally accepted. If
the five powers were not in agreement, the hope
was at best for stalemate, by the agreed inactivity
of four if one stood out. As always at the end of a
war, what was in people’s minds was peace, rather
than either liberty or justice.

BALANCE OF POWER SINCE 1945

In neither world war, then, did the United States
enter for considerations of the balance of power.
In both, the entry of the United States so quickly
and completely tilted the balance of power in
favor of the side it joined, that had the United
States been regarded as an element in the balance,
the wars in the form they took would never have
broken out. After World War I, the United States
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withdrew in disillusionment. After World War 11
that recourse was not open, although many in the
Truman administration feared it and worked to
prevent it. It took time before it became apparent,
either to Americans or to any others, that the bal-
ance had been shifted permanently during, and to
some extent as a result of, the war. It took time
before it was realized that Britain would not
recover, that France was not a world power, and
that noncommunist China would not become the
guardian of the Far East. Yet, paradoxically, while
the postwar hope of a concert gave way, just as it
did after the Congress of Vienna (1814-1815), to
an ideological confrontation, the balance of
power was being restored.

It has often been argued that the balance of
power is really an imbalance of power. If the bal-
ance is to work at all, there must be at least three
parties, such that any two can overpower the
third, should its activities become too threaten-
ing. More than three is better; but three is the
minimum. The idea of balance as implying some
sort of equality gives way readily to the idea of
balance as superiority of force on the side of the
existing order. The balance between two powers
or groups—sometimes called the “simple” bal-
ance—is altogether too unstable. It requires a
degree of vigilance, of preparedness, of national
concentration on defense, which is ultimately
intolerable. The Cold War implied just such a bal-
ance, of course, and it should come as no surprise
that the rhetoric of the Cold War, on both sides
(although recent attention has been given to that
of the West), did not speak of balance at all, but
looked to victory. That is a characteristic of the
simple balance.

It was well recognized that the United States
and the Soviet Union were in direct and unique
competition. The appalling consequences of
nuclear war introduced a new kind of stability.
The so-called balance of terror or balance of deter-
rence ensured that each nuclear power was anx-
ious not to give the other power any sort of signal
that would justify an attack, and was also anxious
not to identify such a signal. This caution was
compatible with, and even required, an arms race.
It was not by accident that for a time the chief dan-
ger to stability was thought to arise in an area—
western Europe—where nuclear power could not
be used with any advantage, yet which was
regarded as vital. Talk of tactical nuclear weapons
showed more wishful ingenuity than realism, and
much of the American emphasis on strategic
nuclear superiority derived from the knowledge
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that only such superiority could counter Soviet
geographical advantages in Europe.

If it was compatible with an arms race, the
American-Soviet balance was also compatible
with an ideological struggle waged with vigor on
both sides. It is false to claim, as some revisionist
historians now do, that the Cold War was started
and maintained only by the United States; and
that the Soviet Union, much weakened by the
world war, was merely pursuing the traditional
aims of Russian policy. (Those aims had been
opposed by Great Britain for a century, and it is
odd to find the Left arguing that a policy of old-
fashioned imperialism is acceptable and, in
essence, advancing the doctrine, if not of the bal-
ance of power, at least of spheres of influence.)
The ideological struggle reflected the knowledge
of both great powers that they contended in a fast-
changing world; and the Cold War began to lose
intensity, not when the protagonists decided to
abandon it but when world circumstances
changed and new elements began to contribute to
the balance—lacking nuclear capacity, it is true,
but disposing of real force. It became almost con-
ventional to speak in terms of a world of five
poles—the United States, the Soviet Union,
Europe, China, and Japan—to which perhaps the
oil-producing states should be added. These poles
differ from the great powers of old in that they are
not of the same sort. Only two are nuclear in any
serious sense. Other differences readily suggest
themselves. It is as a consequence of this develop-
ment that serious discussion of the balance of
power is again taking place.

Secretary of State Henry Kissinger, a student
of Clemens von Metternich and Otto von Bis-
marck, naturally introduced the concept of bal-
ance into his discussions of foreign policy; he
would not have done so if the preconditions had
not been there. Yet, while he spoke of Soviet pol-
icy as “heavily influenced by the Soviet concep-
tion of the balance of forces” and as “never
determined in isolation from the prevailing mili-
tary balance,” he was more apt to speak of Ameri-
can policy as seeking a “balance of mutual
interests” with the Soviet Union and as moving
toward détente through a “balance of risks and
incentives.” Such language was chosen with an
American audience, and with the preconceptions
that Kissinger believed Americans have, in mind.
Nevertheless it shows two elements almost
wholly lacking in classic balance of power theory:
the recognition that nations may now offer
domestic rewards and suffer domestic penalties in
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the conduct of international relations, and the
conviction that the domestic penalties will be too
great without an agreement on restraint—deliber-
ate if tacit—by the opponents. The balance of
power is seen not as replacing cooperation, but
rather as requiring it.

The Cold War ended with a whimper, not
the civilization-ending “bang” some analysts pre-
dicted. The Soviet Union simply chose to with-
draw from the superpower competition. With the
subsequent disintegration of the Soviet Union,
the United States became incontrovertibly the
world’s dominant economic-military power (a
title it had actually had for much of the Cold
War). Without an apparent foe to challenge its
security, the major question confronting U.S. for-
eign policy was what would succeed the Cold
War’s bipolar balance of power. The issue among
academics and political commentators was
whether the United States should (1) emphasize
its dominant position as a “unipolar” global
power, or (2) seek a leading role in a tripolar or
multipolar system.

The conservative commentator Charles
Krauthammer advocated the former. Krautham-
mer defined “unipolar” as meaning the United
States should act unilaterally in resolving interna-
tional matters that threatened its national inter-
ests. Acknowledging that the United States had
lost the dominant economic position it had held
during the early Cold War years, he nevertheless
asserted that America remained the principal cen-
ter of the world’s economic production. An aggres-
sive, determined U.S. foreign policy, backed by the
world’s greatest military prowess, Krauthammer
argued, could dominate world politics. Perhaps in
the future the United States might become the
largest partner in a multipolar world; until then,
however, he wanted Washington leaders to con-
tinue acting unilaterally. He concluded that “Our
best hope for safety is in American strength and
will, the strength and will to lead a unipolar world,
unashamedly laying down the rules of world order
and being prepared to enforce them.” It would be a
Pax Americana in which the world would acqui-
esce in a benign American hegemony.

Other analysts envisioned a multipolar
post—Cold War world, probably comprised of three
or four power centers, in which the United States
would remain the most affluent and powerful but
would not be hegemonic. Joseph Nye, for example,
suggested that a U.S. long-term unilateral hege-
mony was “unlikely because of the diffusion of
power through transnational interdependence.”
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Preferring the term “multilevels of power,” Nye
endorsed preserving a strong military but predicted
that the United States would not be able to domi-
nate or direct the economic and political centers in
an interdependent world. Thus, Washington
should cooperate with like-minded nations in
meeting such international concerns as conflicts
between world markets, the acquisition by small
nations of unconventional but destructive
weapons, the international drug trade, environ-
mental dangers of technological society, and dis-
eases that can spread across continents.

Lawrence Freedman, who shared Nye’s basic
conception, focused on America’s successful
strengthening of democracy in Asia and western
Europe after 1945. This, he argued, had created
valuable political-military allies who rebuilt the
world’s economic foundations, promoted political
democracy, and played the crucial role in halting
communist expansion. In due course, these
nations began competing with American business
for world trade and investments because the
United States had encouraged European eco-
nomic unity and a prosperous Asia-Pacific rim-
land. Freedman foresaw that these European and
Asian allies would press for a greater post—Cold
War role in international affairs and, if Washing-
ton accommodated their expectations, all parties
would benefit. If, however, the United States
chose to deal unilaterally with economic and
trade issues, there could be greatly increased ten-
sions or even military conflict.

Both Freedman and Nye anticipated that
states outside the American-European-Japanese
centers would likely pose the gravest threat to
global stability. During the Cold War the super-
powers had been able to dampen most conflicts in
Third World regions; it proved more difficult
thereafter. The demise of bipolar constraints
made violent confrontations stemming from fes-
tering ethnic, tribal, nationalist, religious, and ter-
ritorial disputes more likely. And indeed, as John
Lewis Gaddis reminded us, the first post-Cold
War year “saw, in addition to the occupation of
Kuwait, the near-outbreak of war between India
and Pakistan, an intensification of tension
between Israel and its Arab neighbors, a renewed
Syrian drive to impose its control on Lebanon,
and a violent civil war in Liberia.” It seemed a
harbinger of things to come.

In Nye’s view, attempting to deal unilaterally
with these and other looming upheavals would
place a heavy burden on the American treasury
and national will. Far better, he argued, to seek
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multilateral cooperation to control the peripheral
troubles. Failure to contain regional conflicts
could put global stability in jeopardy.

President George H. W. Bush’s formation
and direction of an international coalition to drive
Iraq out of Kuwait in 1990 and 1991 had the trap-
pings of both unilateral determination and multi-
lateral cooperation. In his victory speech of 6
March 1991, Bush called for a “new world order”
that would enable the United Nations to fulfill its
obligation to provide for the collective security of
the weaker nations, and for a U.S. program that
would assist in stabilizing the Middle East.

Bush’s visionary statement generated much
discussion in the months thereafter, but skeptical
voices were quickly heard. Henry Kissinger, now
a political commentator, lauded President Bush’s
building of a coalition to defeat the Iraqi aggres-
sion, but he derided the notion of a new world
order. “The problem with such an approach is
that it assumes that every nation perceives every
challenge to the international order in the same
way,” he wrote, “and is prepared to run the same
risks to preserve it. In fact, the new international
order will see many centers of power, both within
regions and among them. The power centers
reflect different histories and perceptions.” In
Kissinger’s view, the essential thrust of the new
American approach should be the recognition of
regional balances of power to establish order.
“History so far has shown us only two roads to
international stability: domination or equilib-
rium. We do not have the resources for domina-
tion, nor is such a course compatible with our
values. So we are brought back to a concept
maligned in much of America’s intellectual his-
tory—the balance of power.”

Kissinger was correct to point to Americans’
complicated relationship with the balance of
power, but it was also true that the nation’s lead-
ers had often—and especially after 1945—con-
sciously sought the equilibrium he so valued. The
1990s witnessed numerous regional, ethnic, and
nationalistic struggles; U.S. officials, finding few
of these conflicts fundamentally threatening to
the global equilibrium, stayed out of most of
them. When they did intervene, humanitarian
concerns were a key motivation—the American
military and economic response to such episodes
as upheavals in Somalia, Haiti, Bosnia, and
Kosovo were aimed in large measure at reducing
human suffering and restoring local political sta-
bility. Even then, intervention happened at least
in part because Washington policymakers deter-
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mined that these upheavals, if allowed to spread,
could in fact upset the regional balance of power.

American decision makers understood that
the military component of the global equilibrium
increasingly shared center stage with other ele-
ments as the world became more interconnected.
The impact of technology, most notably personal
access to various forms of global communica-
tions—worldwide telephone systems and televi-
sion networks, and later the Internet—was
impossible to ignore, and the 1990s witnessed
economic interdependence that found manufac-
turing, banking, and merchandising virtually
ignoring national borders. In search of continued
economic growth and prosperity, Americans
increasingly embraced the idea of globalization.
President Bill Clinton stressed the interconnect-
edness of global economic affairs and the neces-
sity of U.S. leadership in this area.

Few in Washington disagreed, and the 2000
presidential campaign saw much more agreement
than disagreement between the two major candi-
dates about how the United States ought to exer-
cise leadership in the world arena. Once in office,
however, the administration of George W. Bush
immediately moved to adopt a starkly unilateral-
ist approach of the type espoused by Charles
Krauthammer and others. The Bush team ignored
or refused to endorse several international treaties
and instruments, most notably the Kyoto agree-
ment regarding environmental pollution stan-
dards, and insisted on pursuing a missile defense
system that would involve the abrogation of the
1972 ABM treaty and, perhaps, stimulate a new
arms race. Even though these policy decisions
provoked serious objections from America’s allies,
and more strenuous protests from other nations,
there seemed little concern in Washington about
searching for an international consensus.

Critics of George W. Bush and of unilateral-
ism complained that the approach indicated a fail-
ure to see the fundamental limits of American
power, even in a one-superpower world. The crit-
ics achieved a measure of vindication with the ter-
rorist attack on the United States on 11 September
2001. The assaults on the World Trade Center and
the Pentagon exposed America’s vulnerability to a
new destabilizing force: global terrorism. The
Bush administration, while not disavowing its uni-
lateralist inclinations, appeared to recognize the
desirability of a “global coalition” to meet a newly
recognized challenge that largely ignored the tra-
ditional international power structure. There were
differences of opinion inside and outside the
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administration on how best to wage the struggle
against terrorism, but on one thing all could agree:
the United States could not do it alone.

The history of modern international rela-
tions, and of the American part in them, then,
suggests a certain pattern. Americans, though
often professing a distrust of European-style bal-
ance of power politics, have nevertheless sought
precisely such a balance of power, or equilibrium,
in world affairs. That preference survived the
important shift from a world of very slow social
change to a world of awesomely fast social
change. It survived the end of the Cold War. It
had not prevented wars nor served effectively to
restrain any state that sought advantage from an
active policy; it meant only that at the eleventh
hour, coalitions formed to oppose serious
attempts at world dominion. In this process the
United States played an appropriate part,
allowance being made for the great security pro-
vided until the mid-twentieth century by its geo-
graphical position.

The practical preference for an international
balance does not always give rise to anything that
can be called a theory of the balance of power, nor
even to the use of the term in political discussion.
At times when the balance is a “simple” balance—
as during the Cold War or the years immediately
preceding World War I—there is little discussion
of a concept to which appeal cannot usefully be
made, and what discussion there is, is apt to be
critical. Equally, a period of great international
complexity and uncertainty does not seem to be
one that a theory of the balance of power can
helpfully elucidate. Somewhere between these
extremes the greater flexibility provided by a
“complex” balance allows the idea of a balance, as
something desirable and as a positive interest of
the contending parties themselves, to be
advanced. Because the balance is at its most stable
when people need not consider its maintenance
or even its existence, the discussion of balance is
at best an indicator of strain in international
affairs; but it may indicate the least amount of
strain that mankind is likely to achieve.
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When it comes to the ability to understand and
predict events of importance, students and prac-
titioners of American diplomacy manifest a fair
degree of ambivalence. On the one hand, we find
many bold efforts to explain why certain events
unfolded as they did, and, on the other, we find
frequent statements to the effect that these phe-
nomena are so complex as to defy comprehen-
sion. According to Henry Kissinger, one of the
more celebrated practitioner-scholars, such
understanding is often “in the nature of things

. a guess.” Or, as Robert Bowie put it, “The
policymaker works in an uneasy world of predic-
tion and probability.” And George E Kennan put
it still another way: “I can testify from personal
experience that not only can one never know,
when one takes a far-reaching decision in foreign
policy, precisely what the consequences are
going to be, but almost never do these conse-
quences fully coincide with what one intended
or expected.”

While there is truth in these statements,
such uncertainty may not necessarily inhere in
the phenomena we study. It may well be, rather,
in the ways in which that study is conducted. At
the risk, then, of suggesting that students of
diplomatic history—American and otherwise—
have plied their trade with less than a full bag of
tools, this essay addresses a number of ways in
which the behavioral approach might usefully
supplement the more traditional procedures.

By behavioral approach, it is not meant to
say that we should pay more attention to the
behavior of individuals, factions, and states than
to their attributes and relationships or to the
regional and global environment within which
such behavior occurs. If anything, diplomatic
history seems to be overly attentive to behavioral
phenomena, and insufficiently attentive to the
background conditions and ecological con-
straints within which these phenomena occur.
Normally, the behavioral sciences include psy-
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chology, anthropology, sociology, economics, and
political science, but the range of disciplines
embraced can be less interesting than the range
of methods, concepts, and findings that might be
borrowed from those who labor in those particu-
lar vineyards.

SOME PURPOSES OF
HISTORICAL RESEARCH

One way to examine those possibilities would be
in the context of the various purposes and goals
that diplomatic historians might set for them-
selves. For some, the purpose of research is to
locate and present the facts alone: What hap-
pened, in what sequence, under what conditions,
and who was involved? Others go a step further
and try to put those facts into graceful narrative.
More typically, we seek not only to tell the story,
but to do so in an interpretive fashion. This
involves both a selection from among all the facts
and an interpretation of them. In interpretive his-
tory, once we are persuaded as to the facts, we
make certain inferences from them: causes,
motives, and likely consequences, as well as
missing facts.

Some historians (even some diplomatic his-
torians) consider these missions too modest, and
tend to be more ambitious. Among these, there
are the “grand theorists,” who offer up wide-
ranging interpretations of several sets of events,
telling us just what it all means, in terms reach-
ing from the plausible to the outrageous. A grow-
ing number are, however, beginning to redefine
their mission, albeit in a less pretentious direc-
tion. Instead of offering sweeping inferences
from a limited and selected set of facts, these his-
torians are moving toward the generation of
knowledge that may be not only more complex,
but more useful than that to which we have been
accustomed.
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TYPES OF KNOWLEDGE AND
RELATED METHODS

The most distinctive characteristic of the behav-
ioral approach is its emphasis on reproducible
knowledge. This approach does not belittle or
ignore knowledge and evidence of a more intu-
itive or subjective sort, but it does recognize the
very real limits of such knowledge. Without
insights and suspicions as to certain historical
patterns, there would be no place to begin, no
hypotheses to test, and no theoretical models to
formulate. But in recognizing the impermanence
and contestability of subjective knowledge, the
behavioral approach seeks methods that might
avoid some of those liabilities. These methods are
of several types and are best understood in con-
nection with the types of knowledge sought.

Historical knowledge may be distinguished
by two very different sets of criteria. The first are
essentially theoretical and substantive in nature:
Are we indeed getting at the relevant combination
of variables in our search for explanation? The
second are epistemological: Assuming that we are
on a promising substantive and theoretical path,
what is the quality of knowledge that we think has
been acquired or that we hope to acquire? Leaving
the matter of the relevance of our knowledge aside
for the moment, we can focus on the qualitative
dimensions of our knowledge. One possible way
of evaluating the quality of historical knowledge is
to first reduce it to its component assertions or
propositions, translate these (if need be) into clear
and operational language, and then ascertain
where each such proposition or cluster of proposi-
tions falls along each of three dimensions.

The first, or accuracy, dimension reflects the
degree of confidence that the relevant scholarly
community can have in the assertion at a given
point in time; this confidence level is basically a
function of the empirical or logical evidence in
support of the proposition, but may vary appre-
ciably both across time and among different
scholars and schools of thought at any particular
moment. The second qualitative dimension
reflects the generality of the proposition, ranging
from a single fact assertion (of any degree of accu-
racy) to an assertion embracing a great many phe-
nomena of a given class. Third is the
existential-correlational-explanatory dimension: Is
the assertion essentially descriptive of some exis-
tential regularity, is it correlational, or is it largely
explanatory? With these three dimensions, an
epistemological profile of any proposition or set
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of propositions can be constructed and a given
body of knowledge can be classified and com-
pared with another, or with itself over time.

For many the objective is to move as rapidly
as possible on all three dimensions. We seek
propositions in which the most competent, skepti-
cal, and rigorous scholars can have a high degree of
confidence, although these propositions may have
originally been put forth on the basis of almost no
empirical evidence at all. They will be propositions
that are highly “causal” in form, although they may
have been built up from, and upon, a number of
propositions that come close to being purely
descriptive. And they will be general rather than
particular, although the generalizations must ulti-
mately be based on the observation of many partic-
ular cases. As to the accuracy dimension, a
proposition that seems nearly incontrovertible for
decades may be overturned in a day, one that is
thought of as preposterous may be vindicated by a
single study or a brilliant insight, and those that
have stood at the “pinnacle of uncertainty” (that is,
a subjective probability of 0.5) may slowly or
quickly be confirmed or disconfirmed. Moreover, a
statement may enjoy a good, bad, or mixed reputa-
tion not only because of its inherent truthfulness or
accuracy, but merely because it is not in opera-
tional language and is therefore not testable.

Shifting from the degree-of-confidence
dimension to that of generality, the assertion (of
whose accuracy we are extremely confident) that
World War I began on 29 July 1914 is less general
than the assertion that more European wars of the
past century began in the months of April and
October than in others, and this in turn is less gen-
eral than the assertion (which may or may not be
true) that all wars since the Treaty of Utrecht have
begun in the spring or autumn. Theory (defined
here as a coherent and consistent body of interre-
lated propositions of fairly high confidence levels)
must be fairly general, and no useful theory of any
set of historical events can be built upon, or con-
cerned only with, a single case. As Quincy Wright
reminds us: “A case history, if composed without a
theory indicating which of the factors surrounding
a conflict are relevant and what is their relative
importance, cannot be compared with other case
histories, and cannot, therefore, contribute to
valid and useful generalizations. On the other
hand, a theory, if not applied to actual data,
remains unconvincing.” (In the same article, he
also noted, “Comparison would be facilitated if
quantifications, even though crude, are made
whenever possible.”)
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Existential Knowledge and Data-Generating
Methods When we leave the accuracy and the
generality dimensions and turn to the third pro-
posed dimension along which a piece or body of
knowledge may be described, we run into greater
conceptual difficulty. A useful set of distinctions
are existential, correlational, and explanatory
types of knowledge. Existential knowledge is
essentially a data set, or string of highly compara-
ble facts. If, for example, we are told that one army
had 1,248 men killed or missing in a given battle
and that the enemy had “also suffered heavily,” we
would have something less than data. Similarly,
statements that the United States has had two sep-
arate alliances with France since 1815, running a
total of forty-seven years, and that American
alliances with England and Russia have been
nearly the same in number and longevity as those
with France, would also be something less than
data. That is, data provide the basis for compari-
son and generalization across two or more cases,
situations, nations, and so on, and permit the gen-
eration of existential knowledge.

Of course, existential knowledge would not
be very useful to the diplomatic historian if
restricted only to phenomena that are readily
quantified. Most of the interesting phenomena of
history are of the so-called qualitative, not quanti-
tative, variety, and it is usually assumed that the
world’s events and conditions are naturally and
ineluctably divided into those two categories.
Many phenomena that are thought to be “qualita-
tive in nature” at a given time turn out to be read-
ily quantifiable at a later date. In the physical
world, examples might range from the difference
between yellow and orange to the amount of
moisture in the air; these were originally believed
to be qualitative concepts. In the biological world,
one thinks of metabolic rate or genetic predisposi-
tions. Likewise, in the world of social phenomena
a good many allegedly qualitative phenomena
turn out to be quite quantitative. Some illustra-
tions might be the “linguistic similarity” of two
nations, the extent to which nations gain or lose
diplomatic “importance” after war, the changing
“cohesion” of work groups, or the national “prod-
uct” of given economies.

It is one thing to think of a way to measure or
quantify a phenomenon that has been considered
nonquantifiable and quite another thing to demon-
strate that the measurement is a valid one. That is,
we may apply the same measuring procedure to the
same phenomenon over and over, and always get
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the same score; that demonstrates that our measure
is a reliable one. But there is no way to demonstrate
that it is a valid one—that it really gets at the phe-
nomenon we claim to be measuring. The closest
we come to validation of a measure (also known as
an index or indicator) is a consensus among spe-
cialists that it taps what it claims to be tapping, and
that consensus will rest upon (a) the “face validity”
or reasonableness of the claim; (b) the extent to
which it correlates with a widely accepted alterna-
tive indicator of the same phenomenon; and (c) the
extent to which it predicts some measurable out-
come variable that it is—according to an accepted
theoretical argument—supposed to predict.

Quantification, however, may take a second,
and more familiar, form. That is, in addition to
assigning a numerical value to each observation
of a given phenomenon, one can quantify by
merely (a) assigning each such case or observa-
tion to a given nominal or ordinal category, and
then (b) counting the number of observations
that fall into each such category. The nominal cat-
egory pertains to a set of criteria that are used to
classify events and conditions; an ordinal cate-
gory refers to the criteria used to rank them. To
illustrate, generalizing about the American
propensity to form alliances might require distin-
guishing among defense, neutrality, and entente
commitments. Once the coding rules have been
formulated and written down in explicit language
(with examples), a person with limited specific
knowledge could go through the texts and con-
texts of all American alliances and assign each to
one of those three categories.

The same could be done, for example, if one
wanted to order a wide variety of foreign policy
moves and countermoves, in the context of com-
paring the effects of different strategies upon the
propensity of diplomatic conflicts to escalate
toward war. The judgments of a panel of experts
could be used to ascertain which types of action
seem to be high, medium, or low on a conflict-
exacerbating dimension. The earlier distinction
between the reliability and validity of measures is
quite appropriate here. There might be almost
perfect agreement among experts that economic
boycotts are higher on such a dimension than
ultimata, since the latter are merely threats to act.
But if one examined a set of diplomatic confronta-
tions and found that those in which boycotts were
used seldom ended in war, whereas those charac-
terized by ultimata often did end in war, one
might be inclined to challenge the validity of the
ordinal measure.
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So much, then, for existential knowledge.
Whether merely acquired in ready-made form
from governmental or commercial statistics, or
generated by data-making procedures that are
highly operational and reproducible, propositions
of an existential nature are the bedrock upon
which we can build correlational and explanatory
knowledge.

Correlational Knowledge and Data Analysis
Methods. Although many diplomatic histori-
ans will be quite content to go no further than the
acquisition of existential knowledge, there will be
others who will not only want to generalize, but
also to formulate and test explanations. To do so,
it is necessary to begin assembling two or more
data sets and to see how strongly one correlates
with the other(s). Correlation or covariation may
take several forms and may be calculated in sev-
eral ways, depending on whether the data sets are
in nominal, ordinal, or interval (that is, cardinal
number) form.

In general, a correlational proposition is one
that shows the extent of coincidence or covaria-
tion between two (or more) sets of numbers. If
these sets of numbers are viewed as the varying or
fluctuating magnitudes of each variable, the corre-
lation between them is a reflection of the extent to
which the quantitative configuration of one vari-
able can be ascertained when the configuration of
the other is known. Or, in statistical parlance, the
coefficient of correlation, which usually ranges
from +1.00 to —1.00, indicates how accurately one
can predict the magnitudes of all the observations
in one data set once one knows the magnitudes in
the other set of observations. Even though the
measured events or conditions occurred in the
past, we still speak of “prediction,” since we know
only that those phenomena occurred, but do not
know the strength of association until the correla-
tion coefficient has been computed.

Another way to put it is that the correlation
between two sets of data is a measure of their sim-
ilarity, whether they are based on pairs of simulta-
neous observations or ones in which variable Y
was always measured at a fixed interval of time
after each observation or measurement of variable
X. If they rise and fall together over time or across
a number of cases, they are similar, and the corre-
lation between them will be close to +1.00; but if Y
rises every time X drops, or vice versa, they are
dissimilar, giving a negative correlation of close to
—1.00. Finally, if there is neither a strong similarity
nor dissimilarity, but randomness, the correlation
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coefficient will approach zero. There are many dif-
ferent measures or indices of correlation, usually
named after the scholar who developed and
applied them, but two of them can serve as good
examples. Although any correlation coefficient
can be calculated with pencil and paper or a calcu-
lator, the most efficient method is the computer,
which can be programmed so that it can automati-
cally receive two or more sets of data along with
instructions as to which correlation formula to
use, and almost instantaneously produce coeffi-
cient scores. Looking, then, at the very simple
“rank order” correlation, we note that it is used to
calculate the similarity or association between two
sets of ranked data. It is particularly appropriate
when we can ascertain only the orderings, from
high to low or top to bottom, of two data sets and
cannot ascertain with much confidence the dis-
tances or intervals between those rank positions.
The rank order statistic is also especially appropri-
ate for checking the validity of two separate meas-
ures or indicators and ascertaining whether they
“get at” the same phenomena.

To illustrate, if we suspect that a fairly good
index of a nation’s power is simply the absolute
amount of money it allocates to military prepared-
ness—regardless of its population, wealth, or
industrial capability—we might investigate how
strongly that index correlates with an alternative
measure. And, since power is itself a vague and
elusive concept, we might decide to derive the sec-
ond measure by having the nations ranked by a
panel of diplomatic historians. When these two
listings—one based on a single, simple index and
the other based on the fallible human judgments
of scholarly specialists—are brought together, we
then compute the rank order correlation between
them. The results of any such computation can in
principle, as noted earlier, range from +1.00 to
-1.00, with 0.00 representing the midpoint. If
there is absolutely no pattern of association
between the two rankings, we say there is no cor-
relation, and the figure would indeed be zero. Fur-
ther, if each nation has exactly the same rank
position in both columns, the rank order correla-
tion between the two variables is +1.00, and if the
orders are completely reversed (with the nation at
the top of one column found at the bottom of the
other, and so on), it would be —1.00. None of these
three extreme cases is likely to occur in the real
world, of course, and on a pair of variables such as
these, a rank order correlation of approximately
+0.80 is pretty much what we would expect to find
when the computation has been done.
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The above example illustrates how a rank
order correlation might be used to estimate the
similarity between two different rankings. While
a high positive correlation would increase confi-
dence in the validity of military expenditure lev-
els as a measure of power, we assumed no
particular theoretical or causal connection
between the two data sets. Now, however, sup-
pose that we believed (that is, suspected, but did
not know with very much confidence) that the
war-proneness of a nation was somehow or other
a consequence of its level of industrialization. If
we only know how many wars a nation has been
involved in during a given number of decades, we
have a rather crude indicator of its war-proneness.
Such a number does not discriminate between
long and short wars; wars that led to a great many
or very few fatalities; and wars that engaged all of
its forces or only a small fraction. Thus, we would
be quite reluctant to say that a nation that fought
in eight wars is four times more war-prone than
one that experienced only two military conflicts
in a given period. We would even be reluctant to
say that the difference between two nations that
participated in six and four wars respectively is
the same as that between those nations that
fought in seven and five wars. In sum, we might
be justified in treating such a measure of war-
proneness as, at best, ordinal in nature.

Suppose, further, that our measure of indus-
trialization is almost as crude, based, for example,
on the single factor of iron and steel production.
Even though we might have quite accurate figures
on such production, we realize that it is a rather
incomplete index, underestimating some moder-
ately powerful nations that have little coal or ore
and therefore tend to import much of their iron
and steel. In such a case, we would again be wise
to ignore the size of the differences between the
nations and settle for only a rank order listing.
Depending on the magnitude of the resulting coef-
ficient of correlation between these two rank
orderings, we could make a number of different
inferences about the relationship between indus-
trialization and war-proneness. Suppose now that
we were working with much better indices than
those used in the two illustrations above, and that
we could measure our variables with considerably
greater confidence. That is, we now have a basis
for believing that our indicators or measures are
not only valid (and that has no bearing on the sta-
tistical tests that can be applied to a variable) but
reliable and quite precise. If one variable were the
amount of money spent for the operation of IGOs
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(intergovernmental organizations) in the interna-
tional system each half-decade, and the other were
the number of nation-months of war that ended in
each previous half-decade, and such interval scale
data appeared to be very accurate, we could
employ a more sensitive type of statistical test,
such as Pearson’s product moment correlation.
The reason that a product moment type of
correlational analysis is more sensitive is that its
computation does not—because it need not—
ignore the magnitude of the differences between
the rank positions on a given pair of listings.
Whereas rank order data merely tell us that the
nation (or year, or case, or observation) at one
position is so many positions or notches above or
below another, interval scale data tell us how
much higher or lower it is on a particular yard-
stick. The magnitude of those interrank distances
carries a lot of useful information, and when the
data are of such a quality to give us that additional
information, it is foolish to “throw it away.” Thus,
when the measures of the variables permit, we
generally use a product moment rather than a
rank order correlation. As we might expect, cer-
tain conditions regarding the normality of the dis-
tributions, independence of the observations,
randomness of the sample, and so on, must be
met before we can use this more sensitive meas-
ure of statistical association. Once we have com-
puted the rank order or product moment
correlation coefficient between any two sets of
measures, several inferences about the relation-
ship between the variables become possible, pro-
viding that one additional requirement is met. If
the correlation score is close to zero, we can—for
the moment, at least—assume that there is little
or no association between the variables and tenta-
tively conclude that (a) one measure is not a par-
ticularly good index of the other (when validation
of a measure is our objective), or (b) that one
variable exercises very little impact on the other
(when a correlational proposition is our objec-
tive). If, however, the correlation coefficient is
about 0.50 or higher, either positive (+) or nega-
tive (-), we would want to go on and ask whether
the above-mentioned requirement has been met.
That requirement is that the correlation be
high enough to have had a very low probability of
occurring by chance alone. That is ascertained by
computing (or looking up in a standard text) the
statistical significance of the correlation. When
we have very few pairs of observations (or cases)
in our analysis, even a correlation as high as 0.90
can occur by sheer chance. And when we have a
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great many cases, even a figure as low as 0.30 can
be statistically significant. To illustrate with what
is known as the Z-test, statisticians have com-
puted that a product moment correlation would
have to be as high as 0.65 if the association
between 12 sets of observations were to be
thought of as having only a 1 percent probability
of being mere coincidence. Conversely, if there
were as many as 120 cases, they calculate that a
correlation as low as 0.22 would also have only a
1 percent probability of being mere coincidence.
In statistical parlance, we say that for a given
number of cases, a given correlation score is “sig-
nificant at the 1 percent (or 2 percent or 5 per-
cent) level.”

Once we have ascertained that the strength
of a given correlation, as well as its statistical sig-
nificance, is sufficiently high (and the evaluation
of “sufficiently” is a complex matter, still debated
by statisticians and scientists), we can then go on
to make a number of inferences about the predic-
tive or the explanatory association between the
variables being examined. The nature of those
inferences and the justification for them is
explored in the next section. Suffice it to say here
that when two variables are strongly correlated,
and one of them precedes the other in time, we
have a typical form of correlational knowledge
but are not yet able to say very much of an
explanatory nature.

Explanatory Knowledge and Causal Inference
It should now be quite clear that operational clas-
sification and enumeration, combined with statis-
tical analysis of the resulting data sets, can
eventually produce a large body of correlational
knowledge. Further, it should be evident that cor-
relational knowledge can indeed provide a rather
satisfactory basis for foreign policy prediction,
despite the limitations noted above. But the major
limitation lies in the difference between predic-
tions based on correlations from the past, and pre-
dictions based on theories. Without a fairly good
theory (which, it will be recalled, is more than
either a hunch or a model), our predictions will
often be vulnerable on two counts.

First, there is the problem that has often
intrigued the philosopher of science and
delighted the traditional humanist. If the decision
makers of nation A have a fair idea what predic-
tions are being made about them by the officials
of nation B, they can often confound B by select-
ing a move or a strategy other than the one they
think is expected. A good theory, however, has
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built into it just such contingencies, and can often
cope with the “we think that they think that we
think, etc.” problem. Second, a good theory
increases our ability to predict in cases that have
no exact (or even approximate) parallel in history.
That is, it permits us to first build up—via the
inductive mode—a general set of propositions on
the basis of the specific cases for which we do
have historical evidence, and then to deduce—
from the theory based on those general proposi-
tions—back down to specific cases for which we
do not have historical evidence.

If theories are, then, quite important in the
study of foreign policy, how do we go about build-
ing, verifying, improving, and consolidating
them? To some extent, the answer depends on
one’s definition of a theory, and the word has,
unfortunately, disparate meanings. To the layman,
a theory is often nothing more than a hunch or an
idea. Worse yet, some define theory as anything
other than what is real or pragmatic or observable;
hence the expression that such and such may be
true “in theory, but not in practice.” The problem
here is that—and this is the second type of defini-
tion—a number of scientists also imply that same
distinction by urging that a theory need not be
true or accurate, as long as it is useful. To be sure,
many theories do turn out to be useful (in the
sense that they describe and predict reality) even
though they are built upon assumptions that are
not true. One example is in the field of economics,
where some very useful theories rest on the
assumption that most individuals act on the basis
of purely materialistic, cost-versus-benefit calcula-
tions. We are fairly certain that a great many deci-
sions are made on the basis of all sorts of
noneconomic and nonrational considerations,
but, somehow or other, the market or the firm
nevertheless tends to behave as if individual shop-
pers, investors, and so on do make such calcula-
tions. The important point here is that the theory
itself is not out of line with reality, but that the
assumptions on which it rests may be untrue with-
out weakening the predictive power of the theory.

This leads to the need for distinguishing
between theories that are adequate for predictive
purposes and those of a more comprehensive
nature that seek to not only predict, but to
explain. While the dividing line between them is
by no means sharp and clear, we can nevertheless
make a rough distinction between those theories
that are supposed to tell us what happens, or will
happen under certain conditions, and those that
tell us why it happens. Even in economics, it is
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recognized that the predictive power of its major
theories can be improved, and their explanatory
adequacy markedly enhanced, by looking into
and rectifying the psychological or other assump-
tions on which they rest.

Thus, even though short-run needs may be
served by theories that are merely predictive, the
concern here is with theories that are capable of
explaining why certain regularities (and deviations
therefrom) are indeed found in human affairs. To
repeat the definition suggested earlier, a theory is a
logically consistent body of existential and correla-
tional propositions, most of which are in opera-
tional and testable form, and many of which have
been tested and confirmed. This definition requires
that all of the propositional components in the the-
ory be, in principle at least, true; further, if the the-
ory is to explain why things occur as they do, the
propositions underlying it must also be true. Given
these stringent requirements, small wonder that
that there is so little in the way of explanatory the-
ory in the social sciences.

SOME BEHAVIORAL CONCEPTS

Shifting now from some of the methods associ-
ated with the behavioral approach, one of the
more serious obstacles to a richer and more subtle
understanding of diplomatic history may well be
the rather restricted set of concepts used in seek-
ing to put together predictive and explanatory
models. To a considerable extent, concepts are
limited to those used by the practitioners, their
spokesmen, and the journalists who cover diplo-
matic events. Are there in the behavioral science
literature some concepts that might provide new
insights or suggest more powerful ways of think-
ing about diplomatic history?

First, there are several conceptual schemes
that have developed to such a degree that they
might qualify under the rubric of “theories”;
indeed, they are so labeled by many of those from
whose disciplines they emerge. Perhaps most
promising is that set of notions that are called gen-
eral systems theory. Proceeding from the assump-
tion that there are structural similarities in
different fields, and correspondences in the princi-
ples that govern the behavior of entities that are
intrinsically widely different, this approach seeks
to identify those similarities and correspondences
(as well as dissimilarities) that might be found in
the universes of all the scientific disciplines. In its
search for an integrated theory of behavior, the
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general systems approach postulates the existence
of a system, its environment, and its subsystems.
Some of the key concepts employed are feedback,
homeostasis, network, entropy, and information,
reflecting a considerable intellectual debt to cyber-
netics. By thinking of the states as subsystems
within the international system, which in turn has
a particular environment of physical and social
dimensions, we are provided with a rather fruitful
taxonomy that suggests, in turn, a fascinating
array of hypotheses. Within the same context, the
idea of homeostasis is particularly suggestive to
those concerned with balance, stability, and equi-
librium in the international system.

Another set of concepts that seems to offer
real promise is that employed in the theory of
games. The clearest model postulates two or more
players (individuals, groups, states, coalitions)
pursuing a set of goals according to a variety of
strategies. If the goals are perceived by the players
as incompatible, that is, only one player may win,
we have a so-called “zero-sum” or win-lose game,
with the players tending to utilize a “minimax”
strategy. If, however, they perceive a possible win-
win outcome, their strategies tend to deviate
sharply from the conservative minimax pattern,
in which they place prime emphasis on minimiz-
ing their maximum losses. The appropriateness of
such a model for an enduring rivalry seems rather
evident.

We now turn from these very general con-
ceptual schemes to some of the more limited con-
cepts found in the specific behavioral disciplines.
Looking first at psychology, from learning theory,
stimulus-response theory, and the concepts asso-
ciated with reinforcement, a wide range of models
can be adapted and modified and could ultimately
shed useful light on diplomatic influence, a cen-
tral aspect of international relations. For example,
is a major power more likely to shape the policies
of a weaker neighbor by punishment, reward,
denial, threat, promise, or calculated detachment?
Or, in seeking to explain the way in which public
opinion in a given state ultimately influenced a
certain policy decision, we might find some valu-
able suggestions in reference-group theory, the
concepts of access and role-conflict, or some of
the models of communication nets. To take
another problem area, if one were concerned with
the emerging attitudinal characteristics of the
international environment, such notions as accul-
turation, internalization, relative deprivation,
self-image, or consensus might prove to be highly
productive.
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“THE NEXT ASSIGNMENT”

“[HJistorians, having dedicated their lives to the
exploration and understanding of the past, are apt to
be suspicious of novelty and ill-disposed toward crys-
tal-gazing. In the words of my distinguished prede-
cessor, they lack the ‘speculative audacity’ of the
natural scientists, those artisans of brave hypotheses.
This tendency on the part of historians to become
buried in their own conservatism strikes me as truly
regrettable. What basically may be a virtue tends to
become a vice, locking our intellectual faculties in the
molds of the past and preventing us from opening
new horizons as our cousins in the natural sciences
are constantly doing. If progress is to be made we
must certainly have new ideas, new points of view,
and new techniques.”

— From William L. Langer,
“The Next Assignment, American
Historical Review 63,
no. 2 (1958): 283-304 —

Or consider the discipline of sociology, from
which many contemporary researchers in foreign
affairs have borrowed heavily. If we seek to better
understand the foreign policy of the United States
or any other nation, we may want to think of the
international system (regional or global) as simi-
lar to other social systems, but with national
states—rather than individuals or groups—as the
component units. Such systems manifest certain
characteristics, and as these change, the behavior
of the component units might also be expected to
change. For example, certain social systems are
highly stratified at certain times, in the sense that
people who rank high on wealth are also high on
education, prestige, and political power. Under
such conditions, one might expect more conflict
because the underdogs are deprived on every
dimension. Might it also be that when the inter-
national system is highly stratified—with a few
nations ranking at the top in wealth, resources,
population, military capability, industrial output,
and diplomatic status—the likelihood of sharp
conflict goes up?

Remaining with sociological concepts, but
shifting down from the systemic to the unit level
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of aggregation, certain individuals tend to be
much more mobile than others, and as a result
may acquire power more easily, or perhaps experi-
ence more conflict. That is, lateral mobility—by
which is meant the rate at which individuals move
in and out of certain cliques or associations—may
also apply to nations, reflecting the rate at which
they move in and out of blocs, alliances, or inter-
national organizations. Similarly, rapid vertical
(upward or downward) mobility might be
expected to get nations, as well as individuals, into
more conflict than if they occupied a constant
niche or moved up or down very gradually.

In the same vein, the concept of status
inconsistency and its relationship to “deviant”
behavior might merit closer examination. For
example, if an individual ranks high on education
or some other status-relevant dimension but low
on political influence, he should—according to
some sociologists—show a fair amount of deviant
behavior. Do nations that rank high in certain
prestige or status dimensions but low in power,
manifest more odd and unpredictable behavior
than those that are status-consistent?

As an example from the discipline of eco-
nomics, consider the concepts of monopoly and
oligopoly, reflecting the extent to which a given
market is dominated by one firm or a handful of
firms. The concentration of economic power may
have its parallel at the international level, with a
regional, functional, or global system manifesting a
high degree of concentration as one or two nations
enjoy most of the trade, industrial output, energy
consumption, or military might in that system. The
consequences of such high concentration, among
firms or among nations, could be quite profound in
its effects on such phenomena as conflict and
cooperation, vertical mobility or stagnation, or the
formation and dissolution of coalitions.

The range and variety of concepts that have
been developed in the behavioral sciences is
impressive indeed, as is the extent to which those
concepts have often helped to differentiate, clar-
iy, synthesize, or explain phenomena that had
hitherto been quite baffling.

SOME BEHAVIORAL FINDINGS

Turning to the third possible sector in which the
behavioral science approach might enhance our
comprehension of diplomatic history, let us con-
sider briefly some of the findings that emerge
from these disciplines. By findings, we mean



THE BEHAVIORAL APPROACH TO DIPLOMATIC HISTORY

either existential or correlational propositions
that seem to enjoy some standing in their home
disciplines, and on the basis of which explanatory
theories might be articulated.

One can hardly exaggerate the importance
of these findings for diplomatic historians, and, of
course, for practitioners. That is, those interested
in foreign policy rest many of their interpreta-
tions, analyses, and predictions on behavioral sci-
ence propositions that may or may not be
accurate. First, they often extrapolate from the
individual to the group or national level of aggre-
gation, assuming that what holds for the individ-
ual will also hold for the collectivity. This is for
purposes of speculation and hypothesis only. That
is, in the absence of evidence to the contrary, it is
probably economical to assume that if, for exam-
ple, individuals tend to be more cooperative in
the face of reward rather than in the face of pun-
ishment, so will corporations or nations.

On the other hand, there are some funda-
mental differences between individuals and col-
lectivities. The primary difference, of course, is
that individuals (or, more precisely, rational,
intelligent, and informed ones) can be thought of
as purposive, problem-solving entities, trying to
maximize their particular values. Collectivities,
on the other hand, exactly because they are made
up of such individuals—each pursuing a mix of
private and public goals—cannot be so conceived.
The group or organization will, almost inevitably,
pursue a range of goals reflecting a compromise
and amalgam of the often incompatible goals of
its more powerful individuals and subgroups.
Thus, it is essential to be sufficiently familiar with
the findings of such microsocial disciplines as
psychology and the macrosocial ones of econom-
ics, sociology, and political science and to know
something of the discontinuities between the
individual and the collective levels of aggregation.
The second way in which we rest analyses and
predictions on behavioral science findings is more
direct, with many models depending heavily
upon the accuracy of assumptions about individ-
ual and collective behavior. This dependence is
quite heavy, whether the focus is upon public
opinion, elite recruitment, executive-legislative
relationships, bureaucratic responsibility for pol-
icy execution, or the decision process itself. In
each of these areas of activity, individuals and
groups—with considerable propensities toward
regular and consistent behavior—are playing key
roles, and to the extent that there is an unaware-
ness of the findings that reflect those regularities
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and consistencies, the accuracy and completeness
of analyses is seriously limited.

Rather than select some limited number of
existential and correlational propositions from
the behavioral sciences and summarize the evi-
dence in support or contravention, we can turn
for a large number of these findings to the general
source International Encyclopedia of the Social Sci-
ences (Sills, 1979, which replaced the 1930-1935
and 1967 editions). Each section of the encyclo-
pedia is written by a leading authority, and virtu-
ally all topics in the field are covered. Embracing
nearly a dozen disciplines, however, rather than
only part of one, it runs to sixteen volumes plus
an index.

In the Encyclopedia, one finds summaries of
the existential and correlational knowledge on
such concepts as acculturation, aggression, anxi-
ety, avoidance, business cycles, charisma, coali-
tion formation, cognitive dissonance, mass
communication, cybernetics, conformity, condi-
tioning, conflict, cultural diffusion, decision mak-
ing, defense mechanisms, demography, deviant
behavior, diplomacy, disarmament, dominance,
dreams, ecology, economic equilibrium, elites,
ethnology, ethology, evolution, family structure,
fatigue, fertility, forgetting, frustration, geopoli-
tics, gestalt, motivation, homeostasis, identity,
ideology, imperialism, income distribution, influ-
ence, inflation, interest groups, interpersonal
interaction, kinship, land tenure, language, lead-
ership, learning, legitimacy, loyalty, migration,
social mobility, monopoly, norms, national char-
acter, neurosis, oligopoly, pacifism, paranoid reac-
tions, perception (ten separate articles),
personality, persuasion, pluralism, prejudice,
prestige, propaganda, psychoanalysis, public
opinion, punishment, race relations, reciprocity,
reference groups, response set, roles, sanctions,
self-image, sex differences, social stratification,
stereotypes, stress, sympathy and empathy, think-
ing, traits, utilitarianism, utility, voluntary associ-
ations, voting, wages, war, and worship. (One
also finds in the encyclopedia articles on such
methodological matters as content analysis, con-
tingency table analysis, curve-fitting, experimen-
tal design, multivariate analysis, statistical
distributions, factor analysis, field work, forecast-
ing, game theory, historiography, hypothesis test-
ing, index construction, statistical inference,
Markov chains, observation, panel studies, proba-
bility, rank correlation, scaling, simulation, spec-
tral analysis, statistical inference, survey analysis,
time series, typologies, and validity.)
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Another very general source, although seri-
ously outdated, is Human Behavior: An Inventory of
Scientific Findings (Berelson and Steiner, 1964).
After discussing the six most frequently cited pro-
cedures for generating the findings they report, the
compilers go on to summarize what they consider
to be the more interesting propositions to have
emerged from research in the behavioral sciences.
The substantive topics covered are behavioral
development (meaning biological, emotional, and
cognitive change as individuals mature); perceiv-
ing; learning and thinking; motivation; the family;
small face-to-face groups; organizations; institu-
tions; social stratification; ethnic relations; mass
communications; opinions, attitudes, and beliefs;
the society; and culture.

There are also collections of articles, summa-
rizing the correlational and explanatory knowledge
in the specific disciplines or problem areas. Among
the more relevant are: Handbook of Developmental
Psychology (Wolman, 1982); Handbook of Personal-
ity Theory and Research (Pervin, 1999); Handbook
of Psychiatry (Solomon and Patch, 1974); Small
Group Research: A Handbook (Hare, 1994); Hand-
book of Social Psychology (Gilbert, Fiske, and
Lindzey, 1998); World Handbook of Political and
Social Indicators (Taylor and Jodice, 1983).

There are two other—if dated—anthologies
that not only summarize a good many concepts
and findings from these related disciplines, but
select and organize the articles on the basis of
their applicability to specific topics in interna-
tional affairs—Man and International Relations
(Zawodny, 1966) and Human Behavior and Inter-
national Politics (Singer, 1965).

Two collections that bring together the find-
ings of research in foreign policy and international
politics are Beyond Conjecture in International Poli-
tics: Abstracts of Data-Based Research (Jones and
Singer, 1972) and Empirical Knowledge on World
Politics (Gibbs and Singer, 1993). In these, the
compilers attend only to published articles in Eng-
lish that generate, or rest upon, reproducible evi-
dence. No effort is made to interpret, integrate, or
evaluate the 300 or so studies that are covered, but
they are very systematically arranged. Further,
each is abstracted in accordance with a checklist
that includes the following: query, spatial-tempo-
ral domain, outcome variable, predictor
variable(s), data sources, data-making operations,
data preparation and manipulation, data analysis
procedure, findings, and related research. In addi-
tion, there is a recent compilation that brings
together the ideas and research findings of both
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the behavioral scientists and the diplomatic histo-
rians in the very useful three-volume collection
Encyclopedia of Violence, Peace, and Conflict
(Kurtz, 1999).

When the first edition of the Encyclopedia of
American Foreign Policy was published in 1978,
the behavioral movement was just getting under
way in the foreign policy and world politics fields.
There were relatively few data-based findings to
report. Since then, the number of scholars work-
ing in the behavioral science mode has risen from
a mere dozen or so to about two hundred world-
wide; these scholars have written perhaps four
hundred articles and books, almost exclusively in
English and largely designed to help account for
war. Most of these have been summarized, and
modestly integrated, in Nations at War: A Scientific
Study of International Conflict by Daniel S. Geller
and J. David Singer (1998).

World War I and the Irag-Iran War of 1980—
1988 are two examples to be used to ascertain and
illustrate the extent to which such examples con-
form to the patterns that emerge from the many
studies that have looked at the effects of only two
or three variables at a time across many historical
cases since 1916. In the case of the Iran-Iraq War
(1980-1990), there are the following specific
instances of the more general patterns found in
the larger literature: geographical contiguity, the
absence of joint democratic regimes, the absence
of joint advanced economies, a rapid shift in the
joint relative capabilities, and, finally, the exis-
tence of an enduring rivalry characterized by sev-
enteen militarized disputes during the half
century run-up to war. Similarly, the case of
World War 1 is marked by quite a few of the more
general statistical findings: major powers on both
sides, contiguity, shifting capabilities and an
unstable balance, highly autocratic regimes on
both sides, and, again, the longstanding rivalries.

CONCLUSION

There are several ways in which one might react
to the foregoing information and suggestions.
One might, for example, paraphrase that observer
who told us that “history is bunk” and assert that
“social science is bunk.” Less frivolously, one
might see little value in trying to apply the behav-
ioral sciences to the study of diplomatic history,
concluding that the investment will far exceed the
likely gain. For those who conclude otherwise, it
may nevertheless appear to represent a radical
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break with traditional style, and thus one that
should not be taken lightly.

Not only can we benefit considerably by
attending to the behavioral sciences, but to do so
represents only a logical expansion of practices
and procedures that for decades have been the
stock-in-trade of historians. First, we note that
the scientific method has been utilized for cen-
turies in the solution of all sorts of physical and
biological problems. But for a variety of reasons,
ranging from religious taboos and superstition to
the allegedly greater complexity of social phe-
nomena, we have shied away from (if not vigor-
ously resisted) its application to the study of
social problems. That orientation has, however,
been gradually eroded, partly through the work of
courageous and creative scholars and partly
because of the increasingly obvious need to
replace folklore with knowledge.

In addition to the fact that social science is
merely an extension of a given intellectual style
already well established in the study of physical
and biological phenomena, it is also quite nonrev-
olutionary in that it is little more than an exten-
sion of certain problem-solving processes that
have always been used. While it is clearly an
extension, the fact is that human beings have
used a combination of logic and sensory observa-
tion for centuries in coping with social problems.
In trying to understand what people did under
certain conditions and why they did it, philoso-
phers, kings, merchants, and soldiers have often
employed a rudimentary form of scientific
method. That is, they have tried (a) to identify
and classify a variety of social events and condi-
tions; (b) to ascertain the extent to which they
occurred together or in sequence; and (c) to
remember those observed co-occurrences.

But since they seldom have used explicit cri-
teria in classification, they often placed highly dis-
similar events and conditions in the same
category; and since they seldom used constant cri-
teria, they often forgot which criteria they had
used for earlier classifications, with the same gar-
bled results. Moreover, because one could not put
social events on a scale, or measure the length and
breadth of a social condition, their basic belief that
social phenomena were not tangible, and therefore
not measurable, was reinforced. This failure to
measure and scale further reinforced the philo-
sophic notion that whereas physical (and later,
biological) phenomena were inherently quantita-
tive, those of a social nature were inherently quali-
tative. Given this widespread belief, there was
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little effort to develop either the instruments of
observation or the tools of measurement.

For centuries, then, social phenomena
could be studied in a no more reliable or accurate
fashion than if physical ones were studied with-
out yardsticks, balance scales, or telescopes. To
put it another way, the primitive essentials of sci-
entific method were used but the critical refine-
ments were ignored. Instead of aiding and
enhancing their natural capacities to observe,
remember, and reason, observers made a virtue of
these very frailties and inadequacies by arguing
that the incomprehensibility of social phenomena
was inherent in the events and conditions them-
selves, rather than in the grossly inadequate
methods used in that effort to comprehend. Mod-
ern social science, then, is nothing more than an
application of methods already found useful in
the other sciences and an extension and refine-
ment of the basic methods always used. As in the
familiar cliché, we have been “speaking prose” all
along, but prose of a rather poor quality.

To be sure, the study of foreign relations
remains as it was in the 1970s and 1980s. But this is
not necessarily good news. First, there was the
lively and early interest in the behavioral sciences
approach among certain scholars and practitioners.
In the early days of the peace research movement,
for instance, one found copies of the Journal of Con-
flict Resolution and the Journal of Peace Research on
the desks and shelves in certain self-selected offices
in the Departments of State and Defense. Further,
such agencies as the Advanced Research Projects
Agency or the Office of Naval Research were practi-
cally caught up in the early enthusiasm of the 1960s
for computer simulation, game theory analyses, or
even the wide-ranging survey research and field
interview strategies, as in the U.S. Army’s Project
Camelot. And the years following the Cuban mis-
sile crisis also saw moderate levels of involvement
between U.S. and Soviet groups around a variety of
conflict resolution conferences and field studies in
Washington, New York, London, Moscow, and Ann
Arbor, Michigan. But worth noting is, first, the rela-
tively limited reflection of these interests in the
scholarly literature of diplomatic and military his-
tory, and, second, the impact of U.S. intervention in
the Vietham War. By the early 1970s, the behavioral
science enthusiasm had pretty much disappeared
from both the policy and academic scene, with
almost no residue in the scholarly literature.

Worse yet, with the demise of the Cold War,
the early curiosity and experimentalism of the Cold
War—Cuban missile crisis—Vietnam epoch was grad-
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ually replaced with a nouveau vague interest in
approaches that were not only nonscientific but
explicitly and ideologically antiscientific. For rea-
sons not yet clearly evident, the collapse of the
Soviet Union in the late 1980s culminated in the
flowering of a scholarly literature of remarkable
vitality and intellectual vacuity. Reference, of course,
is to the postmodernist movement, embracing such
variations as poststructural, postpositivist, and, per-
haps, postbehaviorial. These orientations are found
primarily in the humanities and those of the more
humanistic social sciences, including, of course, his-
tory. In addition to the appearance of a new vocabu-
lary in which words like “discourse,” “contested,”
and “social construction” figure prominently, it is
not surprising that the discipline of history is paying
less attention to diplomatic and military phenomena
and more to gender, race, and social class. While
such variables were admittedly underrepresented in
the study of foreign affairs and world politics during
the twentieth century, this radical shift in both the
theoretical and the methodological hardly bodes
well for the future of the discipline.

Some might suggest that none of this mat-
ters a great deal, given how modest has been the
contribution of the behavioral sciences. Scholars
such as John L. Gaddis (1992) have gone out of
their way to remind us that with all of the modern
scientific paraphernalia in their toolbox, the
behaviorists utterly failed to predict either the
Soviet collapse or the end of the Cold War. Three
responses seem appropriate. First, the behavioral
science researchers in international politics were
not alone in being asleep at the switch. Second,
those who should have been alert to the Soviet
demise were the specialists in the Cold War,
Kremlinology, and contemporary diplomacy.
Third, there were some who did indeed predict
the end of the Cold War (as J. David Singer did in
his 1986 article “The Missiles of October—1988:
Resolve, Reprieve, and Reform”).

In sum, it is very difficult to quarrel with
Robin G. Collingwood’s early recognition (1922)
of the intellectual similarity between history and
science:

The analysis of science in epistemological terms
is thus identical with the analysis of history, and
the distinction between them as separate kinds
of knowledge is an illusion. . . . When both are
regarded as actual inquiries, the difference of
method and of logic wholly disappears. . . . The
nineteenth century positivists were right in
thinking that history could and would become
more scientific.
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BIPARTISANSHIP

Randall Woods

In the United States, foreign and domestic affairs
are inextricably intertwined. Because they are
responsible to the electorate, presidents and sec-
retaries of state must take into account public
opinion when they shape foreign policy. Under
the Constitution, the legislative branch is a part-
ner, albeit a junior one, with the executive in the
conduct of foreign affairs. Treaties may not
become law without the two-thirds approval of
the Senate, the Senate must confirm the presi-
dent’s top foreign policymakers, only Congress
can declare war, and only Congress can fund both
the diplomatic and military establishments.
Throughout their history, the American people
have been represented in Congress and the White
House primarily by two major parties. There have
been a multitude of third parties, a few of them
with the power to determine the outcome of
national elections, but national and international
policymaking has been dominated by the two-
party system. Hence, the term “bipartisanship” to
denote periods of inter-party cooperation on for-
eign and domestic affairs.

Not even advocates of a foreign policy based
on inter-party and executive-congressional coop-
eration have been able to agree on a name for this
phenomenon, however. Franklin D. Roosevelt’s
secretary of state, Cordell Hull, wanted to classify
close executive-congressional cooperation as
“nonpartisan,” because he was determined not to
share credit with the Republicans. Michigan Sena-
tor Arthur Vandenberg sought acceptance of the
term “unpartisan,” by which he meant policy
developed above partisan purposes and for the
national interest. Political scientist H. Bradford
Westerfield prefers the term “extrapartisanship,”
which he defines as a presidential resolution “to
associate in active collaboration with his Adminis-
tration’s conduct of foreign relations enough influ-
ential members of the opposition party to prevent
its lines from solidifying against basic administra-
tive foreign policies.” Significantly, only Franklin
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D. Roosevelt and John Foster Dulles preferred the
term “bipartisanship,” which has become the most
widely accepted and used term.

Bipartisanship is a process of foreign policy
formulation that presupposes presidential leader-
ship in the establishment of the overall parame-
ters defining the national interest. The chief
executive, his advisers, and the State Department
develop policy, working together closely and pro-
viding complete information to leaders in the
Senate and House, especially to the chairman and
members of both parties who serve on the Senate
Committee on Foreign Relations. The president
must be willing to consult with leaders of both
parties, especially those senators who can assist
the administration in gaining broad-based sup-
port. He must appoint members of both parties to
serve on U.S. delegations to important interna-
tional conferences. He must be amenable to mod-
ifications, amendments, revisions, and changes in
treaties or legislation and administer those poli-
cies in such a way as to help win the widest sup-
port in Congress and in the body politic.
Bipartisanship does not preclude differences and
partisan advantage but should, as much as possi-
ble, secure general agreement on a course of
action before it becomes the victim of partisan
squabbling. Underlying bipartisanship is the hope
that the United States can present a unified voice
in international relations. Obviously, bipartisan-
ship is especially critical to a president when he is
confronted with domination of both houses of
Congress by the opposite party. Close staff work
among the Senate Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions, the State Department, and presidential
advisers must accompany changes in policy. The
cooperation between the administration and Con-
gress must also withstand the strains of political
campaigns, which recur every two years.

At its best, bipartisan foreign policy func-
tions as part of the American democratic process.
Through their representatives in Congress, both



BIPARTISANSHIP

parties freely debate, and in the process issues
receive the fullest possible airing. In addition, that
policy must be based on generally agreed-upon
principles and assumptions that are shared by the
president and congressional leaders, including
those of the opposition party.

Bipartisanship is usually associated with an
activist, interventionist foreign policy such as that
seen during World War II and the period of the
Cold War through Vietnam. But throughout
much of its history the dominant theme in Amer-
ica’s approach to the world was isolationism, and
it was around this theme that the first bipartisan
consensus emerged. America was created out of a
desire by certain Europeans to escape political
and religious persecution. The wave of immi-
grants that began flooding across the Atlantic in
the seventeenth century were hoping to escape
the evils of monarchism and religious intolerance.
They were fleeing a hierarchical system that
denied them the opportunity for economic
advancement, political power, and free religious
expression. Even those who continued to regard
themselves as loyal subjects of the British crown
deeply appreciated the three thousand miles that
separated them from the motherland.

FEDERALISTS AND REPUBLICANS IN
THE EARLY REPUBLIC

The American Revolution was itself a deliberate
act of separation and self-isolation. In order to
secure its independence from Great Britain, the
newly created United States of America was
forced in 1778 to ally itself with monarchical
France. But that was indeed a marriage of conven-
ience. The United States had no desire to trade its
British masters for French ones. At its inception,
the United States was a fifth-rate power of some
economic but no military consequence. Its first
president, George Washington, perceived that it
was in his country’s interest to avoid the power
politics of Europe. The American Revolution
served as a prelude to the French Revolution and
a generation of war as first revolutionary and then
Napoleonic France and its allies struggled with
Britain and its allies for control of the Western
world. Washington perceived that it behooved his
infant republic to remain aloof from this great
conflict. Not all agreed, and from this disagree-
ment, in part, came America’s first party system.
The Federalist Party emerged out of the bloc
in Congress that supported Secretary of the Trea-
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sury Alexander Hamilton’s financial program and
the commercial and business interests that bene-
fited from it. Ideologically, most Federalists were
suspicious of the judgment and wisdom of the
mass of citizens who in their opinion were prone
to unchecked passions and social disorder; wit-
ness the activities of the mobs in the French Rev-
olution. Federalists in general believed in a strong
central government capable of acting decisively to
maintain order and to restrain the popular ten-
dency toward anarchy. To achieve such a govern-
ment, they embraced Hamilton’s “broad
construction” of the Constitution. They detested
the French Republic and agreed with Hamilton
that the British system was “the best in the
world.” The opposition to the Federalist program
developed under the leadership of James Madi-
son, then a U.S. representative from Virginia, and
Thomas Jefferson, who from 1790 to 1793 served
as secretary of state in the Washington cabinet.
The Republicans articulated the widespread fear
among the people of a powerful, overbearing cen-
tral government wedded to the particular inter-
ests of an economic elite that was little concerned
with either the rights of states or the welfare of
yeomen farmers and ordinary citizens. To pre-
serve local and states’ rights, and to protect indi-
vidual liberty, they advocated the “strict
construction” of the Constitution. Republicans
accused Federalists of wanting to shape the Amer-
ican government to resemble the British monar-
chy. Republicans initially expressed admiration
for the French and sought to portray the French
Revolution as the natural playing out of the
American Revolution.

In February 1793, France declared war on
England, Spain, and the Netherlands, and in so
doing set off a debate in the United States over
what its policy should be if the government in
Paris invoked the treaties of 1778. Hamilton
argued that treaty obligations followed govern-
ments and because Louis XVI had been beheaded
and the monarchy replaced by a republic, the
United States was released from the terms of the
treaty and free to declare neutrality as its national
interest dictated. Jefferson countered that Louis
had only been the agent of the sovereign nation of
France and that that sovereignty remained intact.
Nonetheless, he concluded, the United States
should not come to France’s aid if asked because it
should not become involved in Europe’s wars.
Thus did the president proclaim and enforce neu-
trality with the support of both Federalist and
Republican leaders. George Washington’s Farewell



BIPARTISANSHIP

Address, published in September 1796, was a
paean to isolationism and nonpartisanship.
Europe’s interests, he declared, were different from
those of the United States, and thus Americans
should permit only “temporary alliances for
extraordinary emergencies.” The president also
warned that party division “opens the door to for-
eign influence and corruption,” because it meant
that “the policy and the will of one country, are
subjected to the policy and will of another.”

John Adams defeated Thomas Jefferson for
the presidency in 1796. Although himself a Fed-
eralist, Adams resisted the blandishments of
Hamilton and other Anglophile members of his
own party and refused to align the nation with
Britain against France in the ongoing wars of the
French Revolution. So angry were the extreme
(High) Federalists that they conspired against
Adams in the election of 1800 in an attempt to
throw the contest to one of their own. As a result,
Thomas Jefferson was elected, and the so-called
Republican revolution was launched.

By the time Jefferson ascended to the presi-
dency, the principal of neutrality had become the
cornerstone of American foreign policy. As the
Napoleonic wars unfolded, the Jefferson adminis-
tration struggled to preserve its asserted right to
trade with both sides. Anglophiles in the Federal-
ist Party agitated for a tilt toward Britain, while
Anglophobes in the Republican Party advocated a
neutrality that, if not pro-French, was strict. Jef-
ferson and his Republican colleagues looked for-
ward to an America inhabited permanently by
independent yeoman farmers. Land ownership,
they asserted, was the primary guarantor of an
independent electorate and thus of democracy.
Consequently, when the opportunity to purchase
from France the vast territory between the Missis-
sippi River and the Rocky Mountains arose in
1803, Jefferson leaped at it. Federalists mobilized
to fight the resulting treaty with France, insisting
that it authorized too much money for land that
the country did not need. They pointed out that
nowhere in the Constitution was the president
authorized to purchase real estate or convert the
inhabitants of territories into citizens. These were
but masks, however, for their concerns were that
the new western states would ally with the South
to further damage New England and the Federal-
ist Party’s position in the Union. Only John
Quincy Adams, son of the former president and
then a senator from Massachusetts, voted with the
Republicans. But that was enough. The Louisiana
Purchase Treaty was approved 24 to 7.
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Great Britain’s efforts to cut off trade with
Napoleonic France and its allies led it to seize
hundreds of American ships, and its unquench-
able thirst for able-bodied seamen prompted it to
impress American sailors. Although it worked
assiduously to avoid the conflict then raging in
Europe and on the oceans of the world, the
Republican administration of James Madison,
who had taken office in 1809, led the nation into
war against Great Britain in 1812. While High
Federalists proclaimed the conflict to be a Repub-
lican plot to align the nation with Napoleonic
France, the decision to declare hostilities was
bipartisan. Republican nationalists, angered by
Britain’s refusal to abandon the Northwest posts
and to stop inciting American Indians against
white settlers, joined with New England mer-
chants and shipowners to push a declaration of
war through Congress. When a plot by High Fed-
eralists to lead New England out of the Union was
uncovered in 1814 and peace ensued with Great
Britain later that year, the Federalist Party was
effectively undone.

What ensued from 1816 to 1824 was a
period in American politics known as the Era of
Good Feelings. It was, in effect, a time of one-
party Republican rule. In 1816, James Monroe
defeated the Federalist presidential candidate by
winning 183 of 217 possible electoral votes. He
was elected four years later with only one sym-
bolic electoral vote cast against him. Firmly com-
mitted to the view of a nonpartisan chief
executive first articulated by President Washing-
ton, Monroe regularly condemned the “party
spirit” as destructive to republican institutions. In
an effort to create and sustain a national consen-
sus, Monroe and Republican leaders touted a pro-
gram that called for high tariffs to protect infant
American industries, federal appropriations to
fund internal improvements such as roads and
canals, and ongoing efforts to solidify and extend
the nation’s burgeoning western empire. The ulti-
mate manifestation and statement of Republican
nationalism was the Monroe Doctrine.

In 1823 it appeared that in the wake of the
Napoleonic wars, Spain, with the help of France’s
newly restored Bourbon monarchy, was preparing
to resubjugate the republics of Latin America,
which had taken advantage of Spain’s involvement
in the great European conflict to rebel and declare
their independence. The Monroe administration,
led by Secretary of State John Quincy Adams, was
determined to prevent the restoration of Spanish
power in the Americas. In the knowledge that
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whatever it did, the British Navy would prevent
the departure of a Spanish-French armada for the
New World, Monroe enunciated a doctrine that
was simultaneously expansionist and isolationist.
Posing as a defender of republicanism against
monarchism, the United States declared that
henceforward the Western Hemisphere was off
limits to further European colonization. It posited
the existence of two spheres, each with a separate
set of interests, warned Europe to stay out of the
affairs of the Americas, and promised not to inter-
fere in European politics. Unspoken but generally
recognized was that the United States did not
include itself in the restrictions; indeed, the
nation’s generally agreed objectives were territorial
and commercial expansion, and, ultimately, domi-
nation of the Western Hemisphere.

JACKSONIAN DEMOCRACY AND
CONTINENTAL EXPANSION

By the 1840s the prevailing theme in American
diplomatic history was continental expansion. In
an 1845 editorial, New York newspaperman John
L. O'Sullivan captured the mood of the country
when he asserted that it was “the right of our
manifest destiny to overspread and to possess the
whole of the continent which Providence has
given us for the development of the great experi-
ment of Liberty and federated self-government
entrusted to us.” Meanwhile, a new two-party sys-
tem had emerged in America. In 1832 the war
hero Andrew Jackson rode into the presidency
claiming to be heir to the Jeffersonian Republican
tradition. At the heart of Jackson’s new National
Republican Party was an ideology that assumed
the inherent conflict between “producing” and
“nonproducing” classes, an assumption that
enabled it to turn to its advantage the fears and
aspirations of those voters in the throes of adjust-
ing to the market revolution and simultaneously
to those largely untouched by the revolution.
Jackson had special appeal to the hundreds of
thousands of newly enfranchised voters of the
expanding West. It proved impossible for Jack-
son, as it would have for anyone, to maintain a
national consensus in the face of changes
wrought by the market economy and westward
expansion. Small farmers in the West clamored
for greater access to public lands, while those in
the South pressed for a greater share of political
power. In the Northeast and the Northwest, urban
labor mobilized first in local workingmen’s parties
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and later in unions, and the evangelized middle
class took up the cause of various moral and
social reforms. At the same time, southern slave-
holders enacted increasingly repressive slave
codes in response to abolitionism and continually
pushed the cotton kingdom and its slave labor
system into the trans-Mississippi West. Inevitably,
during the middle of Jackson’s second administra-
tion anti-Jacksonians galvanized to form the
Whig Party (the National Republicans had by
now renamed themselves Democrats). The new
organization was a conglomeration of National
Republicans, southern proslavery states righters,
anti-Masons, high-tariff advocates, and various
evangelical reformers from the Northeast.
Andrew Jackson was in favor of continued
westward expansion, but he equivocated for fear
of alienating northern antislavery elements who
saw manifest destiny as a massive conspiracy by
slaveholding interests to spread their nefarious
institution to the Pacific. James K. Polk, the
Democratic presidential candidate in 1844 who
had outpolled Henry Clay, shared no such
qualms. Under his leadership, the United States
established clear title to the Oregon territory and
set in motion a series of events that led to the
annexation of Texas in 1845. The latter develop-
ment in turn led to the Mexican War of
1846-1848 and ended the period of increasingly
troubled bipartisanship that had characterized
American foreign policy since the Era of Good
Feelings. Even though the commanding general
of U.S. forces in the Mexican War was a Whig,
members of that party, including Representative
Abraham Lincoln, became increasingly vocal in
their criticism of the conflict. Aside from the
opportunity the war presented to charge the
Democrats with being mindless, unfeeling impe-
rialists, the Whigs were concerned that the con-
flict with Mexico would add more western
territory to the union. The ability of the party to
remain national depended in no small part on its
ability to finesse the question of whether slavery
should be extended into the territories. House
Democrat David Wilmot of Pennsylvania intro-
duced a proviso to the appropriations bill of
August 1846 that would bar slavery from areas
taken from Mexico during the war. Northern sup-
port was not sufficient to override the opposition
of southern Whigs and Polk Democrats, but Cali-
fornia and the New Mexico territory were added
to the union as a result of the peace treaty with
Mexico (the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo, 1848).
The increasingly rancorous debate whether slav-



BIPARTISANSHIP

ery in the territories was or should be legitimate
would come to dominate national politics.

With the coming of the Civil War, biparti-
sanship became largely a moot issue because the
strength of the Democratic Party lay in the South.
When the southern states seceded, Democratic
senators and representatives were reduced to a
handful. The Lincoln administration’s efforts to
prevent European intervention on the side of the
Confederacy and to interdict trade between Great
Britain and France on the one hand and the rebels
on the other enjoyed overwhelming support
among Republicans and loyalist Democrats.

THE AGE OF IMPERIALISM

The foreign affairs issue that dominated the late
nineteenth century was overseas expansion. With
the acquisition of the New Mexico territory and
California, the United States had rounded out its
continental boundaries, but the notion that Amer-
ica had a mission to spread its institutions and
mores to the less fortunate peoples of the world
remained a powerful part of the American psyche.
The Industrial Revolution initially diverted the
nation’s attention from foreign affairs, but by the
1890s it had become a powerful force for overseas
expansion. As the United States advanced from
fourth to first among the manufacturing nations of
the world, industrialists became convinced that
under truly competitive conditions they could
outsell their foreign rivals anywhere in the world.
As the century came to a close, industrialists and
financiers began pressuring various administra-
tions and their State Departments to help them
secure markets abroad that would absorb surplus
capital and products. Especially attractive were the
underdeveloped areas of Asia and Latin America.
And finally, Americans were extremely conscious
of the fact that they had reached the status of a
great power in terms of population, agricultural
output, and industrial production. In the late
nineteenth century, colonies were the badge of
great power status.

There were many obstacles to American
expansion. Anti-imperialist groups, led by Sena-
tor Carl Schurz, writer Mark Twain, and newspa-
per editor E. L. Godkin, argued that the nation
ought to concentrate on improving its own insti-
tutions and social conditions rather than acquir-
ing overseas territories. Some Americans simply
opposed the addition of dark-skinned peoples to
the United States. Others argued that the estab-
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lishment of colonies necessarily ruled out self-
government and led to competition that caused
wars. Up until the 1890s, the Democratic Party
generally remained the party of expansion with
the Republicans exhibiting reservations or out-
right opposition. There were exceptions. Lincoln’s
secretary of state, William H. Seward, was an
ardent expansionist who brought Alaska into the
Union.

That began to change in the 1890s, as the
Republican Party (founded in the 1850s when the
Whigs disintegrated as the party of economic
nationalism and free soil) became increasingly the
party of big business. The social Darwinists and
naval expansionists found a receptive audience in
a group of young, ambitious Republican politi-
cians who decided to use overseas expansion as a
vehicle to carry them to national prominence.
Theodore Roosevelt, soon to accede to the presi-
dency, and Senators Henry Cabot Lodge and
Albert Beveridge worked energetically and suc-
cessfully to sell the Republican Party and the
American people on the idea of using naval power
to build an empire. Meanwhile, the Democratic
Party continued to draw its strength primarily
from farmers, large and small; its supporters were
concentrated in the South and rural Midwest. The
economic calamities of the 1890s spawned the
Populist Party, which railed against a conspiracy
by Republicans, Wall Street, and the federal gov-
ernment to oppress and exploit farmers and
workers. Racism was a strong component of both
the Democratic and Populist parties, with the lat-
ter strongly supporting immigration restriction
and the former racial segregation. Grover Cleve-
land, the only Democrat to sit in the White House
between 1861 and 1914, was not an expansionist;
indeed, he and the Democratic Party fought
against the annexation of Samoa and Hawaii dur-
ing the late 1880s and 1890s. The Populists saw
overseas empire as just an extension of the
exploitive polices of the GOP-business coalition,
policies that held no advantage for farmers and
working people. In 1896, with the nomination of
William Jennings Bryan on both the Democratic
and Populist tickets, the former effectively swal-
lowed the latter. In the national debate over the
treaty with Spain ending the Spanish-American
War, in which the United States would annex the
Philippines and Guam and supervise Cuba as a
protectorate, Bryan led the anti-imperialist oppo-
sition. He did so in vain, however, as Roosevelt,
Lodge, and influential manufacturers rallied
behind the McKinley administration and ratifica-
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tion. In matters of tariff and trade, however, the
Republicans were the nationalists, favoring high
protective tariffs, and the Democrats the interna-
tionalists. Farmers, who depended upon world as
well as domestic markets, and business owners,
who depended upon trade with developed
nations, favored low tariffs. Imperialism, then,
was hardly the same as internationalism.

THE PROGRESSIVE ERA AND
WORLD WAR 1

Each of the Progressive Era presidents—Republi-
cans Theodore Roosevelt and William Howard
Taft and Democrat Woodrow Wilson—was com-
mitted to protecting America’s empire in the
Pacific and to solidifying the nation’s economic
and strategic position in the Western Hemisphere.
All were determined to guard the strategic
approaches to the Panama Canal (acquired in
1903 and completed in 1914), expand U.S. trade
with the Americas and China, and pursue bal-
ance-of-power policies in Europe and East Asia to
ensure that no one power emerged to dominate
those respective areas. Although they differed in
techniques and rationales, the goals of the Pro-
gressive Era presidents were essentially the same,
and they evoked little significant partisan opposi-
tion. Their approaches did: Democrats were par-
ticularly critical of Taft’s dollar diplomacy and
Republicans of Wilson’s missionary diplomacy.

Woodrow Wilson led the United States into
World War I to “make the world safe for democ-
racy” and to safeguard American interests on the
high seas. He and most of his countrymen
regarded German submarine warfare as a threat to
the nation’s seafarers and to its economic health.
They regarded Germany and its allies as totalitar-
ian, expansionist powers who posed a threat to
democratic societies everywhere. The majority of
Democrats and Republicans enthusiastically sup-
ported the Wilson administration’s decision to go
to war. Indeed, Theodore Roosevelt had blasted
the president for not coming to the Allies’ aid ear-
lier. The principal figure opposing the administra-
tion’s preparedness policies and aggressive
diplomacy was William Jennings Bryan, Wilson’s
first secretary of state. In the aftermath of the war,
however, bipartisanship crumbled as Wilson
sought to push his controversial peace program
through Congress.

Wilson was an internationalist who envi-
sioned a League of Nations that would act collec-
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tively to prevent aggression and war. His creation
called for member nations to surrender a degree
of their selfish national interests for the good of
the community. When he and the Democrats in
the Senate organized to push the Treaty of Ver-
sailles, which contained the charter of the League
of Nations, through Congress, they found them-
selves opposed by two groups, both predomi-
nantly Republican. First were the so-called Lodge
Republicans, who were determined to modify the
covenant of the league. Personally, Lodge hated
Wilson, but, in addition, the president had made
no attempt to involve the Republican Party in the
peacemaking process. The American delegation
to the Paris Peace Conference of 1919 included
neither a prominent Republican nor a member of
the Senate. Finally, the Lodge Republicans were
nationalists. They saw no reason why the United
States should surrender its freedom of action and
be committed by a majority of the league mem-
bers to a course that was not necessarily in its
interests. The other faction opposing the treaty
was a group of isolationists, dubbed “irreconcil-
ables” by the press, who were opposed to mem-
bership in an international organization under
any conditions. Led by Senator William Borah of
Idaho, the fourteen Republicans and one Demo-
crat insisted that the United States ought to focus
on domestic problems of poverty, ignorance, cor-
porate wrongdoing, and political corruption.
Many were midwestern Progressives who had
more in common with Bryan and the Populists
than they did with the eastern, business-domi-
nated wing of the Republican Party. When Wilson
refused to compromise with Lodge and his fol-
lowers, the Senate rejected the treaty and with it
membership in the League of Nations.

INTERWAR ISOLATIONISM

Isolationism was the byword of American foreign
policy in the 1920s and 1930s. During the
buildup to U.S. entry into World War I, a major
shift in the two major parties’ posture toward for-
eign affairs had taken place. Before 1916 Democ-
rats had generally followed Bryan’s lead in
opposing a more assertive, interventionist role in
world affairs. Under Wilson’s leadership, how-
ever, the party gradually embraced a more active
role for the United States in world affairs in which
it identified its economic and strategic well-being
with that of other democracies and in which it
would be willing to use force in behalf of world
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peace. A similar change was taking place in the
Republican Party. Its support of the Spanish-
American War and acquisition of the Philippines,
together with the activism of Roosevelt, Lodge,
and other prominent Republicans, had earned the
party a reputation for favoring a larger role for the
United States in world affairs. But in 1916 the
Republicans refused to seriously consider nomi-
nating Roosevelt for the presidency. In the debate
over the Versailles treaty, the party identified itself
with nationalism and isolationism against
Wilsonian internationalism. In truth, the rank
and file of the Republican Party, especially outside
the East, identified more with Borah and his fol-
lowers than with Lodge and his. In the 1930s,
influenced by the Great Depression and the gath-
ering war clouds in Europe, the Republican Party,
as well as a majority of Americans, would invoke
the concept of Fortress America and insist that
the rise of the fascist powers in Europe and Asia
posed no threat to the United States.

During the height of the Great Depression,
the Democratic administration of Franklin Roo-
sevelt chose not to challenge the Republican con-
sensus. But as the 1930s progressed with Hitler
gobbling up Austria and Czechoslovakia and
Japan’s invasion of China, Roosevelt began inch-
ing the country toward nonbelligerent alliance
with Great Britain, China, and the other nations
standing against the Axis. With the outbreak of
World War II in 1939 and the fall of France in
1940, the debate over America’s proper role in
world affairs escalated, with the Democrats gener-
ally opting for interventionist policies and the
Republicans clinging to isolation. In 1940 isola-
tionists formed the America First Committee. The
organization was Midwest-centered and made up
largely of business-oriented opponents of the
New Deal, although it included former Progres-
sives and elements of the extreme left who
espoused the “merchants of death” thesis. Oppos-
ing them were the Committee to Defend America
by Aiding the Allies. Ideologically, intervention-
ists tended to be liberal New Dealers and politi-
cally they were generally Democratic, although
members of the eastern, liberal wing of the
Republican Party supported all-out aid to the
Allies. In the spring of 1941, the Roosevelt admin-
istration went head-to-head with the isolationists
in Congress and secured passage of the Lend-
Lease Act. With that measure the United States
became a non-fighting ally of Great Britain and
the Soviet Union. With the attack on Pearl Harbor
on 7 December 1941, the United States became a
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full-fledged belligerent, and partisan opposition
to intervention effectively ended.

WORLD WAR II AND ITS AFTERMATH

What changed dramatically during World War II,
a shift neither understood nor appreciated by
President Roosevelt and Secretary of State Cordell
Hull, was the attitude of the American people.
They were willing, as they had not been earlier, to
assume their country’s burden of responsibility in
world affairs. Americans were guilty over their
refusal to participate in the League of Nations. If
only the most powerful nation in the world had
thrown its weight behind a collective security sys-
tem, the Holocaust and World War II might have
been prevented. The war experience had been so
painful and after 1945 the prospect of nuclear war
so horrible that Americans were willing to make
sacrifices in the form of economic aid for the
rebuilding of Europe and to provide funds for
defense against the looming threat of Soviet
expansion. Reflecting these changed attitudes,
Congress, on 21 September 1943, passed the Ful-
bright-Connally Resolution, which pledged U.S.
participation in an international organization to
keep the peace. Even before the passage of this
measure, the leadership of the Republican Party
had gathered on Mackinac Island, Michigan, to
hammer out a position on the postwar order.
Under the tutelage of Senator Arthur H. Vanden-
berg of Michigan and Governor Thomas E. Dewey
of New York, the conferees devised a compromise
resolution acceptable to most Republicans, which
favored the formation of an international organi-
zation after the war.

The realization that positive measures
would be needed to prevent a third world war
convinced them that their leaders, regardless of
party, must cooperate to best serve the national
interests abroad. In order that the United States
have a full and constructive impact on world
events, Americans demanded that partisan poli-
tics be removed from foreign policy so that the
United States could speak with a single voice in
foreign affairs. Politicians, presidents, senators,
and the members of the House of Representatives
were to work to develop policies that would
receive broad-based support.

Franklin D. Roosevelt, who was never fully
committed to State Department planning for a
postwar international organization, held a fuzzy
conception of what the postwar world should
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look like. Roosevelt, however, did believe in
cooperation among the great powers and summit
diplomacy to maintain the peace. He was con-
vinced that such cooperation had won the war
and that major-power agreement would prevent
another conflict. He never thought that the Amer-
ican people would support the stationing of U.S.
troops abroad and the rebuilding of Western
Europe. Moreover, to the president, bipartisan-
ship meant total congressional acquiescence in
the executive branch’s conduct of foreign policy.
In brief, he wanted to run foreign policy himself
without congressional interference.

Into the breach stepped Senator Arthur Van-
denberg. In an address to the Senate on 10 January
1945, marking another step in the establishment
of bipartisan foreign policy, he rejected isolation-
ism and pledged cooperation if the administration
would state its plans for the postwar world with
candor. Vandenberg announced that he would
support the evolving United Nations. To further
guarantee the peace and allay Russian distrust of
the West, he called for a four-power military
alliance to prevent another war and to ensure that
Germany would not rearm. More important, he
suggested maximum consultation and cooperation
between the administration and the Senate in
charting the course of American diplomacy in the
postwar world.

The succession of Harry S. Truman to the
presidency portended well for bipartisanship.
Truman knew the senators as friends and had
respect for their abilities. As a former member of
the Senate establishment, he well understood the
benefits of working closely with Senate and
House committees, and as a new president, he
needed all the support and advice he could gar-
ner. In the summer of 1945, the U.S. Senate rati-
fied the charter of the United Nations by a vote of
89 to 2.

THE COLD WAR

From 1946 to 1949, with bipartisan support, the
Truman administration gradually took a more
confrontational stance toward Soviet expansion
into Eastern Europe. With bipartisan support,
Congress in March 1947 approved the Truman
Doctrine, which appropriated funds to aid the
Greek and Turkish governments as they combated
communist-led revolution and external Soviet
pressure, respectively. More important, Congress
and the executive, Republicans and Democrats,
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joined together to declare that it would be the
policy of the United States “to support free peo-
ples who are resisting attempted subjugation by
armed minorities or by outside pressures.” Later
that year, the Marshall Plan, devised to fund the
reconstruction of Western Europe, passed Con-
gress with bipartisan support. Over the next four
years, the United States poured more than $13
billion into areas ravaged by World War II, in part
out of a belief that communism thrived in areas
where economic deprivation and social instability
prevailed. In 1949, by a wide bipartisan margin,
Congress approved U.S. participation in the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO),
which committed its members to view an attack
on one as an attack on all.

By 1950 anticommunism had become per-
haps the most important theme in American poli-
tics, but it was no longer a rallying point for
bipartisanship. The Republicans were deeply frus-
trated by their inability to win a presidential elec-
tion. Truman’s upset victory over Thomas E.
Dewey in 1948 was particularly galling. The New
Deal and the permanence of the emerging welfare
state in America had left the Republicans without
a compelling domestic issue. In the aftermath of
Truman’s victory, the party leadership decided
that it could no longer afford a me-too position on
American foreign policy. With Wisconsin Senator
Joseph R. McCarthy charging that the administra-
tion had permitted infiltration of the federal gov-
ernment by Soviet espionage agents, and Senators
Robert Taft and Everett Dirksen indicting Roo-
sevelt and Truman for selling out Eastern Europe
to the Kremlin, the Republicans launched a
relentless campaign to portray the Democrats as
soft on communism.

The effect of this campaign was to create an
anticommunist consensus in the United States of
monumental proportions. In late January 1950,
President Truman directed the State and Defense
departments “to make an overall review and
reassessment of American foreign and defense
policy” in light of the fall of China to the commu-
nists and the detonation of an atomic bomb by the
Soviet Union (both in 1949). The result was
National Security Council Document 68 (NSC
68), a policy paper committing the United States
to combating the forces of international commu-
nism “on every front,” to use the historian
Thomas G. Paterson’s phrase. This paper led to a
fourfold increase in defense budgets and commit-
ted the United States to defending democracy
against communism on the global stage. It paved
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the way for the transformation of the United
States into a national security state and institu-
tionalized a Cold War between the United States
and its allies on the one hand and the Soviet
Union and its allies on the other that would last
until 1989. It led to U.S. intervention into the
Korean War and provoked a series of brushfire
conflicts throughout the developing world with
the Soviets or Communist Chinese backing one
side and the United States the other.

Meanwhile, the Republicans continued to
hammer the Democrats with the soft-on-commu-
nism issue. In 1950, with General of the Army
Douglas MacArthur in command, United Nations
forces drove invading North Korean troops out of
South Korea and pushed toward the Yalu River,
the boundary between communist North Korea
and Communist China. In November, 180,000
Chinese communist troops crossed the river and
smashed MacArthur’s troops. They retreated
below the Thirty-eighth Parallel separating the
two Koreas, but MacArthur soon halted the
advance and mounted a counteroffensive. When
the general regained the Thirty-eighth Parallel in
March 1951, he asked permission of the Truman
administration to once again proceed north. This
time the president and his advisers refused.
Undaunted, MacArthur wrote a letter to the lead-
ing Republican in the House of Representatives,
Joseph Martin, in which he asserted that “there is
no substitute for victory.” When Truman subse-
quently relieved MacArthur of his command, the
Republican leadership decided that they had the
perfect presidential candidate for 1952. In May
and June, Republican senators ostentatiously held
hearings on MacArthur’s firing. His demise and
the refusal of the Truman administration to
reunify Korea under a noncommunist govern-
ment was clear proof that Democrats were either
appeasers or soft-headed. When it became clear
subsequently that MacArthur was defying not
only Truman but also the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
who took the position that an all-out war with
Communist China would make it impossible for
the United States to defend Western Europe,
MacArthur’s popularity faded, and the Republi-
cans had to look for another war hero to run for
president.

During the 1950s, many Democrats sus-
pected that Dwight D. Eisenhower’s frequent
appeals to bipartisanship were merely attempts to
trick the Democratic Party into sharing the blame
if policies already decided upon failed. Senate
Democratic Majority Leader Lyndon B. Johnson
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continued to act as a partner with President
Eisenhower and his secretary of state, John Foster
Dulles, in pursuing a policy of combating com-
munism through a policy of cooperation with
allies and economic and military aid to noncom-
munist developing nations. The Eisenhower
administration actually received more support in
Congress from Democrats than from the conser-
vative wing of his own party. Indeed, led by Sena-
tor Robert Taft and former President Herbert
Hoover, conservative Republicans espoused a
form of neo-isolationism. They insisted that
America’s resources were limited and that it ought
to concentrate on perfecting its own institutions
and guaranteeing its own prosperity. They were
particularly adamant about the need to balance
the budget. The neo-isolationists opposed the sta-
tioning of U.S. troops in Europe as part of a NATO
armed force, and they somewhat paradoxically
warned about the perils of being drawn into a
land war in Asia. The Eisenhower-Johnson axis
prevailed, however, and in December 1954 Con-
gress approved a pact between the United States
and Chiang Kai-shek’s Nationalist government on
Formosa that committed the United States to sta-
tioning troops “in and about” the island. In 1957
bipartisan support led to congressional approval
of the Eisenhower Doctrine, empowering the
president to use military force if any government
in the Middle East requested protection against
“overt armed aggression from any nation con-
trolled by International Communism.”

It was with Democratic help that the Eisen-
hower administration fended off a proposed con-
stitutional amendment authored by the
conservative Republican senator John Bricker of
Ohio, which would effectively have given Con-
gress veto power over executive agreements with
foreign powers.

During the presidential campaign of 1960,
Democrat John E Kennedy, running against Vice
President Richard M. Nixon, criticized the Eisen-
hower administration for being passive and
unimaginative in dealing with the forces of inter-
national communism. He promised a more active
policy in which the United States would fund and
participate in “counterinsurgencies” against com-
munist guerrillas, augment America’s nuclear
stockpile, and continue to furnish military and
economic aid to developing nations. Kennedy and
his advisers also promised to open dialogue with
noncommunist leftist elements fighting for social
and economic justice. Kennedy won, but his
pragmatic intentions were soon dashed on the
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rocks of Fidel Castro and communist Cuba.
When the new president failed to press home the
abortive Bay of Pigs invasion in 1961, which was
intended to rally popular opposition to Castro
and lead to his overthrow, Republicans once again
raised the “soft on communism” cry. From that
point on, the president tended to base his assess-
ment of nearly every hot spot in the Cold War
upon his bitter experience with Cuba.

VIETNAM: CONFLICT AT HOME
AND ABROAD

By the 1960s the salient features of American for-
eign policy were the domino theory, the Munich
analogy, and the notion of a monolithic commu-
nist threat. American strategists believed that, in a
world characterized by a life-and-death struggle
between the forces of totalitarian communism
and democratic capitalism, the fall of one nation
to communism would inevitably lead to the fall of
its neighbors. Moreover, to acquiesce in appease-
ment would only lead to further appeasement.
Thus did the administrations of Democrats John
E Kennedy and Lyndon B. Johnson and the
Republican administration of Richard M. Nixon
feel it necessary to involve America in the bur-
geoning conflict between communist North Viet-
nam and noncommunist South Vietnam. At first
there was strong bipartisan support for making
Vietnam a testing ground for America’s will to
combat communism. In August 1964, after
reports that North Vietnamese torpedo boats had
attacked U.S. destroyers on the high seas in the
Gulf of Tonkin, the Johnson administration
secured Senate passage (with only two dissenting
votes) of the Tonkin Gulf Resolution. In it Con-
gress empowered the president to “take all neces-
sary measures to repel any armed attacks against
the forces of the United States and to prevent fur-
ther aggression.” The State Department subse-
quently called the resolution “the functional
equivalent of a declaration of war.” President
Johnson did not reveal at the time that the U.S.
vessels had been engaged in secret espionage and
raiding activities directed against North Vietnam.

As the war progressed, opposition to it
mounted in Congress. The activist foreign poli-
cies of the post—-World War II era that produced
the war in Southeast Asia were a product of the
melding of conservative anticommunists who
defined national security in terms of bases and
alliances and who were basically xenophobic
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(many of them former Republican neo-isolation-
ists), and liberal reformers who were determined
to safeguard the national interest by exporting
democracy and facilitating overseas economic
prosperity. By 1966 a coalition of moderate-to-lib-
eral senators, led by the powerful chairman of the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee, J. William
Fulbright, began to express doubts not only about
the war in Vietnam but about the assumptions
that underlay it. To them, nationalism was more
important than the Cold War in precipitating
Third World conflicts. The communist world,
especially given the emerging Sino-Soviet split,
seemed hardly monolithic. In addition, there was
no convincing proof that if South Vietnam fell
under the rule of communists, Thailand, Indone-
sia, and the Philippines would follow. Finally, and
most important, congressional dissidents pointed
out that most of the regimes the United States was
defending in the name of democracy, including
the governments of South Vietnam, were either
authoritarian or totalitarian.

Lyndon Johnson had doubts about the war
in Southeast Asia, but in order to get his domestic
Great Society programs through Congress he per-
ceived that he would have to appease the so-called
conservative coalition—Southern Democrats and
Republicans who had allied to battle the growth of
the welfare state and federally mandated civil
rights since the late 1940s—who were ardent in
their anticommunism and hence supported the
war in Vietnam. Johnson was obsessed with con-
sensus and not just because of his desire to achieve
domestic reform. He truly believed in the efficacy
of bipartisanship in foreign policymaking. The
contradictions inherent in the Cold War proved
too much for the Texan, however. In 1968, facing
opposition from the liberal and moderate wings of
his own party, Johnson opted not to run for reelec-
tion, paving the way for the presidency of Republi-
can Richard Nixon.

Nixon and his national security adviser and
secretary of state, Henry Kissinger, were deter-
mined to create a new international order that
would simultaneously contain communism and
restore America’s freedom of action. The new
president could use his strong anticommunist
credentials as a cover to build bridges to the com-
munist superpowers. Once disarmed, the Soviet
Union and Communist China could be persuaded
to take their places as responsible members of the
international community. Then, the great powers
could act to control revolutions that threatened
international stability. Unfortunately, such a pol-



BIPARTISANSHIP

J. WILLIAM FULBRIGHT

James William Fulbright, educator, senator, and Vietnam-
era dissenter, was born in Sumner, Missouri, on 9 April
1905, and was raised in Fayetteville, Arkansas. In 1942
he ran successfully for Congress, where he made a name
for himself by cosponsoring the Fulbright-Connally Resolu-
tion, which placed Congress on record as favoring mem-
bership in a postwar collective security organization. In
1944 he captured a Senate seat, and two years later intro-
duced legislation creating the international exchange pro-
gram that bears his name. In 1950 he became chair of the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee and served in that
capacity until his departure from the Senate in 1975. In
1993, President William Jefferson Clinton, one of Ful-
bright's protégés, presented him with the Medal of Free-
dom. Fulbright died on 9 February 1995 following a
massive stroke suffered two years earlier.

The themes that dominated the public life and
work of Fulbright were cultural tolerance and interna-
tional cooperation. During his thirty-two years in Con-
gress, he appealed to the people of the world but
particularly Americans to appreciate and tolerate other
cultures and political systems without condoning armed
aggression or human rights violations. His dedication to
internationalism generally and the United Nations specif-
ically and his passionate support of the Fulbright
Exchange Program followed logically. He was convinced
that the exchange of students and scholars would
increase understanding and breed political elites capable
of pursuing enlightened foreign policies.

Frightened by the resurgence of the radical right
and greatly impressed by Soviet Premier Nikita
Khrushchev’s conciliatory visit to the United States in
1959, Fulbright moved beyond competitive coexistence
to embrace the concept of détente. He was pleased with
the Kennedy administration’s flexible response to the
communist threat and, following the Cuban missile crisis
in 1963, with its willingness to make a fresh start with
the Soviet Union. During the 1964 presidential election,
Democrat Fulbright took the point in the foreign policy
debate with Republican Senator Barry Goldwater and
the “true believers.” He was a devoted advocate of the
liberal internationalism espoused by the Kennedy-John-
son administrations, that is, he believed that the United
States ought to deter Sino-Soviet aggression through
military preparedness and combat communist wars of
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liberation through foreign aid and counterinsurgency,
but at the same time, he was committed to peaceful
existence. The communist world, he argued, would
eventually collapse of its own internal contradictions.

Fulbright parted company with Lyndon Johnson
because he believed that his longtime political comrade-
in-arms had sold out to the very forces that Johnson had
defeated in 1964. The decision to intervene in the
Dominican Republic and to escalate the war in Vietnam
signaled to the senator the triumph of the nationalist,
xenophobic, imperialist tendencies that had always
lurked beneath the surface of American society. Fulbright
came to the conclusion that the war was not a case of
North Vietnam aggression against South Vietnam.
Rather, the north’s Ho Chi Minh represented the forces
of authentic Vietnamese nationalism and the war in the
south pitted an American-supported puppet govern-
ment against indigenous revolutionaries who were seek-
ing social justice and national self-determination.

In February 1966, the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee held televised hearings on Vietnam. The mis-
givings expressed began the national debate on the wis-
dom of U.S. policy toward Southeast Asia. From then
until Johnson’s departure from the presidency, Fulbright
labored to undermine the consensus that supported the
war in Vietnam. In 1967 he published The Arrogance of
Power, a best-selling and sweeping critique of American
foreign policy.

Concerning the executive-legislative preroga-
tives, Fulbright’s concern was not with a particular
interpretation of the Constitution. In the aftermath of
World War Il, with the tide of isolationism still running
strong, an assertive, active executive was needed to
advance the cause of internationalism and keep the
peace. But over the years, the stresses and strains of
fighting the Cold War under the shadow of a nuclear
holocaust had taken their toll. Its actions sometimes cir-
cumscribed and sometimes dictated by a fanatical anti-
communism, the executive had embarked on an
imperial foreign policy that had involved America in its
longest war and created a maze of international com-
mitments and overseas bases not seen since the British
empire was in full bloom. The only way to check this
trend, Fulbright believed, was to restore congressional
prerogatives in foreign policymaking.



BLOCKADES

Frank J. Merli and Robert H. Ferrell

Blockade, historically speaking, has been a mar-
itime measure, to restrict entrance to a harbor or its
environs. The word has been stretched to include
entire countries. Sometimes “blockade” has meant
enforcement or threat of enforcement by land
rather than by sea, along the borders of an oppos-
ing nation or nations. The blockade has always
been an attractive concept to the American people
and government, for it has been seen as a way of
restricting war and even of preserving peace. In
time of war, a narrowly drawn blockade might
ward off a conflict and allow a neutral nation, per-
haps the United States, to carry on its trade much
as before. In time of peace, a blockade might prove
sufficient to discourage a quarreling nation from
employing military force. According to interna-
tional law there can be pacific as well as belligerent
blockades, but most, of course, have been insti-
tuted in wartime. Although other terms—*“quaran-
tine,” “interdiction,” “interception”—have gained
currency over the years, the basic concept of block-
ade has remained an important component of
American diplomatic and military policy.

DEVELOPMENT OF THE LAW

The law of blockade, that is, the rules governing
proper legal practice, originated in the early
struggles for supremacy among the maritime
nations of Europe in the fifteenth and sixteenth
centuries. During that time, belligerents hacked
and hewed, by sea as by land, and neutrals con-
stantly found themselves involved in quarrels,
whether they wished to be or not. Early in the
seventeenth century a compromise of sorts
emerged between neutrals and belligerents, in
which the latter undertook to define carefully the
list of items that were contraband and subject to
capture. They also agreed that blockades could
not merely be proclaimed: acceptable practice
required that a port be cordoned off by the sta-
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tioning of naval vessels at its entrance. As origi-
nally conceived, a blockade was a maritime equiv-
alent of a land siege. When a port was properly
blockaded, an investing belligerent could prohibit
all trade with that port, including that of neutral
nations. The idea apparently appeared first in a
1614 treaty between the Netherlands and Sweden.
A refinement of the concept of effective blockade
appeared in a Dutch announcement or Placaart of
1630, issued after consultation with private
jurists and judges of the courts of admiralty. Its
first article declared: “Neutral ships and goods
passing in or out of the ports of the enemy in
Flanders; or being so near them, that there can be
no doubt but they will go into them, shall be con-
fiscated: Because their High Mightinesses contin-
ually beset those ports with ships of war, in order
to hinder any commerce with the enemy.” Inter-
estingly enough, the drafters of this rule justified
it as “an ancient custom, warranted by the exam-
ple of all princes”—a useful, if not entirely accu-
rate, assessment of prior practice. The “law” of
blockade, however, unlike other branches of
international law, owed less to statutory enact-
ments and more to the customs and precedents of
naval officers and admiralty lawyers as they
sought to bend the definitions of blockade to
accommodate national interests, especially the
need for victory in war.

In the early modern period of European his-
tory, with its frequent maritime wars, new rules of
blockade rapidly evolved, and as they grew they
acquired increasing importance as effective
instruments of naval coercion. But those rules
never remained static. They required frequent
adjustment to new circumstances, technological
innovation, and modified strategic concepts.
More importantly, over the centuries, blockades
had to be adapted to the exigencies created by
new definitions of the nature of war.

From the mid-seventeenth century onward,
new concepts of blockade were developed, and



BLOCKADES

soon the nations of Europe agreed on some basic
rules governing their use. Hugo Grotius, the
father of international law, set out a rule that
foodstuffs, so-called provisions, should be treated
as contraband only when an attempt was made to
introduce them into a blockaded port in extremis,
and this humane refinement received general
approval from naval authorities. For their part,
legal theorists such as Cornelis van Bynkershoek
generally agreed that international law recognized
no right of access to ports effectively closed by
naval squadrons. When the United States drew up
a model treaty of commerce in 1776 for submis-
sion to foreign nations, it overlooked an article
defining blockades, but soon remedied that omis-
sion. American statesmen took inspiration from
the attempted Armed Neutrality of 1780. Cather-
ine the Great sought to bring together some of the
European neutrals in the general war then raging,
to unite them in a pact of armed neutrality that
would enforce an expanded definition of neutral
rights in wartime. Russia proposed that “the
denomination of a blockaded port is to be given
only to one which has the enemy vessels stationed
sufficiently near to cause an evident danger to the
attempt to enter.” Although little came of Cather-
ine’s initiative, the government of the United
States incorporated this proviso into its Treaty
Plan of 1784, and it sought international recogni-
tion of this principle.

In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries,
the practices of nations vis-a-vis blockade tended
to follow their treaty obligations, and those
treaties spelled out a wide variety of reciprocal
rights and duties that would become operative in
time of war. Naturally, a good many of the
arrangements concerned the proper implementa-
tion of the rules of blockade, for nations that were
neutral had no wish to become embroiled in the
quarrels of their neighbors. It might be said that
no branch of international relations received more
attention than the search for a viable definition of
blockade, one that would protect the rights of
neutrals without too seriously impeding the war
efforts of belligerents. Part of the reason for a cer-
tain tolerance on the subject stemmed from
necessity: the naval powers of that day, Britain
and Holland, depended upon Scandinavian
sources of naval stores. Prudence dictated a cir-
cumspect policy toward the northern neutrals of
Europe, while the conditions of warfare made
such a policy easier to pursue.

In that time of limited war, full-scale block-
ades were rarely imposed, for men-of-war and pri-
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vateers usually found it more profitable to waylay
merchantmen that might be subject to seizure and
condemnation in a prize court (with consequent
enrichment of the captors). In prize law, problems
of blockade violation remained largely a subdivi-
sion of the law of contraband until the era of the
wars of the French Revolution. In the 1790s,
British Admiralty officials began to pay closer
attention to the problems posed by blockade. The
altered circumstances of the time required new
approaches, and all concessions toward neutrals
had to be reevaluated.

The struggle that engulfed Europe from
1793 to 1815 ushered in a new era of interna-
tional relations. Changed conditions of warfare
required the belligerents to impose heavy restric-
tions on trade with the enemy. Almost at once,
Great Britain and France narrowed their defini-
tions of neutral rights; and as the struggle
between them intensified, both nations demon-
strated that they would take whatever measures
seemed necessary to defeat the enemy. At one
point the French proclaimed that there were no
neutrals, and the British echoed that sentiment.
According to one commentator, international law,
if it existed at all, had been known only “through
the declamations of publicists and its violation by
governments.” Whatever the cynicism of that
mot, it accurately reflected the views of an age
caught up in revolutionary upheaval.

When the wars of the French Revolution led
Britain to an assault on America’s presumed right
of unfettered trade with all the nations of the
world, belligerent as well as neutral, Secretary of
State Thomas Jefferson drew up a strong protest.
The provision order of 1793 had instructed British
naval commanders to bring in for preemptive pur-
chase all neutral ships en route to French ports
with cargoes of corn, flour, or meal. By this arbi-
trary redefinition of contraband, by an order that
would keep American grain out of French markets
in Europe and in the West Indies, by a decree that
arrogantly restricted American produce to the
ports of Britain or its allies, the infamous provision
order threatened the new nation’s honor and inter-
ests. The threat led Jefferson to a spirited defense
of America’s canons of commerce and interna-
tional law. After denouncing the British order as
contrary to the law of nations and asserting that
food could never be classified as contraband, he
acknowledged a “single restriction” on the right of
neutrals to use the seas freely: “that of not furnish-
ing to either party implements merely of war . . .
nor anything whatever to a place blockaded by its
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enemy.” Jefferson thus put his finger on an impor-
tant point, for if food could be classitied as contra-
band, as an implement of war, British cruisers
could legally seize it on American ships. If an
order in council could declare entire islands of the
West Indies or the entire coast of France block-
aded, then Americans could carry nothing what-
ever to those places.

In the practice of the times, a legal blockade
“entitled the blockading power to intercept all
commerce with the blockaded port and to confis-
cate ships and cargoes of whatever description
attempting to breach the blockade.” As a nation
that lived largely by export of foodstuffs, America
had a vested interest in the outcome of arguments
on the fine points of international law.

But Jefferson could not bring the British
around to his view. Nor could John Jay when, in
1794, he went to London to draw up a commer-
cial treaty and to resolve a number of simmering
disputes, including claims for damages that had
grown out of the British attacks on American
commerce. In part, Jay sought to bring the British
around to Jefferson’s definition of neutral rights,
to get them to agree that foodstuffs could never be
classified as contraband (although they might be
captured on ships attempting to enter a blockaded
port). In these negotiations the Americans also
desired British assent to the definition of effective
blockade incorporated in the Armed Neutrality of
1780. Unable to obtain these arrangements, Jay
had to be satisfied with a British promise to
indemnify American citizens for captured articles
“not generally regarded as contraband,” and for
assurances that vessels approaching a blockaded
port would be turned away rather than captured,
if the captain had no knowledge of such blockade.
Beyond these innocuous concessions the British
refused to go.

Meanwhile, on the French side during the
1790s, matters became so trying for the United
States that a quasi-war broke out in 1798, largely
because of French interference with American
commerce. Lasting two years, the war ended with
the Treaty of Mortefontaine (better known as the
Convention of 1800), which contained a
Napoleonic affirmation of neutral rights, includ-
ing a narrow definition of blockade. No altruism
dictated such a concession; in all probability
Napoleon sought to embarrass the British for
their provision order and for other executive acts
of the British cabinet that both interfered with his
supplies and irritated neutrals by their arbitrary
nature. Or he may have sought to lure the United
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States into another league of armed neutrals that
was then forming in Europe.

The Treaty of Amiens (1802) momentarily
brought peace to Europe, but when war resumed
barely a year later, the concept of neutral rights
and the definition of blockade again came in for
heavy pummeling by both belligerents. Horatio
Nelson’s victory at Trafalgar in October 1805 and
Napoleon’s at Austerlitz in December of that year
made England supreme on the sea and France
supreme on land. As Napoleon moved from tri-
umph to triumph thereafter and consolidated his
hegemony over the Continent, the British sought
to bring him down with ever more restrictive
maritime regulations. The military stalemate
required full-scale economic war, which spelled
trouble for the neutrals. The British had already
tightened up on neutral trade with French colo-
nial possessions by invoking the Rule of 1756—a
diktat that forbade in wartime trade not allowed
in peacetime—to cut neutrals out of the profitable
French carrying trade.

During the wars of Napoleon, blockade
proved the most potent weapon in the arsenals of
both belligerents, although sometimes its bark
was worse than its bite. Upon becoming prime
minister in 1806, Charles James Fox sponsored
an order in council that declared the coast of
Europe, from Brest to the Elbe, in a state of block-
ade (although its prohibitions were absolute only
between the Seine and Ostend). It amounted to a
paper blockade, unsupported by ships stationed
off the ports in blockade. Even the mistress of the
seas did not have sufficient ships to cordon off so
extensive a portion of seacoast.

The French responded with the Berlin
(1806) and Milan (1807) decrees. These imperial
enactments placed the British Isles in a state of
blockade, and any ship submitting to search by
British cruisers or complying with regulations
requiring a stop at a British port the French con-
sidered denationalized and a lawful prize. Essen-
tially a set of domestic French regulations,
Napoleon’s continental system remained legal in
territories under French control, in the domin-
ions of its allies, or in consenting neutral coun-
tries. The system amounted to “a fantastic
blockade in reverse.” Its main purpose was not
blockade but the ruin of British commerce, as
Napoleon himself admitted. “It is by dominating
all the coasts of Europe that we shall succeed in
bringing Pitt [the Younger, then prime minister]
to an honorable peace,” he had written in 1800,
but “if the seas escape us, there is not a port, not
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the mouth of a river, that is not within reach of
our sword.” By denying his adversary access to
continental markets, the emperor hoped to
destroy British power.

Faced with competing blockades (the
British, for their part, desired only to push their
own goods onto the Continent, contrary to
Napoleon’s desire), confronted with ever more
restrictive practices on the part of the European
belligerents, the neutral United States twisted and
turned, without finding a satisfactory resolution of
its dilemma. On one occasion President Jefferson
told the French minister in Washington that “we
have principles from which we shall never depart.
Our people have commerce everywhere, and
everywhere our neutrality should be respected. On
the other hand we do not want war, and all this is
very embarrassing.” The situation called for
action, but action risked war. Under such circum-
stances, and given the peaceful proclivities of the
Jeffersonians, it was tempting to resort to ingenu-
ity; the more so because Napoleon had cunningly
remarked in the Milan Decree that its provisions
would not be enforced against neutrals who com-
pelled Britain to respect their flag. The president
sponsored a series of legislative enactments,
including the embargo of 1807-1809, which,
through unfortunate timing, coincided with the
apogee of Napoleonic power. The baleful effects of
the embargo helped convince some Federalists in
Boston and elsewhere that the president was in
league with the emperor. Nothing could be further
from the truth. The European situation remained
beyond the influence of American stratagems, no
matter how ingenious, as Jefferson and his succes-
sor James Madison learned.

The British openly violated their own block-
ade of Europe by a system of licenses encouraging
neutrals to carry both British and colonial goods
through the French self-blockade, albeit after
those goods had passed through British hands at a
profit. In 1807 some 1,600 such licenses were
granted; and by 1810 the number had reached
18,000. By that time Russia had deserted the con-
tinental system, opening the Baltic to neutral and
British trade.

The result of all these twists and turns,
taken under the name of blockade, was an exten-
sion of the war that soon involved the United
States. Unable to control the periphery of his sys-
tem, in Spain, Portugal, and Russia, Napoleon
took his Grande Armée to Moscow and disaster.
The object of that campaign, of course, was to
force the Russians back into the system and to
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reconstruct his continental blockade. Shortly
before this great effort commenced, the United
States, with its sixteen assorted ships of war,
entered the conflict against England. Soon the
British blockaded ports in the American South
and West, although they carefully refrained from
blockading New England, where there was much
disaffection with Mr. Madison’s war. Merchants
who carried foodstuffs for British troops received
passes through British squadrons. For two
months after the declaration of war, the British
consul in Boston licensed cargoes.

The wars of 1793-1815 clearly demon-
strated the irreconcilable difference between bel-
ligerents and neutrals over use of the flexible
doctrines of blockade. For the belligerents, espe-
cially the naval powers, blockade was a weapon
that, if used imaginatively, could do much to bring
the enemy to its knees; for the neutrals, blockade
constituted a danger to trade and a means of
involvement in the war. To the extent that a neu-
tral acquiesced in “unlawful” definitions, that
nation decreased its impartiality by actions that
gave sustenance to one side while denying it to the
other. Conversely, a too vigorous assertion of neu-
tral rights might involve the nation in war. Still,
the imprecisions inherent in formulations satisfac-
tory to all, hence to none, provided loopholes that
required no great legal legerdemain to stretch
meanings to fit the exigencies of a particular war.
By selecting from an assortment of precedents and
practices, a belligerent could easily define the rules
of blockade so as to make neutral commerce a vic-
tim of the drive for victory.

When the British sought to close the Conti-
nent to neutral trade or to control that trade in
their own interest by whatever arbitrary or quasi-
legal means they might devise, their higher objec-
tive, the destruction of Napoleon’s warmaking
capacity, took precedence over abstract, poorly
defined, and largely unrecognized neutral rights
and theoretical definitions of how the Royal Navy
might or might not use one of its most powerful
weapons. In like manner, when Napoleon’s conti-
nental system came into conflict with American
views of proper conduct, the emperor proved no
less ingenious or heavy-handed in bending prac-
tice to fit his military or economic objectives.
Between the infringements of the British and
French, Americans had little to choose. Caught
between implacable forces in the war that raged
over Europe for nearly a generation, Americans
struggled to define and defend principles for
which the world, at that dangerous time, could
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find no use. When war threatened the safety of
the state, right gave way to might. In its life-or-
death struggle for national existence, Britain
could not countenance interpretations of block-
ade that interfered with the pursuit of victory.
Failure to understand that fact of international
life did much to embroil the United States in a
war it did not really want.

A WARLESS ERA

With the close of the Napoleonic wars in 1815,
attendant upon Waterloo and the emperor’s ban-
ishment to St. Helena, there followed almost a cen-
tury when, with the possible exception of the
American Civil War, no major conflict involving
neutral rights took place. The important wars of
the nineteenth century, from 1815 to 1914, were
either civil conflicts such as the Taiping rebellion
in China (1850-1864) and the American Civil
War, or land wars of relatively short duration such
as the Franco-Prussian War (1870-1871). Com-
mentators on the law of war therefore had ample
opportunity to refine their concepts and to
sharpen their definitions. Statesmen of the time,
especially American leaders, stressed the need for
a new, more reasonable international order. As sec-
retary of state, Madison had set the lines of this
litany when he denied the legality of a British
blockade of the entire islands of Martinique and
Guadeloupe. In 1805 he told the British chargé
d’affaires in Washington that international law
required the presence of sufficient force to render
“access to the prohibited place manifestly difficult
and dangerous.” In defense of this doctrine—and
for the sake of American exports of food and naval
stores—he added: “It can never be admitted that
the trade of a neutral nation in articles not contra-
band, can be legally obstructed to any place, not
actually blockaded.” In 1824, Secretary of State
John Quincy Adams ventured a new definition of a
legal blockade, one that required “ships stationary
or sufficiently near” the place prohibited, so that
there was “evident danger” in attempting an entry.
Then, during the Mexican War (1846-1848), the
United States again affirmed its opposition to
nominal blockades by telling the neutral British
that according to American rules, “no Mexican
port was considered blockaded unless a force was
stationed sufficiently near to make trade with that
port dangerous.”

The United States refused to adopt the 1856
Declaration of Paris by which the major European
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powers at the end of the Crimean War attempted
to promulgate a new code of neutral rights. That
set of rules included a revised definition of block-
ade: “Blockades, in order to be binding, must be
effective—that is to say, maintained by a force suf-
ficient really to prevent access to the coast of the
enemy.” That article coincided with traditional
American views. Other portions of the declaration
did not measure up to Washington’s expectations
of what a proper code of conduct should be. Dur-
ing the war, with the fighting mainly on land and
hardly touching neutral commerce, the maritime
powers, France and Britain (then allied against
Russia), realized that privateers, that is, legalized
private ships of war, might prove attractive to the
Russians in some future war. Having renounced
use of such vessels during the war, the victorious
allies sought in peace a formal international pro-
hibition against their use. Part of the price for
such an abolition was adoption of a more liberal
view of neutral rights, and the powers of Europe,
including Britain, subscribed to the rules set out
at Paris. Hence, the ideal statement about block-
ade. But the American government, like the Russ-
ian, found fault with the new code. With its small
navy, the United States might find future utility in
use of private vessels of war and was therefore
reluctant to surrender their use. Until belligerents
were willing to afford a total immunity to all pri-
vate property at sea, the Americans did not want
to abolish privateering. They sought, rather, to
trade off American acceptance of the article abol-
ishing privateers for European recognition of the
principle of immunity for private property at sea
during wartime.

Failure to sign the Declaration of Paris did
not enhance America’s status as a champion of
expanded neutral rights or as a proponent of the
need for clear limits to blockades. Nor was the
American position advanced by the circumstances
of the Civil War, a conflict that became so
heated—the need to contain the rebellious South
being so pressing—that Washington officials
proved willing to abridge the national record on
the rights of neutrals, particularly in the use of
blockade theory and practice, if only such abridg-
ment would bring victory. Indeed, some observers
and later historians have argued that the United
States had been a champion of neutral rights
when it had a small navy and little military power,
but when it marshaled the most effective army
and largest navy in the world, it jettisoned the
principles of an earlier generation in favor of a
more expedient approach.
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In retrospect, the Civil War seems to have
been so large an anomaly in American national
life that no easy judgment can be made on
whether President Abraham Lincoln and his aides
forsook the principles of the Founders to save the
Union. For the president and his secretary of
state, William H. Seward, the fundamental inter-
national problem during the war was to preserve
the neutrality and if possible the goodwill of
Britain. Blockade measures against the South
therefore had to be arranged so as to put maxi-
mum pressure on the Confederacy without pro-
voking British reprisals. To be sure, other
European neutrals occasionally encountered diffi-
culties—Spain, for example, because of owner-
ship of Cuba, from whence blockade-runners
sometimes passed, and Denmark because of the
proximity of the Virgin Islands to the Confederate
coast—but their involvement never reached crisis
proportions. The Mexican government frequently
complained about actions by Union captains off
Matamoros, contrary to the Treaty of Guadalupe
Hidalgo (1848), which forbade any blockade of
the Rio Grande. But the British response to prob-
lems generated by the war always concerned
Union leaders most, for they realized that Britain’s
international position, its merchant fleet and
naval strength, gave Her Majesty’s government a
vital interest in transatlantic affairs. For example,
when the British almost from the outset of the war
failed to push any blockade cases with the Ameri-
can government, that forbearance provided Lin-
coln’s administration with a helpful leeway in
manhandling aid for the South coming in by sea,
or any effort by Southerners to ship cotton abroad
in order to import the arms and supplies needed
to prosecute the war. Britain’s lack of militancy on
issues concerning blockade became so marked by
the second year of the war that the federal govern-
ment in Washington enjoyed virtual carte blanche
in its measures to seal off the South from supplies.

At the outbreak of war the Lincoln adminis-
tration made a slip, when on 19 April 1861 it pro-
claimed a blockade of Southern ports from South
Carolina to Texas and then eight days later of the
ports of North Carolina and Virginia. The presi-
dent should have declared the ports closed.
Proclamation of a blockade was a presumption
that the South enjoyed belligerent status and
might merit international recognition as an inde-
pendent nation. Officials in London felt that, in
any event, they could not look upon 5 million
people as pirates or as engaged in unlawful com-
bination, and on 13 May they issued a neutrality
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proclamation, which included a warning to
British subjects against the violation of any block-
ade established by either belligerent. Months
later, in July, President Lincoln tried to amend the
legal faux pas by saying that the blockade was “in
pursuance of the law of nations” against a domes-
tic insurrection: “A proclamation was issued for
closing the ports of the insurrectionary districts
by proceedings in the nature of blockade.” These
changes in legal terminology did not result in
European withdrawal of recognition of Confeder-
ate belligerent status.

Later, debate would focus on the effective-
ness of the Union blockade or on the “proceedings
in the nature of blockade.” Writers have con-
tended that Union efforts were effective, but one
twentieth-century southern historian argued that
the blockade was a sieve. He calculated that block-
ade-runners made 8,000 trips to the South. He fur-
ther points out that, in the early stages, the Union
did not have sufficient ships to give even a sem-
blance of effectiveness to its declaration. The
porous nature of the blockade invited attempts to
run into Southern ports with profitable cargo.
Many of the adventurers who tried their hand at
the business were “retired” British naval officers
and other subjects of Her Majesty, the Queen. So
many Britons took part in blockade-running that
Lord John Russell, the foreign secretary, offhand-
edly quipped that his countrymen would, “if
money were to be made by it, send supplies even
to hell at the risk of burning their sails.” Through-
out the war, profits remained high; a return of
1,000 percent upon investment was not uncom-
mon. Even in 1864, a captain who ordinarily made
$150 per month might earn $5,000. A popular
toast celebrated the blockade-runners’ thankful-
ness to everyone: “The Confederates that produce
the cotton; the Yankees that maintain the blockade
and keep up the price of cotton; the Britishers that
buy the cotton and pay the high price for it. Here’s
to all three, and a long continuance of the war, and
success to blockade-runners.”Still, the blockade
was effective enough for the British government,
despite considerable pressure against the move, to
recognize its existence. Lord Russell, who can
hardly be described as pro-North in outlook,
eventually concluded that the Union blockade
had to be considered “generally effective against
foreign trade.” His minister in Washington, Lord
Lyons, regarded it as more than a mere paper
blockade, noting that if it were “as ineffective as
Mr. Jefferson Davis says . . . he would not be so
very anxious to get rid of it.” From reports of the
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commander of their North American station, the
British carefully monitored the performance of
Union blockading squadrons, and not until early
1862 did they formally accept the blockade. In
February of that year, Russell told Lyons that
there were enough Union vessels on blockade
duty to prevent access to Southern ports or “to
create an evident danger” to ships seeking to
enter them.

Another Southern wartime hope—that the
need for cotton would force European powers to
press Lincoln’s government to relax its blockade—
also proved illusory. As it turned out, King Cotton
proved a weak champion and an inept diplomat.
By chance, the crop of 1860, one of the largest on
record, had been shipped to Europe before the war
started, and by the time a shortage developed, in
the winter of 1862-1863, the South’s military posi-
tion was too precarious to warrant European inter-
vention in American affairs.

One additional facet of the Civil War block-
ade deserves mention. Four captures of ships
made during the first months of the war raised
questions about the right of the federal govern-
ment under international law to establish a block-
ade of its own ports during an insurrection, and of
the right of the president to do so in the absence of
a congressional declaration of war. Attorney Gen-
eral Edward Bates was advised to delay the cases
until the president could appoint more politically
reliable justices to the Supreme Court. After three
Lincoln appointees joined the court, the govern-
ments position on the utility of the blockade was
barely upheld in 1863, by a vote of five to four.
The five cooperative justices made up in ardor
what they lacked in support from their less certain
brethren; and the dissenters no doubt blanched to
hear that they had taken the “wrong” side of an
issue involving “the greatest civil war known in
the history of the human race,” and that their neg-
ative arguments had threatened to “cripple the
arm of the government and paralyze its power by
subtle definitions and ingenious sophisms.”

In one of the prize cases, that of the Spring-
bok, the court ruled that any cargo ultimately
intended for a blockaded port could be captured
whenever it left the territorial waters of its port of
origin. This rule applied, the court said, “even if
the cargo was to be transshipped at an intermedi-
ate port, and the vessel in which it was found
when captured was not the one which was to
carry it to a blockaded port.” In this case the court
assigned a penalty for a breach of blockade “to a
guilty cargo in an innocent ship.” The court, in
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effect, ruled that the cargo was on a continuous
voyage from its port of origin to a blockaded port.
Acceptance of this definition increased the power
of the Union navy in intercepting supplies en
route to the South. Such rulings went far toward
making a blockade of Confederate ports almost
unnecessary by substituting what amounted to a
paper blockade of neutral ports in the Caribbean
and Mexico.The case of the Peterhoff raised a
question of the shipment of contraband overland,
from Matamoros, Mexico, across the Rio Grande
to Brownsville, Texas. The Union navy found
itself with a perplexing problem in Matamoros,
which before the war had had scarcely half a
dozen visiting vessels a year. This hardly vibrant
entrepot welcomed 200 ships by 1864. Union
captains hesitated to move against a neutral port,
but they took ships en route to it, the Peterhoff
being one of their more famous captures. After
the war the case of the Peterhoff came before the
Supreme Court; Chief Justice Salmon P. Chase
roundly affirmed America’s traditional record of
respecting neutral ports and internationalized
rivers such as the Rio Grande; he also asserted
that the nation did not favor paper blockades.
Release of the ship seemed a reasonable price for
so many reassuring affirmations.

In another ploy to increase the efficacy of the
blockade, Union officials even refused clearances
to suspicious cargoes from their own ports or
required the posting of heavy bonds to assure that
such cargoes were intended for peaceful purposes.
(During the war, suspiciously large amounts of
clean-burning anthracite coal, a key component of
successful blockade-running, were being shipped
to British ports in Canada and the Caribbean.) The
British chargé d’affaires complained about these
export restrictions, remarking that the congres-
sional enactment that sanctioned them was “a
cheap and easy substitute for an effectual block-
ade.” These practices so irritated British merchants
that in 1864 Lord Lyons threatened that Her
Majesty’s government might have to reconsider its
recognition of the legality of the Union blockade.
Secretary of State Seward knew that, so late in the
war, such an action could not serve British inter-
ests, so he ignored the minister’s protest. For the
remainder of the war the Union continued to use
all the legal and economic weapons that it pos-
sessed to defeat the South.

During the half-century from the close of
the Civil War to the opening of World War 1,
there were only one or two refinements in the
concept of blockade. As noted, the Franco-Pruss-



BLOCKADES

ian War provided no opportunities for the expan-
sion of old definitions or the creation of new ones.
The Boer War and the Spanish-American War
were local conflicts—the one a civil war, the other
a splendid little affair. In the course of operations
before Manila, prior to the capture of that city in
1898, Admiral George Dewey came to dislike the
pretensions of a German admiral who happened
to be in the harbor, and there is some evidence
that Dewey told his German opposite that he
wanted to “damn the Dutch.” But that was hardly
a refinement of blockade; nor did anything of a
novel nature accompany use of blockades in the
Caribbean, although the closing off of Santiago de
Cuba was one of the last pre-submarine, close-in
blockades, while the one at Havana, which began
on 22 April 1898, had a closer connection with
strategic considerations than with economic ones.
The Americans believed that they could not cap-
ture Havana Harbor without risking heavy losses.

More important developments took place in
a contretemps before the ports of Venezuela in
1902, when Britain, Germany, and Italy instituted
a blockade to collect the debts owed by Venezuela
to European creditors. The United States served
notice that there was no right to interfere with
ships of third parties, that is, American ships;
whereupon the blockading powers announced
that their blockade “created ipso facto a state of
war” and gave themselves belligerent rights. When
the issue went to the Permanent Court of Arbitra-
tion, the tribunal carefully skirted questions about
the legality of the blockade, but in adjudicating
the claims of the creditors decided in favor of the
blockading powers. Shortly thereafter the nations
of the world made another illustrious, if inconse-
quential, pronouncement about blockade. The
second Hague Peace Conference (1907) had
sought to establish an International Prize Court,
but the delegates could not agree on the rules of
prize law. To fill this gap a conference met in
December 1908 in London, and after two months
the delegates signed the London Declaration. Its
provisions on blockade demonstrated once again
the great difficulty in arriving at a satisfactory def-
inition; indeed, these men of the twentieth cen-
tury did little better than their nineteenth-century
counterparts at Paris in 1856. Unable to agree
upon a definition that would be acceptable to all,
and recognizing the need for a “certain impreci-
sion,” the delegates reaffirmed the illegality of
paper blockades and said that for a blockade to be
binding it had to be maintained by an “adequate”
naval force. No government ratified the London
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Declaration, even though during World War I the
United States pressed the British to accept its prin-
ciples. The resultant refusal highlighted a basic
ambiguity of international life. Despite the best
intentions, a power at war will retain loopholes in
commitments to other nations so as to permit
maximum use of offensive and defensive weapons.

WORLD WAR I AND AFTER

The theory and practice of blockade entered a
third stage (following the formative period in the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries and the
somnolent period dating from 1815) when the
major nations of Europe joined in the Great War
in 1914 and the United States entered the conflict
in 1917. In the opening campaign along the
Marne, the French army and a small British force
slowed the German army, and the war turned
from movement to position. By this time, the nar-
row definitions of the Paris and London declara-
tions were all but obsolete—inoperable except in
the most unimportant situations. Those formula-
tions could not serve the needs of twentieth-cen-
tury war. Transportation networks had grown up
across all modern countries—rivers and canals,
railroads, macadamized roads and highways for
motor travel. New navies of steel and steam plied
the seas, epitomized by the launching of the
British battleship Dreadnought in 1906, and the
conversion of merchant shipping from sail to
steam was virtually complete. The new network
of transportation made enemy ports of less conse-
quence as goods could be shipped in and out via
nearby neutrals. The conversion to steam made it
unnecessary for warships to catch the wind before
they moved out against blockade-runners or illicit
neutral traders. Merchant shipping could operate
apart from trade routes and prevailing winds,
quite literally turning up anywhere. Then, too,
the industrialization of much of Western Europe,
especially of Germany, the principal antagonist of
the Allies, gave a new dimension to blockade—
the right sort of blockade might destroy German
industry, or at least severely cripple it. And, as if
blockade in the sense of Grotius and Bynkershoek
would have had much chance at all, practical sub-
marines and highly reliable mines were invented
just prior to the outbreak of the war. Small won-
der that World War I virtually ended blockade as
it had been known.

In several instances, the old, traditional
blockade of close-in surveillance of enemy ports
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was practiced during World War I, but these oper-
ations, carried out in reasonable conformity to the
strictures of the London Declaration, occurred in
secondary theaters of naval activity—the Mediter-
ranean, Africa, and China. Where things really
mattered—the blockade off the European coast
and in the North Sea—the British government at
least made a formal effort to maintain that the old
rules still roughly applied. Its foreign secretary, Sir
Edward Grey, indulged in frequent long explana-
tions to the American ambassador in London and
to the secretary of state in Washington. He
assured them and reassured them that any
changes in traditional rules of blockade stemmed
not from a spirit of innovation but from the need
to adjust old definitions to new circumstances. He
implied that nothing really had changed.

In fact, the purposes of a blockade during
the war were assisted by other measures not given
that name, and the belligerents were usually care-
ful in avoiding use of that term to describe their
actions. The outstanding examples of such meas-
ures were the German declarations of war zones
and the British designations of mine areas, mili-
tary areas, and danger zones. It was a piquantly
interesting fact that every one of the belligerent
resorts to what might be described as measures of
quasi-blockade was adopted via the principle of
international law known as the law of retaliation.

It is hardly necessary to explain in detail
how the British and German blockades operated
during World War 1. The Germans first used
mines, giving notice of their intent to do so in
August 1914; the British countered in November
by closing the entire North Sea because of mine-
fields. In a proclamation of 4 February 1915, the
Germans announced unrestricted submarine and
mine warfare, and the following month the British
and French retaliated by declaring their intent to
detain and take into port all ships “carrying goods
of presumed enemy destination, ownership, or
origin.” To the Americans, Grey described that
move as a blockade, and the U.S. government
took his note as a formal notice of the establish-
ment of a blockade and sought to get the Allies to
respect neutral ports and vessels according to tra-
ditional standards of international law. In
responding to the strictures of Washington offi-
cials, Grey took the stand that the March order
amounted to “no more than an adaptation of the
old principles of blockade.” A decade later in his
memoirs he wrote more candidly: “The Navy
acted and the Foreign Office had to find the argu-
ment to support the action; it was anxious work.”
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And well done. The order in council of 11 March
1915 was one of the most powerful weapons in
the British system of economic warfare against
Germany. With the order the Allies gained all the
advantages that would have come from a formal
declaration of blockade of German ports—and
without the inconvenience of stationing “ade-
quate” naval forces off the ports. Also, when the
Royal Navy acted under that mandate it suc-
ceeded in reducing the flow of supplies to the
enemy via neutral ports, while at the same time
cutting down on Germany’s overseas trade. If the
Allied pursuit of victory impinged too closely
upon the interests of neutrals, if American ship-
pers complained about innovations or illegalities,
the lawyers at the Foreign Office had little trouble
finding arguments.

Ironically, the British government found
quite a few in the practices of the Union navy dur-
ing the Civil War. One of the more interesting
adjuncts to the British system of blockade closely
paralleled a technique used by the North in its
efforts to subdue the South, although there is no
evidence that the British borrowed the idea from
the Americans. From 1861 to 1865, Union offi-
cials sought to cut off supplies to the Confederacy
by requiring exporters to obtain licenses, which,
of course, could only be procured upon evidence
that the cargoes in question had a bona fide neu-
tral use. During World War I the British played a
variation of this theme in order to make their
restrictions more acceptable to neutrals. Their
system, called navicerting, worked thusly: A neu-
tral exporter, say an American interested in per-
fectly legal, noncontraband trade with a
Scandinavian country, applied to British authori-
ties (usually a consul) for permission to send his
ship through naval cordons guarding approaches
to European coasts. If he convinced the consul of
the innocence of his venture, he received a nav-
icert, a sort of commercial passport, which in
most cases assured noninterference with his ship
and cargo. The innovation conferred enormous
advantage on the British, for in effect it trans-
ferred control of a large measure of neutral trade
“from the deck to the dock.”

The Allies introduced other refinements in
their practice of blockade. They censored neu-
tral mail to discover firms trading with the
enemy and then blacklisted them and subjected
them to harassment, such as depriving them of
coal or denying them facilities for repairs. In the
case of the Kim a British prize-court judge
accepted statistical evidence to establish a pre-
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sumption that American goods consigned to a
Danish port were actually on a continuous voy-
age to Germany. Prize courts also made a slight
but significant alteration in procedure when they
transferred the burden of proving the innocence
of a cargo to the claimant. With such pressures
the British secured neutral cooperation with
their system of economic control. The alterna-
tive, to be sure, was not to cooperate, but the
Allied supremacy at sea meant that noncoopera-
tion had unpleasant consequences: detention of
cargo, expensive and time-consuming legal pro-
ceedings, confiscation of goods, and the denial
of facilities needed to conduct business. All the
while the German blockade of Britain moved
back and forth from observance of rules of
cruiser warfare (meaning that submarines would
not sink on sight but instead would visit and
search and if necessary make provision for the
safety of passengers and crew) to the waging of
unrestricted submarine warfare, with its barbaric
killing of noncombatants.

With a poor harvest in the United States in
1916 it appeared possible to prevent grain from
other neutrals entering the British Isles, and in
that hope the German government at the end of
January 1917 announced unrestricted submarine
warfare and knowingly brought the United States
into the war, believing that their submarine
blockade would bring victory before the Ameri-
cans could raise and transport an army to Europe.

That the Allied long-range blockade of Ger-
many was effective in helping the Allies win the
war must admit of little doubt. Its effect upon the
enemy, however, took far longer than expected.
During the great German offensives in the spring
and early summer of 1918, the troops were aston-
ished at the quality of the equipment of the routed
British Fifth Army, and also at the relative luxury
in which French civilians were living. In the last
weeks of the war the German home front virtually
caved in. The military forces had been defeated
first—there may be no doubt about that. But the
civilians had been standing in line for years, and
the word Ersatz had become a commonplace.
When the prospect of peace emerged during the
diplomatic exchanges of October 1918, the Ger-
man civilians came to believe that they had suf-
fered too long. The British blockade at last had
placed an impossible burden. Continuation of the
war into 1919, which otherwise might have been
possible, was too harrowing to contemplate.

In examining the operation of the blockade
during World War I, there remains the practice of
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the United States once it entered the war. Popular
wisdom at the time and later had it that the Amer-
icans turned the principles of neutral rights
around as soon as they became a belligerent. Such
was not the case. There appear to have been only
two clear-cut and rather minor violations of inter-
national law by the U.S. government. Use of
embargoes, bunker control, and the blacklist were
all unquestionably legal, involving only domestic
jurisdiction and municipal law. The task of
enforcing the blockade remained in British hands;
the U.S. Navy took no prizes. It is true that it laid
a great barrier of 70,000 mines from Scotland to
Norway. During the period of neutrality, the
United States had reserved its rights on British
and German mining of the seas, and so, techni-
cally at least, did nothing startlingly novel by con-
structing a huge mine barrier in 1918. Fear of
German use of Norwegian territorial waters dis-
appeared when Norway closed the gap in the bar-
rage by mining its own waters. In the
pre-armistice negotiations with the British about
their insistence upon reserving freedom of the
seas from discussion at the peace conference
(because they feared it might restrict the right of
blockade) President Woodrow Wilson stated that
blockade was “one of the many things which will
require immediate redefinition in view of the
many new circumstances of warfare developed by
this war.” But there was, he said, “no danger of its
being abolished.”

In the decades to come, “blockade” as a term
would give way to terms such as “quarantine,”
“interdiction,” and “interception.” The belief was
that the new world organizations, the League of
Nations and, later, the United Nations—not to
mention the Kellogg-Briand Pact (1928), by which
almost all the nations of the world renounced and
outlawed war—ensured that neutrality in the old
sense was gone, perhaps replaced by collective
security.

The record of the League of Nations in this
regard was probably too short to be conclusive.
Article 16 of the Covenant of the League of
Nations provided for sanctions, and the first
assembly of that organization created an Interna-
tional Blockade Committee, which issued a cau-
tious report in 1921. The committee felt that “to
pronounce an opinion in regard to the naval
blockade and the right of search” was outside