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“Empire by Invitation” in the
American Century

:  ,   ,    

In his famous article in Life of  February , Henry R. Luce referred to “the
belief – shared let us remember by most men living – that the th Century
must be to a significant degree an American Century.” Although Luce cele-
brated internationalism in a rather nationalistic vein, he did, however briefly,
put  the rise  of the United States in  a comparative context.  All  previous
dominant powers had operated on the basis of some sort of internationalist
ideology. “Rome had a great internationalism. So had the Vatican and Genghis
Khan and the Ottoman Turks and the Chinese Emperors and th Century
England. After the first World War, Lenin had one in mind. Today Hitler seems
to have one in mind.”

Luce recognized that America’s role would in great measure depend on the
response it received from the rest of the world. On this point he was relatively
optimistic, because “Most important of all, we have that indefinable, unmistak-
able sign of leadership: prestige. And unlike the prestige of Rome or Genghis
Khan or th Century England, American prestige throughout the world is faith
in the good intentions as well as the ultimate intelligence and ultimate strength
of the whole American people.”

While Luce was wrong in some remarkable ways, he was surprisingly correct
in some big ways. First, it was rather weird to announce that the twentieth
century would be the American Century when four decades of that century
had already elapsed without the United States assuming the mantle of leader-
ship. Still, the twentieth century was in many respects the American Century,
particularly the latter half.
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. See Henry R. Luce, “The American Century,” in this issue.
. Luce refers several times to the twentieth century as the American Century. Still, it is

obvious that he thought this label applied only to a limited extent to the first four decades since
the United States had then failed to assume its leadership role. Thus, he wrote that as to the
“golden opportunity handed to us on the proverbial silver platter . . . we bungled it in the ’s
and in the confusions of the ’s we killed it.” Obviously, Luce’s article was primarily a plea that
the United States now finally assume its global leadership role, not an analysis of what had already
taken place.
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Second, although Luce tended to neglect the economic and military ele-
ments in the great-power base of the United States, he was right that the United
States had “prestige” and that the world had faith in “the good intentions as
well as in the ultimate intelligence and ultimate strength of the American
people.” So much so, in fact, that the United States, much more than any of the
other powers Luce mentioned, was frequently invited to play the kind of
great-power role it did after the Second World War.

The purpose of this essay, then, is to use Luce’s famous article as the starting
point for a discussion of the extent to which my own argument about “empire
by invitation” can be applied to the entire American Century. With the limited
space available, in this context the emphasis will be on the invitational, not on
the imperial part of my argument.

It goes without saying that no single concept can encompass American
foreign policy toward all major parts of the world in an entire century. My
original concept dealt only with Western Europe in the years –, and
this is undoubtedly the period when “empire by invitation” makes the most
sense. Yet, with obvious limitations, I intend to show that toward Europe,
particularly Western Europe, the invitational side of the argument can be
extended both backward and forward in time, that is, at least back to the First
World War and up to the present. The geographical limitations of the invita-
tional argument are more evident than the chronological ones, but it may
nevertheless be relevant to certain other parts of the world, most obviously
North East Asia and Australia, for much of the period from the Second World
War until the present day.

:       , –

The Spanish-American War of  made the United States a prominent power
outside the North American mainland, primarily in the Caribbean and the
Pacific. In Europe the American Century began to emerge with the First World
War. This was also when the first European military-political invitations were
issued to the United States, not to dominate, but to play an important role even
in the Old World.

In the early phase of the war the European Great Powers, and Britain and
Germany in particular, actively tried to influence the position of the United

Luce’s “American Century” has often been compared with Henry Wallace’s “Century of the
Common Man” presented  in –.  For a recent account using  these  two  concepts as
organizing principles for much of the analysis see Donald W. White, The American Century: The
Rise & Decline of the United States as a World Power (New Haven, ), particularly –.

. Geir Lundestad, “Empire by Invitation? The United States and Western Europe, –”
The Society for Historians of American Foreign Relations Newsletter  (September ): –. A revised
and improved version with the same title was published in Journal of Peace Research  (September
): –. Then, the argument was further revised in “The American ‘Empire’ –,” in
my The American “Empire” and Other Studies of US Foreign Policy in a Comparative Perspective (Oxford-
Oslo, ), –, particularly –.

 :                 
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States. Britain hoped to bring the United States in on its side; Germany hoped
to keep it neutral. In – the two sides listened politely to various American
peace ideas so as not to antagonize Washington. On  February , the Germans
abruptly ended this policy by resuming their unrestricted submarine warfare.

In October , when the Germans were losing the war, they appealed to
President Woodrow Wilson personally “to negotiate an armistice which could
lead in turn to a peace treaty based on Wilson’s Fourteen Points.” The appeal
was in part an effort to play the United States against Great Britain and France,
but on the German left there was also “a sense of ideological solidarity with
Wilson’s vision of a liberal peace settlement.” According to German historian
Klaus Schwabe, “It was Germany’s peace initiative, of all things, which had cast
the United States in the role of arbiter between the warring parties, a role which
Wilson had been seeking for a long time.”

The most striking example of a European invitation to Washington came
after the war, with the guarantee against Germany that the French wanted from
Britain and the United States. The idea of an Anglo-American guarantee was
originally presented in March  by British Prime Minister David Lloyd
George and was intended to soften the harsh French attitude toward Germany.
Wilson agreed to the idea and French Prime Minister Georges Clemenceau
quickly adopted it too, not as a substitute for the harsh French desires, but as a
supplement.

So, from March  on the French strongly favored a guarantee from the
United States that the latter would come to their assistance in case of German
aggression against France. In the end Lloyd George came to make the British
guarantee contingent on the United States standing by its guarantee, as became
clear when he inserted the word “only” into the treaties so that only when the
American treaty was ratified would the British treaty come into force. “In this
sense, the American commitment was as much a guarantee to Britain as to
France.” Should the United States reject the treaty, Britain would also be rid of
its responsibility.

On the American side the guarantee was very much the work of Wilson. Yet,
despite their negative attitude to the League of Nations, most Senate Republicans

. Akira Iriye, The Globalizing of America, –, Vol. , The Cambridge History of American
Foreign Relations (Cambridge, England, ), –.

. Klaus Schwabe, Woodrow Wilson, Revolutionary Germany, and Peacemaking, – (Chapel
Hill, ), , –, particularly –.

. The quotation is from Anthony Lentin, “The Treaty That Never Was: Lloyd George and
the Abortive Anglo-French Alliance of ,” in The Life and Times of David Lloyd George, ed. Judith
Loades (Bangor, ), . For other good accounts of the American guarantee to France see Lloyd
Ambrosius, Woodrow Wilson and the American Diplomatic Tradition: The Treaty Fight in Perspective
(Cambridge, England, ), particularly –; Melvyn P. Leffler, The Elusive Quest: America’s
Pursuit of European Stability and French Security, – (Chapel Hill, ), –; P. M. H. Bell, France
and Britain, –: Entente and Estrangement (London, ), –; A. Lentin, “Several Types of
Ambiguity: Lloyd George and the Paris Peace Conference,” Diplomacy & Statecraft  (March ):
–, particularly –; and Jean-Baptiste Duroselle, France and the United States: From the
Beginnings to the Present (Chicago, ), –. For an older account see Louis A. R. Yates, United
States and French Security, – (New York, ).
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supported the French treaty. The treaty was to act as a deterrent against German
revanchism; it did not require the United States to furnish either men or money
to back it up. In the end, however, the treaty was not ratified by the Senate.
Wilson lost interest in it after the Senate defeated his much cherished League;
the Republicans did not bring it up when the president showed no interest.
French appeals for U.S. ratification were in vain. The French responded with
“panic” and the British with “dismay” after the Senate had let the treaty suffer
a somewhat mysterious death. After Warren Harding took over as president,
the French again tried to bring the treaty to a vote in the Senate, but the new
president was not prepared to take on the “irreconcilables” in his own Repub-
lican party. That was the end of the American commitment to France.

The question of the French guarantee revealed that not only France but also
Britain had a strong interest in keeping the United States committed to Europe.
This could be seen even on the economic side. In October  the United States
finally accepted membership on the many wartime inter-Allied councils that
regulated the supplies of armaments, raw materials, shipping, etc. As Michael
J. Hogan has argued, the British wanted to “transform the economic agencies
of the wartime coalition into semipermanent reconstruction and relief coun-
cils.” These councils were to have administrative control over American and
other Allied resources, regulate neutral and enemy competition, control enemy
shipping, and organize commercial and raw material arrangements among the
victors, including “the joint development of underdeveloped regions.” Hogan
states that the British had the “support” of the French government when they
pressed for the continuation of the wartime councils. It actually seems, however,
that the French, led by trade minister Etienne Clémentel, himself inspired by
his young representative in London, Jean Monnet, pushed this course even
harder than the British.

Again, the European invitations were to be rejected. Virtually all of Amer-
ica’s big businesses wanted to return to free enterprise and therefore favored
the rapid dissolution of the inter-Allied councils. The director of the Food
Administration, Herbert Hoover, who had been given a key role in determining
U.S. aid policies to Europe, strongly favored such a policy, and in the end Wilson
pushed aside all proposals for the continuation of the councils.

Thus, the United States turned down the most explicit European invitations
to play an active military-political and even economic role in Europe. After the
French treaty had been rejected, the Harding administration started down the

. Ambrosius, Woodrow Wilson and the American Diplomatic Tradition, ; William R. Keylor, “The
Rise and Demise of the Franco-American Guarantee Pact, –,” Proceedings of the Annual
Meeting of  the Western Society for French History  (): –; Leffler, The Elusive Quest, –,
particularly –.

. Michael J. Hogan, Informal Entente: The Private Structure of Cooperation in Anglo-American
Economic Diplomacy, – (Columbia, MO, ), –, particularly –.

. Ibid., ; Duroselle, France and the United States, –.
. Duroselle, France and the United States, –.
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road of greater isolation from Europe, and in the s the various Neutrality
Acts considerably quickened the isolationist pace.

As so many historians have stressed, this did not really mean that the United
States isolated itself from Europe. On other economic matters, involving
anything from the Dawes and Young reparation settlements for Germany to
investment, trade, and tourism, the United States became an important actor.
Thus, American investment in Europe almost doubled, from $ million in
 to $. billion in .

On the cultural side, as early as  British journalist William Stead had
published his book The Americanization of the World. In his article Luce himself
mentioned some examples of America’s global cultural reach: “American jazz,
Hollywood movies, American slang, American machines and patented prod-
ucts.” These were “in fact the only things that every community in the world,
from Zanzibar to Hamburg, recognizes in common.”

The Americanization of Europe really started in the interwar years. Between
 and  percent of the movies shown in the s and s in Britain, France,
Italy, the Netherlands, and Germany (before ) were made in America.
American jazz and literature became quite popular in Europe. As Paul Claudel,
French ambassador to the United States and himself a man of letters, told the
Americans in : “Your movies and talkies have soaked the French mind in
American life, methods, and manners. American gasoline and American ideas
have circulated throughout France, bringing a new vision of power and a new
tempo of life. The place in French life and culture formerly held by Spain and
Italy, in the nineteenth century by England, now belongs to America. More and
more we follow the Americans.”

While America’s cultural influence in Europe increased after the First World
War and, more dramatically still, after the Second, it is of course true that the
French basically remained French, the Norwegians Norwegian, etc. Thus,
after the First World War, most Europeans still had their reservations about the
role and influence of the United States. In London, “Atlanticists” argued with
“imperial isolationists” who stressed Britain’s imperial role and who responded

. Frank Costigliola, Awkward Dominion: American Political, Economic, and Cultural Relations with
Europe, – (Ithaca, ), , –, –. In the s American exports to Europe were
higher than they had been before the First World War, but, not very surprisingly, smaller than
they had been in the years –. Although the United States maintained a favorable balance
of trade, in the s imports from Europe increased more than U.S. exports, also compared with
the years during the war. For this, see U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census,
Historical Statistics of the United States. Colonial Times to . Part  (Washington, ), , .

. Luce, “The American Century.”
. Quoted from Costigliola, Awkward Dominion, . See also Richard Pells, Not Like Us: How

Europeans Have Loved, Hated, and Transformed American Culture since World War II (New York, ),
–; and Iriye, The Globalizing of America, –, –. For the growing American impact on
Norway see Sigmund Skard, The United States in Norwegian History (Westport, ), –.

. This is the rather basic point in Pells’s Not Like Us, a point not very surprising to most
Europeans. Yet, the definition of what exactly it meant to be French, Norwegian, etc. kept changing
over time, and American influence was one of many factors in this development.
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negatively to anything that indicated that the United States might be replacing
Britain as the world’s leading power. They were particularly concerned about
Anglo-American naval rivalry and economic  competition. In France  the
difficult question of French war debts to the United States dominated Franco-
American relations in the s. In Germany too the image of America was
ambiguous. On the  one  hand there was the German  admiration for U.S.
technical and economic achievements, on the other the contempt for what the
Germans called Amerikanismus, the American preoccupation with materialism
over finer and nobler things.

Still, as we have seen, in – there was no lack of European invitations
on the most important security and economic issues. The invitations continued
in the s on everyday matters of economics and culture. Invitations were
one thing; the American response was something entirely different. Invitations
alone could not determine America’s actions.

: “  ”   , –

In my original article about “empire by invitation,” the focus was almost
exclusively on Western Europe in the years from  to . There is no need
here to repeat all the arguments from that article or from my later writings.
Nor is there space to repeat my comparisons of the American, British, and
Soviet empires from my The American “Empire”. Let me just emphasize that while
all empires have elements both of imposition and of invitation, the invitational
side was clearly much stronger with the American than with the British and
the Soviet empires.

It also bears repetition that the position of the United States in  was
really unique in history. The comparisons with earlier Great Powers, such as
for instance Britain after , are really misleading. In the overwhelming size
of its economy, in its superior military strength, and in its popular message to
the world, its soft power, the United States was in a league of its own. The
economic basis was probably the single most important element and provided
much of the underpinning for the other factors mentioned.

My argument about “empire by invitation” has on the whole been favorably
received. Most of the critical comments have concerned my use of the term

. These terms have been taken from B. J. C. McKercher, “The Deep and Latent Distrust:
The British Official Mind and the United States, –,” in McKercher, Anglo-American Relations
in the s: The Struggle for Supremacy (London, ), –. For a study of dramatic tension between
the United States and Britain see Christopher M. Bell, “Thinking the Unthinkable: British and
American Naval Strategies for an Anglo-American War, –,” International History Review ,
no.  (): –.

. Duroselle, France and the United States, –.
. Hans W. Gatzke, Germany and the United States: A “Special Relationship”? (Cambridge, MA,

), –.
. Lundestad, The American “Empire”, particularly –.
. See, for instance, John Lewis Gaddis, “The Emerging Post-Revisionist Synthesis on the

Origins of the Cold War,” Diplomatic History  (Summer ): –, particularly , –; Bruce
K. Kuniholm, “Response,” ibid., –; Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., The Cycles of American History

 :                 
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“empire” and the imperial part of my argument, which is not of primary
concern here. In my new book “Empire” by Integration: The United States and

European Integration, – I have further explained my use of the term. The
United States was by far the strongest power the world had ever seen. It, like
other Great Powers, protected its interests vigorously, most often with success.
It generally did this, however, in more indirect ways than traditional imperial
powers had done. The countries within the U.S. sphere of influence were also
largely independent. That is why I have chosen to put “empire” in quotation
marks. American policy was based on American values, in the same way British
policy had been based on British values, Soviet policy on Soviet values, etc.

On the invitation side, where the emphasis is in this essay, the main argument
against my view seems to be that the invitations did not really determine U.S.
foreign policy. American foreign policy was determined primarily by Amer-
ica’s own interests, not by invitations from the outside.

This point is obviously true, so true, in fact, that it was made explicitly clear
in my Journal of Peace Research article: “I just take it for granted that the United
States had important strategic, political, and economic motives of its own for
taking on such a comprehensive world role.” Indeed, the invitations had to be

(Boston, ), ; Michael J. Hogan, The Marshall Plan: America, Britain, and the Reconstruction of
Western Europe, – (New York, ), ; Thomas G. Paterson and Robert J. McMahon, The
Origins of the Cold War (Lexington, MA, ), –; Thomas Alan Schwartz, America’s Germany:
John J. McCloy and the Federal Republic of Germany (Cambridge, MA, ), –; Robert Keohane,
“The United States and the Postwar Order: Empire or Hegemony,” Journal of Peace Research , no.
 (): –; the contributions by David Reynolds and Anders Stephanson in Reynolds, ed.,
The Origins of the Cold War in Europe: International Perspectives (New Haven, ), , –; Steven
Hugh Lee, Outposts of Empire: Korea, Vietnam, and the Origins of the Cold War in Asia, –
(Montreal, ), –; Douglas J. Macdonald, “Communist Bloc Expansion in the Early Cold War,”
International Security  (Winter –): –; David Reynolds, “America’s Europe, Europe’s
America: Image, Influence, and Interaction, –,” Diplomatic History  (Fall ): ; and
John Lewis Gaddis, We Now Know: Rethinking Cold War History (Oxford, ), –, particularly
–, –, –, – n. ,  n. .

There are also many references to  “empire  by invitation,” both critical and less so, in
discussions on the Internet website H-DIPLO. A particularly valuable contribution was made on
 December  by Piers Ludlow under the subject heading “France, the Western Alliance, and
the Origins of the Schuman Plan.” See also contributions under the subject heading “The
Legitimacy of the American Empire.”

. Keohane, “The United States and the Postwar Order: Empire or Hegemony,” –;
Jasmine Aimaq, For Europe or Empire? French Colonial Ambitions and the European Army Plan (Lund,
), particularly –; Thomas D. Lairson, “Revising Postrevisionism: Credibility and Hegem-
ony in the Early Cold War,” in Re-Thinking the Cold War, ed. Allen Hunter (Philadelphia, ),
–.

. Geir Lundestad, “Empire” by Integration: The United States and European Integration, –
(Oxford, ), –. For a suitable definition of “empire” in this wider sense see Gaddis, We Now
Know, . (“I mean, by this term, a situation in which a single state shapes the behavior of others,
whether directly or indirectly, partially or completely, by means that can range from the outright
use of force through intimidation, dependency, inducements, and even inspiration.”)

. I have discussed this point with many historians and political scientists, particularly with
John Gaddis and Melvyn Leffler.

. Lundestad, “Empire by Invitation?” . In The American “Empire” I strengthened this
formulation further and wrote that “Neither the Europeans nor any other foreigners could
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combined with America’s own interests. After  the European invitations
were extended to a United States disposed to respond in a much more affirma-
tive way than it had in –.

At the same time, however, it should be stressed that the invitations after the
Second World War were clearly more insistent, lasted longer, and came from
many more countries than on the earlier occasion. And while little is really
known about the state of public opinion in Europe after the First World War,
if we are to generalize about public opinion after the Second World War the
invitations extended to the United States by most Western European govern-
ments came to receive the basic support of the populations involved.

At first the European invitations were primarily economic in nature. While
the United States emerged as the world’s main creditor even after the First
World War, both Britain and France were after all still creditor states. After
the Second World War the United States was virtually the only major source
of credit. Practically every Western European country, certainly including
Britain and France, wanted fresh economic assistance from the U.S. government.
(The American credits extended after the First World War came largely from
private banks.)

In – the Europeans received $. billion from the United States in
bilateral form, from  to  $. billion through the multilateral Marshall
Plan. The Western Europeans thus invited the Americans into Europe, despite
the conditions set by Washington, whether in the form of currency convert-
ibility or special shipping clauses. It is another matter that particularly under
the Marshall Plan the Europeans were able to soften such conditions consid-
erably. Most Central and Eastern European countries also wanted economic
assistance from the United States, but Soviet influence and disputes with
Washington  about  free elections and other conditions for such assistance
stopped most loans to these countries. The Soviet Union then prevented them
from taking part in the Marshall Plan.

Even politically the Western Europeans wanted to involve the United States
from the very end of the Second World War. As far as the combined boards
were concerned, the strong British desire to continue many of these also after
the Second World War underlined the remarkable continuity between the
periods after the two world wars. The major differences were that these boards
had become much more important during the Second than during the First

determine US foreign policy. This was done in Washington largely on the basis of America’s own
interests” (p. ).

. Lundestad, “Empire by Invitation?” –.
. Derek H. Aldcroft, From Versailles to Wall Street, – (Harmondsworth, ), –.
. U.S. Department of Commerce, Historical Statistics of the United States, pt. :. The best

analysis of the conditions set by Washington is still found in Hadley Arkes, Bureaucracy, the Marshall
Plan, and the National Interest (Princeton, ), particularly –.

. Geir Lundestad, The American Non-Policy towards Eastern Europe, –: Universalism in
an Area Not of Essential Interest to the United States (Oslo, ), particularly –.

 :                 
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World War and that the British desire to continue this form of cooperation was
even more strongly expressed now.

Again the British invitations went beyond what Washington could accept.
The Anglo-American Combined Chiefs of Staff system was ended, as was
cooperation on atomic energy. On the more secret level of the military and
intelligence services Anglo-American cooperation did indeed continue, al-
though in diluted form. Soon the British also worked hard to transfer some of
their burden in Germany onto the United States – leading to the establishment
of the Bizone in January  – and to involve the United States in Greece and
Turkey – leading to the announcement of the Truman Doctrine in March
.

On the European continent, from the wartime years to the signing of the
North Atlantic Treaty the Dutch in particular followed a consistently Atlanti-
cist policy emphasizing the role of the United States, and they did so despite
the American-Dutch feud over Indonesia. Even on the French side, the desire
to involve the United States was made explicit even before the Second World
War ended. In an internal note of April , General Charles de Gaulle insisted
that the continued presence of the United States in European affairs was
necessary: one should “link in the future the United States with the security of
the European continent and establish through their presence the conditions of
a necessary balance of power in Europe.”

On the military side, in late –early  British Foreign Secretary Ernest
Bevin conducted a virtual campaign to involve the United States in an Atlantic
security system. Again he was supported by the Dutch and, to an increasing
extent, by the Belgians. Even the French came to follow a similar course. After
some delicate French efforts in – at establishing contacts between the
French and the American military,  in December  Atlanticist Foreign
Minister Georges Bidault asked the Americans to conclude a secret military
agreement with France for the defense of Western Europe. On  March ,
Bidault requested Washington “to strengthen in the political field, and as soon
as possible in the military one, the collaboration between the old and the new
worlds, both so jointly responsible for the preservation of the only valuable
civilization.”

. Robert M. Hathaway, Ambiguous Partnership: Britain and America, – (New York, )
is still the best book on this important topic.

. Cees Wiebes & Bert Zeeman, “Benelux,” in Reynolds, ed., The Origins of the Cold War in
Europe, –.

. Quoted from Georges-Henri Soutou, “France,” in Reynolds, ed., The Origins of the Cold War
in Europe, .

. The quotation is from Georgette Elgey, La republique des illusions – [The republic of
illusions, –] (Paris, ), . See also Charles G. Cogan, Forced to Choose: France, the Atlantic
Alliance, and NATO – Then and Now (Westport, ), –; Soutou, “France,” in Reynolds, ed., The
Origins of the Cold War in Europe, –; and Wiebes & Zeeman, “Benelux,” in Reynolds, ed., The
Origins of the Cold War in Europe, –. The French efforts at military contacts in – are
associated with the name of deputy chief of the army, Pierre Billotte. For this see particularly
Cogan, Forced to Choose, –.
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The British and the French perspectives were somewhat at variance, with
London emphasizing the wider Atlantic structure and Paris primarily military
assistance directly to France, but the effect was the same: strong invitations to
the United States to become more involved in Europe even militarily.

In the negotiations to set up NATO virtually every European country
wanted to make the American military commitment to Europe as automatic as
possible. After NATO had been formed, all the Europeans wanted to have the
United States participate in their regional groups. Following the outbreak of
the Korean War the European pressure on Washington to reinforce the Ameri-
can troops in Europe was strong, as was the insistence on creating an integrated
command structure under an American commander. Even Norway, which did
not permit the stationing of foreign troops on its soil, worked hard to “nail” the
United States to Northern Europe and particularly to get “a hook in the nose
of the US Air Force.”

In my opinion it would have been most interesting to study the European
response to the new role for the United States after  even had the European
response had no effect on America’s actions. Yet, the invitations clearly did have
an effect. Obviously there would not have been any economic assistance had
the Europeans not wanted it. Considering Washington’s initially lukewarm
response to Bevin’s pleas for an Atlantic security system, it seems likely that
the setting up of NATO would at least have been substantially delayed had it
not been for the European invitations. The heart of NATO, Article , would
probably not have had even its semi-automatic nature had the Europeans not
pushed as hard as they did for a more or less automatic American response to
Soviet aggression. Thomas G. Paterson and Robert J. McMahon’s suggestion
that the United States “would have had to force its will on other peoples if it had
not been for the ‘invitation’ ” is not only unhistorical; it also seems rather unlikely.

The experience after the First World War indicates that European invita-
tions alone were not enough to change America’s attitude, although it is
impossible to tell what would have happened had the invitations then been as
insistent, lasted as long, and come from as many countries as they did after the
Second World War. After , with the United States prepared to play a much
more active role, the invitations did not force the Americans to do anything
they did not really want to do, but they certainly influenced at least the timing
and scope of America’s actions vis-à-vis Europe.

:   , –

The American-European structure set up in – remained remarkably
stable throughout the Cold War years. The Europeans definitely wanted the

. For Norway see Rolf Tamnes, “Norway’s Struggle for the Northern Flank, –,” in
Western Security: The Formative Years. European and Atlantic Defence, –, ed. Olav Riste (Oslo,
), –. For a more general account see S. F. Wells, Jr., “The First Cold War Buildup: Europe
in United States Strategy and Policy, –,” in ibid., –.

. Paterson and McMahon, The Origins of the Cold War, .

 :                 
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Americans to remain involved in Europe economically, politically, and militar-
ily. NATO was the key link between the two sides of the Atlantic. In writings
on NATO the crisis aspect has frequently been emphasized. If the standard of
comparison is a state of harmony, then there were almost always crises in
NATO.

If, however, the standard is other alliances in history, then one is bound to
emphasize the closeness of the American-European relationship. This is true
whether one goes back in history and compares NATO with the Holy Alliance
and the ententes and alliances before the First World War or one compares it
with contemporary alliances such as the Sino-Soviet treaty, the Warsaw Pact,
or the American-inspired alliance system in Asia. Not only has NATO lasted
longer than any of the other alliances mentioned, but membership is also much
broader. No country has left NATO while Greece and Turkey (), West
Germany (), and Spain () have joined.

Despite France’s withdrawal from NATO’s military command in  and
despite its frequent criticism of the United States, so evident in references to
the “double threats” and “twofold imperialisms” facing France, in times of crises
France generally remained as loyal as other NATO allies to the alliance and to
the United States. And to substitute for the military withdrawal, agreements
were worked out between the American supreme commanders of NATO and
the French chiefs of staff to bring about the necessary cooperation in times of
war.

With the United States in place economically, politically, and militarily, the
temptation must have been great to take the American presence for granted
and then to complain about the many ways in which the Americans influenced
various national priorities. In a way this was what happened in France under
Charles de Gaulle. Although the French president wanted NATO as such to
continue and definitely favored both the American nuclear guarantee to West-
ern Europe and American troops in Europe, but not in France, he took strong
exception to Washington’s views on many different foreign policy issues. The
German Ostpolitik could be seen in the same perspective. With the United States
so securely in place, West Germany was freer to explore its own policies toward
East Germany, Eastern Europe, and the Soviet Union.

On the invitational side, except for the French, the European governments
also wanted to keep the American troops in their respective countries. In fact,
in some countries, Italy being the best example, there was a strong interest in
increasing the number of U.S. troops. Whenever the American Congress

. See my “Introduction,” in Geir Lundestad, ed., No End to Alliance: The United States and
Western Europe: Past, Present, and Future (London, ), –.

. Pierre Melandri, “The Troubled Partnership: France and the United States, –,” in
Lundestad, ed., No End to Alliance.

. See Simon W. Duke and Wolfgang Krieger, eds., U.S. Military Forces in Europe: The Early
Years, – (Boulder, ). For Italy in particular see Leopoldo Nuti, “U.S. Forces in Italy,
–,” ibid., –.
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threatened to legislate reductions in U.S. troop levels in Europe, the admini-
stration would receive the strong support of European governments to beat
back these efforts.

On the economic side, while American economic assistance tapered off in
the s, the $. billion that Western Europe received in military assistance
from  to  was most welcome. U.S. investment in Western Europe
increased rapidly. In  such investment stood at $. billion, only slightly
higher than in  ($. billion). This was about one-seventh of total U.S.
investment abroad. By  investment in Western Europe had grown to $.
billion – about one-third of total U.S. investment abroad. In  investment in
Europe (the Eastern half was now included) had skyrocketed to $ billion –
which was half of all U.S. investment abroad. Investment in Britain alone totaled
$ billion. European governments virtually competed to attract American
capital. Efforts, particularly in France in the s, to limit American investment
were rather short-lived.

On the cultural side, as Richard Pells has argued, what struck Europeans as
new about American mass culture “was not its presence – they had been going
to American movies and hearing American music since the s – but its
pervasiveness.” New generations of Europeans were inviting American mass
culture in at an ever-growing pace.

As far as public opinion was concerned, the pattern from the years –
was reinforced. American-European cooperation was not limited to the elites,
as is at least implied by corporatist historians. While of course no identity of
interest was perceived between the home country and the United States, public
opinion in Britain, West Germany, and Italy on the whole remained quite
friendly to the United States while French opinion was clearly more ambivalent.
Thus, in polls from the years  to  more than  percent in Britain
consistently answered that “the basic interests of Britain and those of the United
States” were either very much in agreement or fairly much in agreement as
opposed to rather different, very different, or no answer. In West Germany the
corresponding percentage varied more but the average was about . The
percentage for Italy also varied, with a somewhat lower average of about 

. Henry Kissinger, White House Years (Boston, ), –.
. U.S. Department of Commerce, Historical Statistics of the United States, pt.:–.
. The numbers are from ibid., ; U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census,

Statistical Abstract of the United States,  (Washington, ), . See also Pells, Not Like Us, . For
French policies on American investment see Richard F. Kuisel, Seducing the French: The Dilemma of
Americanization (Berkeley, ), –.

. Pells, Not Like Us, –. The quotation is from .
. The best known of these historians are Michael J. Hogan and Charles S. Maier. In his

celebrated article “The Two Postwar Eras and the Conditions for Stability in Twentieth-Century
Western Europe,” American Historical Review , no.  (): –, Maier referred to “the elites
superintending Western society” over half a century. I have discussed their corporatist views in
“The United States, the Marshall Plan, and Corporatism,” in Maktpolitik och Husfrid. Studier i
internationell och svensk historia tilägnade Gøran Rystad [Power politics and domestic peace: Studies
in international and Swedish history dedicated to Gøran Rystad] (Lund, Sweden, ).
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percent. In France the percentage fluctuated from a high of  to a low of 
with an average of about  percent.

In the late s the Vietnam War considerably strengthened anti-American
sentiment in Europe. In the late s–early s the furious debate in many
European countries about the deployment of U.S. intermediate nuclear forces
(INF) and Ronald Reagan’s strong anticommunism had a similar effect. Criti-
cism of many aspects of American foreign policy increased. So, now the publics
were indeed becoming more ambivalent to the United States than were their
governments.

The most striking fact concerning Britain in this later period was that in
– public confidence in the United States declined much more dramati-
cally than in other major European countries. In fact, in these years more people
disapproved than approved of the American bases in Britain. Yet, the basic
sympathy for NATO and for the American role in Europe remained. A study
of attitudes even in the late s and early s revealed that in Britain “One
reason for the high level of support for NATO is that both it and the United
States are, according to a variety of polls, regarded as staunchly dependable.”

In West Germany there might be occasional outbursts of sympathy for a
united and neutral Germany, but on the whole confidence in the United States
and in NATO remained strong. While in – a majority would actually
have welcomed the withdrawal of American troops from Europe, in the s,
s, and early s strong majorities tended to favor American troops in Europe.

. Richard L. Merrit and Donald J. Puchala, eds., Western European Perspectives on International
Affairs (New York, ), –.

. Ivor Crewe, “Britain: Two and a Half Cheers for the Atlantic Alliance,” in The Public and
Atlantic Defense, ed. Gregory Flynn and Hans Rattinger (Totowa, NJ, ), particularly –. The
quotation is from . See also Ivor Crewe, “Why the British Don’t Like US Anymore,” Public
Opinion, March–April , –; “West European Views about the United States and Various
International Relations,” World Opinion Update (): :–; Peter Fotheringham, “Great Britain:
Generational Continuity,” in The Successor Generation: International Perspectives of Postwar Europeans,
ed. Stephen F. Szabo (London, ), particularly –. For the negative attitude to Reagan see
particularly Ivor Crewe, “Britain Evaluates Ronald Reagan,” Public Opinion, October–November
, –. For the rapid decline in British confidence in the United States see Bruce Russett and
Donald R. Deluca, “Theater Nuclear Forces: Public Opinion in Western Europe,” Political Science
Quarterly  (Summer ): –, particularly –; Philip Sabin, “British Perceptions of the
USA and the USSR: The Limits of Comparative Opinion Polls,” in Debating National Security: The
Public Dimension, ed. Hans Rattinger and Don Munton (Frankfurt, ), –.

. Hans Rattinger, “The Federal Republic of Germany: Much Ado About (Almost) Nothing,”
in Flynn and Rattinger, eds., The Public and Atlantic Defense, particularly –; Elisabeth Noelle-
Neumann, ed., The Germans: Public Opinion Polls, – (Westport, ), –, –, –;
Russett and Deluca, “Theater Nuclear Forces: Public Opinion in Western Europe,” –. See
also Stephen F. Szabo, “West Germany: Generations and Changing Security Perspectives,” in
Szabo, The Sucessor Generation, particularly –; Peter Schmidt, “Public Opinion and Security
Policy in the Federal Republic of Germany,” ORBIS  (Winter ): –; Elisabeth Noelle-
Neumann, “The Missile Gap: The German Press and Public Opinion,” Public Opinion, October–
November , –; Wolfgang Donsbach, Hans Mathias Kepplinger, and Elisabeth Noelle-
Neumann, “West Germans’ Perceptions of NATO and the Warsaw Pact: Long-Term Content
Analysis of Der Spiegel and Trends in Public Opinion,” in Rattinger and Munton, eds., Debating
National Security, –; World Opinion Update (): :.

“Empire by Invitation”  : 

Downloaded from https://academic.oup.com/dh/article-abstract/23/2/189/416121
by University of Nottingham user
on 22 May 2018



In Italy, too, confidence in the United States and in NATO largely endured,
although from a two-thirds majority of favorable opinion in the s and s,
the U.S. image declined to a low of  percent during the mid-s.

In Holland, Denmark, and Norway, support for membership in NATO and
for the American security guarantee remained stable at a high level from decade
to decade. In the s, however, even here the skepticism to Reagan’s policies
led to a decline in confidence in the United States in other respects.

As far as France was concerned, strong neutralist leanings were combined
with a conviction that the United States would defend Western Europe in
case of a Soviet attack. In   percent of the French believed that in a
war they could “count on” the United States, actually a higher percentage
than in either West Germany () or Britain (). While the percentage of
the population who thought NATO essential was clearly smaller in France
than in other NATO countries, there was “net support” for NATO even in
France.

Two additional observations should be made about France. First, there are
strong indications that the “national security elite” had a rather sophisticated
and more positive attitude to the United States than the rest of French opinion.

Second, while in most countries confidence in the United States declined, in
France there appears to have been some rehabilitation of the American image

. Sergio A. Rossi, “Public Opinion and Atlantic Defense in Italy,” in Flynn and Rattinger,
eds., The Public and Atlantic Defense, –. The quotation is from .

. For a collection of essays on anti-Americanism in Europe see Rob Kroes and Maarten Van
Rossem, eds., Anti-Americanism in Europe (Amsterdam, ). For studies of polls in various Western
European countries in these years see Philip Everts, “NATO, the European Community, and the
United Nations,” in Public Opinion and Internationalized Governance, ed. Oskar Niedermayer and
Richard Sinnott (Oxford, ), –; Philip P. Everts, “Public Opinion on Nuclear Weapons,
Defense, and Security: The Case of the Netherlands,” in Flynn and Rattinger, eds., The Public and
Atlantic Defense, –; Koen Koch, “Anti-Americanism and the Dutch Peace Movement,” in Kroes
and Van Rossem, eds., Anti-Americanism in Europe, –; Ragnar Waldahl, “Norwegian Attitudes
toward Defense and Foreign Policy Issues,” in Flynn and Rattinger, eds., The Public and Atlantic
Defense, –; Bjørn Alstad, ed., Norske Meninger, –: : Norge og verden [Norwegian opinions,
–. : Norway and the world] (Oslo, ), particularly –; “West European Views about
the United States and Various International Issues,” World Opinion Update (): :–.

. Renata Fritsch-Bournazel, “France: Attachment to a Nonbinding Relationship,” in Flynn
and Rattinger, eds., The Public and Atlantic Defense, particularly –. For the poll mentioned see
World Opinion Update (): :. For a study of anti-Americanism in France in general see Denis
Lacorne, Jacques Rupnik, and Marie-France Toinet, eds., The Rise and Fall of Anti-Americanism: A
Century of French Perception (London, ).

. Richard C. Eichenberg, Public Opinion and National Security in Western Europe (Ithaca, ),
–. Net support was defined as the percentage who thought NATO essential minus those who
responded that NATO was not essential.

. Thus, at the “national security elite level” in the early s “The desire for a close alliance
with the United States is shared in France by  percent, in Great Britain by  percent, and in
the Netherlands by  percent.” The  percent in France and Holland was in fact the highest
percentage in the five countries studied: France, Holland, Britain, West Germany, and Norway.
For this see Asmus, “Public Opinion and Security Policy in the Federal Republic of Germany,”
–. See also Russett and Deluca, “Theater Nuclear Forces: Public Opinion in Western Europe,”
.
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in the late s–early s. This was probably due to the French discovery of
the gulag and the Soviet threat in general at a time when most other Europeans
felt that with détente the Soviet threat had receded a great deal.

:  , –

With the end of the Cold War the American presence in Europe could no
longer be taken for granted. The number of U.S. troops in Western Europe was
reduced to one hundred thousand, compared to a high of more than four
hundred thousand in the late s; in relative terms American trade was
continuing to shift away from the Atlantic to the Pacific (in  trade across
the Pacific for the first time exceeded trade across the Atlantic; in  U.S. trade
with Asia stood at $ billion, compared to $ billion with Europe);

America’s interest in European affairs was obviously declining compared to
what it had been during the Cold War, and particularly in the early Clinton
years the administration almost seemed to take delight in pointing out its
limited interest in Europe. The implication seemed to be that now the Euro-
peans would have to handle their own affairs.

With this kind of attitude in Washington, it was rather obvious that if the
Europeans really wanted the Americans to remain closely involved in European
affairs, they had better tell them so. The old invitations had to be reissued.

This is also what happened. In country after country the invitations to the
United States were in fact renewed. The motives for the new invitations varied:
lingering fear of Russia, concern about the position of united Germany or about
the effects of regional crises in Bosnia and elsewhere, economic interest, the
need to have the United States as Europe’s ultimate arbiter.

No European government really wanted the Americans to leave. To start
with the smallest countries: In Iceland, where since the Second World War the
Americans had had an important, but controversial air base, and the U.S. Air
Force now suggested it might pull out all the fighter jets, the Icelandic govern-
ment persuaded the Americans to retain a small presence. In Norway, where
the United States had a comprehensive system of Co-located bases (really
prepositioning of equipment) and now wanted to dismantle most of them, the
Norwegian government convinced Washington to keep more than the United
States had initially wanted. In Germany, where fears had been expressed that

. Stephen F. Szabo, “European Opinion after the Missiles,” Survival  (November–December
): –, particularly ; “West European Views about the United States and Various
International Issues,” –.

. Zbigniew Brzezinski, Game Plan: How to Conduct the U.S.-Soviet Contest (New York, ), .
. In fact, the United States apparently exported more to Singapore than to France or Italy.

For this, see Kishore Mahbubani, “An Asia-Pacific Consensus,” Foreign Affairs  (September–
October ): .

. David Oddsson, “Icelandic Foreign Policy and Atlantic Issues” (Oslo, ), –; Dr. Valur
Ingimundarson to Geir Lundestad,  March ; Jørgen Kosmo, “Norwegian Security and
Defence Policy – Future Challenges” (Oslo, ), –; Rolf Tamnes, Oljealder, – [Oil Age,
–] (Volume  in History of Norwegian Foreign Policy)(Oslo, ), –.
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even the American troops might have to leave since the Russians had left, the
emphasis was now on the Americans staying.

The most paradoxical change took place in France. When de Gaulle’s vision
had triumphed – when Europe had in some ways been united from the Atlantic
to the Urals – President Jacques Chirac announced that France would rejoin
NATO’s integrated military structure. Many factors contributed to this re-
markable change: the appraisal that a European defense identity could best be
promoted within, not ouside NATO, the French experiences in the Gulf War
and in Bosnia, reduced defense spending in France, Germany’s unification,
etc.

In the end, since the United States and France could not reach agreement
on the conditions under which France would rejoin the military structure – the
disagreement as to whether a European or an American should be heading
NATO’s Southern Command was particularly important – France only joined
NATO’s Military Committee and certain other bodies, not the integrated
command as such. Yet, it was symptomatic that when push came to shove in the
dispute over the Southern Command even France’s closest ally, Germany,
abandoned the French. Nothing was to be done that could lead to a reduced
American interest in Europe. And Spain now became fully integrated into
NATO’s military command.

In relations between the United States and the European Union (EU)
interesting developments took place. In earlier years it was the Americans who
had taken the initiative to deepen the American-European relationship. This
had been seen in Kennedy’s famous interdependence speech in  and in
Kissinger’s Year of Europe initiative in . The November  Transatlantic
Declaration was a more balanced effort with the Germans taking the initiative,
but in close cooperation with Washington. The initiative behind the New
Transatlantic Agenda and the Joint Action Plan between the United States and
the EU signed in Madrid in December , however, was clearly European. As
early as November  Chancellor Helmut Kohl had felt the need to commit
the Americans more strongly to Europe. He was quickly supported by other
Europeans, certainly including the Spanish, and even the French. Under the
New Transatlantic Agenda the United States and the EU were to work together
in about one  hundred different policy areas. A very elaborate system of
consultation was set up between the two sides of the Atlantic.

The attitudes of the European publics toward the United States and NATO
were strikingly friendly after the end of the Cold War. By  NATO had
recovered most of the support it had lost in the early s. In Britain favorable

. For my discussion of America’s role as the ultimate arbiter in Europe see “Empire” by
Integration, –, –. For recent developments in France see Frédéric Bozo, “France,” in NATO
and Collective Security, ed. Michael Brenner (London, ), –.

. The last paragraphs are in great part based on my “Empire” by Integration, particularly –,
–.

. Everts, “NATO, the European Community, and the United Nations,” –.
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attitudes to NATO remained at about  percent. German attitudes fluctuated
more, but support for NATO never fell below  percent. In Britain and
Germany the public looked to NATO rather than to such organizations as the
OSCE, WEU, or EU to deal with European security problems. Italy, while still
strongly  favoring  NATO, was  becoming somewhat  more  European in  its
security orientation. In France the public looked more to the EU, but the
remarkable swing toward a more positive attitude to NATO and the United
States continued into the s. In – French support for NATO stood
at about  percent. In Spain, a relatively new member of NATO, support was
at a lower level, around  percent. Among the smaller countries, Denmark,
Norway, and the Netherlands continued to fully back NATO, while Greece in
particular, with its strained relations with Turkey, was rather skeptical of
NATO.

In the s Europe remained culturally as attached to the United States as
it had ever been, as measured in everything from the popularity of American
movies and television programs to the increase in sales of Coke in Central and
Eastern Europe.

The American leadership role in Europe remained quite striking even after
the end of the Cold War. The unification of Germany in – was in many
ways George Bush’s finest hour, and the American president was able to secure
his primary objective – a unified Germany staying within NATO – in the face
even of German doubts. On the unification issue the cooperation between
Washington and Bonn was telling, as was the fact that London and Paris were
left largely on the sidelines.

After the Clinton administration had resolved its initial doubts about what
role it would actually play in Europe, the United States again took charge of
basic security matters in Europe. This was clearly seen on the issue of NATO
expansion, where Washington first proposed the Partnership for Peace scheme,
then switched to membership directly in NATO for some Central and Eastern
European countries, and finally decided that only Poland, Hungary, and the
Czech Republic would join in the first round. With Germany as its close ally
on this matter, and with the support also of Britain, France could not do much.
In Bosnia, after a great deal of hesitation and confusion, Washington finally took
military and political command in the fall of . This led to the Dayton
agreement in November–December. On the military side, it was evident that
if the Americans pulled out of Bosnia, so would the Europeans. Both on NATO
expansion and on Bosnia the Europeans clearly expected the United States to

. Richard Sinnott, European Public Opinion and Security Policy (Paris, Chaillot Paper , ),
–, , ; Everts, “NATO, the European Community, and the United Nations,” –; Philippe
Manigart and Eric Marlier, “Public Opinion and Security Matters in Europe,” in European Security
ed. Wilfried von Bredow, Thomas Jäger, and Gerhard Kümmel (London, ), –.

. Pells, Not Like Us, , , , , –.
. The story of Germany’s unification is superbly told in Philip Zelikow and Condoleezza

Rice, Germany Unified and Europe Transformed: A Study in Statecraft (Cambridge, MA, ).
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take the lead, although complaints could occasionally be heard about the
unilateral way in which Washington sometimes acted.

Virtually all the Central and Eastern European countries wanted to become
members of NATO. For most of them the reason was quite obvious, although
it was rarely stated in public: NATO membership was really a concerted
invitation from the Central and Eastern Europeans to the United States to
protect them against a renewed threat from Russia. Membership in the EU
could then help in solving their economic problems. The more general empha-
sis on American involvement could be openly expressed. The foreign ministers
of former “neutrals” – the term was now clearly out of favor – Finland and
Sweden thus wrote that “We wish to emphasize the value of continued strong
U.S. involvement” in the Nordic and Baltic areas.

Some of the Central and Eastern European publics had somewhat larger
problems than their governments in going directly from the Warsaw Pact to
NATO. Among the ten countries of Poland, Romania, Slovenia, Estonia, Latvia,
Lithuania, Hungary, the Czech Republic, Bulgaria, and Slovakia an average of
 percent supported membership in NATO for their respective countries,
while  percent had not made up their minds and  percent were against
joining NATO. For rather obvious historical reasons, Romania and Poland were
at the high end with  and  percent, respectively. For almost equally obvious
historical reasons, Bulgaria and Slovakia were at the low end,both with  percent.

While during the Cold War the Soviet Union had been strongly opposed to
NATO’s existence and wanted the United States to withdraw its troops from
Western Europe, Moscow’s policy in connection with Germany’s unification
in – seemed to reveal that at least in this new situation even Moscow saw
American  troops as a stabilizing force. It may well be that this interest
continues with the new Russia, despite its opposition to NATO’s expansion
into the territory of the former Warsaw Pact.

:     

While my invitational perspective undoubtedly suits American-European
relations the best, it may still be useful in analyzing U.S. relations even with
certain other parts of the world.

. David Calleo, “Western Transformation after the Cold War,” in Lundestad, ed., No End to
Alliance, –. For a good, short account of the NATO enlargement issue see Jonathan Eyal,
“NATO’s Enlargement: Anatomy of a Decision,” International Affairs , no.  (): –.

. Tarja Halonen and Lena Hjelm-Wallen, “Working for European Security Outside the
NATO Structure,” International Herald Tribune,  March .

. George Cunningham, “EU and NATO Enlargement: How Public Opinion is Shaping up
in Some Candidate Countries,” NATO Review, May–June , –. See also Sinnott, European
Public Opinion and Security Policy, –.

In the referendum in Hungary on NATO membership in November ,  percent voted in
favor, a far higher percentage than earlier polls had indicated. (The turnout was only  percent,
however.) The sharp increase is primarily explained by the Hungarian government’s vigorous
campaign in favor of Hungary’s NATO membership.

. Zelikow and Rice, Germany Unified and Europe Transformed, –, –, –, –, .
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If we take the setting up of alliances as a concrete example, the ANZUS
treaty of  between Australia, New Zealand, and the United States comes
very close indeed to the NATO pattern. The ANZUS treaty was “made in
Australia.” In – Foreign Minister H. V. Evatt tried hard to get the United
States to give a formal security guarantee to Australia, preferably in the form
of a Pacific pact. He failed, in great part because Washington simply was not
interested in taking on such a commitment in these distant areas. In  the
new Menzies government, with Percy Spender as foreign secretary, renewed
Australia’s quest for a Pacific alliance (but excluding Japan). Again the Aussies
met with a rebuff in Washington.

With the outbreak of war in Korea and Washington’s interest in rapidly
concluding a peace treaty with Japan, Spender gained the necessary leverage
vis-à-vis the Truman administration. Yet, as late as October  the State
Department still hesitated. Then New Zealand too changed, from supporting
a U.S. presidential declaration to defend Australia and New Zealand to favoring
a tripartite alliance. In July  Spender finally achieved his treaty. Australia
and New Zealand continued to have close relations with the United States, also
during the Vietnam War. In , however, the United States suspended its
security obligation to New Zealand, due to the latter’s anti-nuclear policy.

Not only Australia and, to a lesser extent, New Zealand, but several
countries in Asia also conducted a virtual campaign to involve the United States
on their side. Naturally, those most threatened by communism were the most
eager to get Washington’s backing; on the whole they got it, particularly after
the outbreak of the Korean War. South Korea and Taiwan were the most striking
examples. The pull on Washington from local autocrats Syngman Rhee and
Chiang Kai-shek became increasingly strong. South Korea got its security
treaty with the United States in , Taiwan in . But, as Nancy Bernkopf
Tucker writes with reference to Taiwan, in words that in modified form applied
also to South Korea, “Faced in  with abandonment by the Truman admini-
stration, Taipei, by , had woven a web of political, economic, and military
ties that made the mutual defense treaty signed that year almost superfluous.”

. For a short account of the origins of ANZUS see R. J. O’Neill, “The Korean War and the
Origins of ANZUS,” in Munich to Vietnam: Australia’s Relations with Britain and the United States since
the s, ed. Carl Bridge (Melbourne, ), –. For longer accounts see J. G. Starke, The ANZUS
Treaty Alliance (Melbourne, ); and W. David McIntyre, Background to the ANZUS Pact: Policy-
Making, Strategy, and Diplomacy, – (Basingstoke, ). For Spender’s own version see Sir Percy
Spender, Exercises in Diplomacy: The ANZUS Treaty and the Colombo Plan (Sydney, ).

Melvyn Leffler writes about the situation in the Asia-Pacific region at this time that “In Asia
(as in Europe) a successful strategy aimed at co-opting Japanese (or German) power compelled
the United States to incur commitments that would otherwise have been eschewed.” See Melvyn
P. Leffler, A Preponderance of Power: National Security, the Truman Administration, and the Cold War
(Stanford, ), . See also ibid., –, –, .

. Nancy Bernkopf Tucker, Taiwan, Hong Kong, and the United States, – (New York, ),
. For an account stressing the U.S. imperial side more than the invitations see Lee, Outposts of
Empire. (“‘Invitation’ was an important aspect of this empire but not its predominant element. On
the perimeter of the communist empire, Korea and Vietnam were to act as local Western proxies”)
(p. ). As I have tried to show, “empire” does not necessarily exclude invitation.
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With South Korea feeling threatened by North Korea and Taiwan by China,
support in these two countries for the American defense guarantee remained
solid, also after the end of the Cold War and the introduction of democracy.

Japan was occupied by the United States from  to , and in an occupied
country it makes little sense to talk about invitations. At the same time, it is
striking how  Japan  has kept the  system  introduced  during  the American
occupation. Thus, no changes have yet been made in the American-sponsored
constitution of . Polls in Japan have generally indicated that not only has
the United States been far and away the most popular outside country, but
support for the American security treaty of  has remained strong, with the
particular exception of the Vietnam years. From the s onward two-thirds
of Japanese have consistently supported the treaty. For the Japanese it was a nice
arrangement indeed to have the United States take care of most of their defense
needs while they could concentrate on their country’s economic growth. With
the U.S.–Japanese defense guidelines of September , the relationship some-
what more resembles a traditional alliance than a unilateral American guarantee.

In the process leading to the setting up of the South-East Asia Treaty
Organization (SEATO) in September , it was evident that the locals – the
Philippines, Pakistan, and Thailand – wanted a much stronger and more
NATO-like organization than did the United States. In fact, the first two
countries in particular had long been working hard, and with increasing success,
to achieve security guarantees from the United States. Their motives were
mixed: hopes of getting both economic and military assistance and support
against their neighbors or rebel groups. The SEATO structure became as loose
as the United States wanted it to be, but the basic fact in this context remained
that the locals definitely encouraged the United States to play an active role in
the region both economically and militarily.

It was another matter that these countries had a rather spotty record as far
as democracy was concerned and that by signing up with them the United States

. This impression was strongly reinforced in conversations I had with South Korean high
officials and intellectuals during my visit there – September .

. Akira Iriye, Japan and the Wider World: From the Mid-nineteenth Century to the Present (London,
), –, particularly –, –, –, –; Glenn D. Hook, Militarization and Demilita-
rization in Contemporary Japan (London, ), particularly –; Michael Richardson, “U.S. Calms
Asians on Troop Levels,” International Herald Tribune,  March . See also Lundestad, The
American “Empire”, –. The conclusion is also based on my conversations with Japanese high
officials and intellectuals during a visit to Japan – September . On small Okinawa, where
most  of the American troops in Japan  are  actually based,  the  American presence is quite
controversial. See Robert D. Eldridge, “The  Okinawa Referendum on U.S. Base Reductions,”
Asian Survey  (October ): –.

. SEATO consisted of the United States, Britain, France, Australia, New Zealand, Pakistan,
Thailand, and the Philippines. For accounts of its formation see Gary R. Hess, “The American
Search for Stability in Southeast Asia: The SEATO Structure of Containment,” in The Great Powers
in East Asia, –, ed. Warren I. Cohen and Akira Iriye (New York, ), –; Nick Cullather,
Illusions of Influence: The Political Economy of United States-Philippines Relations, – (Stanford,
), –; and Robert J. McMahon, The Cold War on the Periphery: The United States, India, and
Pakistan (New York, ), –.
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antagonized other, even more important states in the region, such as India and
Indonesia. The Vietnam War meant the end of SEATO. In  it was agreed
“to phase out” the organization due to “changed conditions.”

The relationship of the ASEAN countries with the United States has been
rather complex in recent years. On the one hand, Malaysia, as well as Indonesia
under General Suharto, condemned U.S. policies on human rights, democracy,
and other questions. In  the United States even had to give up its traditional
bases in the Philippines. On the other hand, most of the ASEAN countries want
the United States to maintain some form of military presence in the region, in
particular to act as the balancer of a rising China. To make this easier, several
of them, including even Malaysia, have quietly sought military cooperation
with the United States and even permitted certain facilities short of bases.

Thus, all opposition to America’s role should not be taken at face value.
Today, for instance, while Chinese authorities are officially against all U.S. bases
in East Asia, in practice they understand that the American troops in South
Korea and in Japan actually serve to stabilize the situations there. Withdrawals
would increase chances both of conflict on the Korean peninsula and of Japan
building up its military forces dramatically.

Since the United States did not formally join, but only supported in other
ways the Baghdad Pact of  between Britain, Turkey, Iraq, Iran, and Pakistan,
it is not so easy to use that pact to study invitational roles vis-à-vis the United
States. Views on the origins of the pact have also differed. One school maintains
that the Western powers initiated the pact, another that the initiative came more
from regional actors. In the only book-length study of the pact so far, Elie Podeh
concludes that “while the notion of establishing a Middle Eastern defense
organization originated in the West, the Turco-Iraqi Pact – the nucleus of the
Baghdad Pact – clearly derived from a regional response.” Turkey, Iraq, Iran,
and Pakistan all had their own reasons for involving the United States in their
affairs, reasons that sometimes had to do with the Cold War, but often even
more with economic needs and regional rivalries. The main reason the United
States did not join the Baghdad Pact was that by entering into close relations
with the four countries mentioned, it would jeopardize relations with other
crucial partners, Israel, Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and Jordan. With Iraq leaving

. Peter Teed, Dictionary of Twentieth-Century History, – (Oxford, ), .
. M. L. Smith and D. M. Jones, “ASEAN, Asian Values and Southeast Asian Security in the

New World Order,” Contemporary Security Policy  (December ): –; Gerald Segal, “How
Insecure is Pacific Asia?” International Affairs , no.  (): –, particularly –; Allen S.
Whiting, “ASEAN Eyes China: The Security Dimension,” Asian Survey  (April ): –;
Jose T. Almonte, “Ensuring Security the ‘ASEAN Way’,” Survival  (Winter –): –;
Mahbubani, “An Asia-Pacific Consensus,” –; Richardson, “U.S. Calms Asians on Troop
Levels,” ; “Asia-Pacific Opinions Mixed on New Defense Guide,” The Japan Times,  September
.

. Author’s conversations in Beijing with Vice Foreign Minister Wang Yingfan,  September
.

. The preceding is based primarily on Elie Podeh, The Quest for Hegemony in the Arab World:
The Struggle over the Baghdad Pact (Leiden, ), particularly –, –. The quotation is from .
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after the revolution of , the Baghdad Pact became the Central Treaty
Organization (CENTO). CENTO in turn was dissolved after the Iranian
revolution of .

American-Israeli relations were unique. After a somewhat slow start, begin-
ning in the s the relationship became increasingly close, although occa-
sionally quite tense. Israel was in many ways extremely dependent on the
United States; at the same time, no small country had the same kind of leverage
with Washington as the Israelis and their supporters in America.

Finally, in Latin America the U.S. role was clearly different from what it was
in other parts of the world. Here the United States took its supremacy more or
less for granted. As I shall return to, Washington frequently intervened in the
matters of especially Central American and Caribbean states. As a result,
coercion and denunciation of the “Yankee gringo” were more widespread than
invitations to Uncle Sam to provide leadership.

Nevertheless, even many Latin Americans willingly agreed to take part in
various U.S.-sponsored arrangements. The inter-American movement began in
earnest in  under Washington’s leadership, and it quickly grew to include
most of the countries in the Western Hemisphere. In the spring of , when
the Latin Americans felt that the emerging United Nations could threaten
solidarity in the hemisphere, they put forward a joint statement proclaiming
that if the Security Council was permitted to manage even American affairs,
this “would mean the end of the Monroe Doctrine.” The March  Act of
Chapultepec on hemispheric defense “meant the perfection of the American
system without interference from outside powers. The inter-American system
disappears if the Security Council rules.” This was a truly remarkable state-
ment in view of the frequent Latin attacks on Washington’s unilaterally pro-
claimed Monroe Doctrine and was probably in great part meant to attract U.S.
support on the question of the UN structure. The hemispheric approach also
formed the basis for the Rio treaty of  and the Organization of American
states of . On really crucial occasions, such as the Cuban missile crisis of
, Washington was generally able to attract the support of its Latin neighbors.

See also Nigel John Ashton, Eisenhower, Macmillan, and the Problem of Nasser: Anglo-American Relations
and Arab Nationalism, – (London, ), –; Mark J. Gasiorowski, U.S. Foreign Policy and the
Shah: Building a Client State in Iran (Ithaca, ), –; James A. Bill, The Eagle and the Lion: The
Tragedy of American-Iranian Relations (New Haven, ), –; George McGhee, The US-Turkish-
NATO Middle East Connection: How the Truman Doctrine and Turkey’s NATO Entry Contained the Soviets
(London, ), –.

. For recent studies of the American-Israeli relationship see Yaacov Bar-Siman-Tov, “The
United States and Israel since : ‘A Special Relationship’?” Diplomatic History  (Spring ):
– and the commentaries to that article by Peter L. Hahn (–) and David Schoenbaum
(–) in the same issue; George Wildman Ball, The Passionate Attachment: America’s Involvement
with Israel,  to the Present (New York, ); David Schoenbaum, The United States and the State of
Israel (Oxford, ); and Abraham Ben-Zvi, The United States and Israel: The Limits of the Special
Relationship (New York, ).

. The quotation is from Thomas M. Campbell, Masquerade Peace: America’s UN Policy, –
(Tallahasee, ), . See also O. Carlos Stoetzer, The Organization of American States (Westport,
), –; Lester D. Langley, America and the Americas: The United States in the Western Hemisphere
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:     

While the United States was in most respects clearly the strongest power in
the world for most of the twentieth century, only after  did it develop the
interests and capabilities to intervene more regularly outside the Western
Hemisphere and the Pacific. Thus, from  January  through  December
, the United States used its armed forces as a political instrument  times,
most often in the Third World. The corresponding number for the Soviet Union
was , but Moscow applied force most frequently within its empire, something
that Washington, with certain exceptions, had less need for.

Since the definition of “political use of armed force” was rather broad, these
numbers do not by themselves tell us whether these interventions were invited
or not. Interventions, whether on the small scale of most of the  or on the
grand scale of the American interventions in the two world wars, can also be
invited. The American response exactly in the world wars and, after , to
the many crises over Berlin underlines this fact.

On the whole, in Western Europe the United States was able to cooperate
with governments that were both democratically elected and friendly to the
United States. Here it is therefore difficult to come up with clear-cut examples
of the United States intervening in internal matters directly against the wishes
of the national governments involved. Even in Western Europe, however, not
all the invitations were issued by democratic governments. Greece, Turkey,
Spain, and Portugal were largely authoritarian until the s. Thus, in the
events in Greece in  the Americans in fact wrote both the Greek application
for aid and the thank-you notes for the Truman Doctrine. What role Wash-
ington – that is, the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) and the Pentagon –
played in bringing the Greek colonels to power in  is fiercely debated.

Also in Europe, the abrupt withdrawal of financial support from Czechoslovakia
in the fall of  provided an example of the United States withdrawing

(Athens, GA, ), –; Lundestad, The American “Empire”, –; and Leffler, A Preponderance of
Power, –.

. Barry M. Blechman and Stephen S. Kaplan, Force without War: U.S. Armed Forces as a Political
Instrument (Washington, ), , –, –; Stephen S. Kaplan, Diplomacy of Power: Soviet Armed
Forces as a Political Instrument (Washington, ), , –. For other lists of interventions see
William Blum, The CIA: A Forgotten History. US Global Interventions (London, ), particularly –
(“Instances of Use of United States Armed Forces Abroad, –”) and James Cable, Gunboat
Diplomacy, –: Political Applications of Limited Naval Force (London, ), – (“Seventy Years
of Gunboat Diplomacy”).

. The definition used was the following: “A political use of armed forces occurs when
physical actions are taken by one or more components of the uniformed military services as part
of a deliberate attempt by the national authorities to influence, or to be prepared to influence,
specific behavior of individuals in another nation without engaging in a continuing contest of
violence.” (Blechman and Kaplan, eds., Force without War, .)

. For a further discussion of this point see my The American “Empire”, –.
. See, for instance, the differing accounts in Blum, The CIA: A Forgotten History, – and

Stephen G. Xydis, “Coups and Countercoups in Greece, – (with postscript),” Political Science
Quarterly  (Fall ): –.
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support from a democratically elected government when this government was
seen as too dependent on Moscow.

In other parts of the world democracies were relatively few. Washington’s
choice then frequently seemed to be between left- and right-wing dictatorships.
The restraints on the United States not intervening in explicitly domestic
matters were also much weaker here than in Western Europe. As President
Kennedy’s statement went: “There are three possibilities in descending order
of  preference: a decent democratic regime, a continuation of the Trujillo
regime or a Castro regime. We ought to aim at the first, but we really can’t
renounce the second until we are sure that we can avoid the third.” Although
Kennedy was referring specifically to the situation in the Dominican Republic,
his lesson really applied to most of the Third World.

Particularly in vast and complex Asia it is virtually impossible to generalize
about intervention by invitation or by imposition. While in many countries
there was often a great deal of skepticism about the United States, in times of
crisis the United States could still act with considerable local support. This
point was perhaps best illustrated in the Middle East. During the Cold War the
requests in  from the Lebanese president and the Jordanian king to the
United States to intervene provided examples of an invitational kind,
although the invitations were undoubtedly issued in part to undercut
domestic rivals. The United States did intervene in Lebanon while the
British handled Jordan.

After the end of the Cold War the Gulf War of – illustrated the support
for American intervention even more clearly. After Saddam Hussein’s Iraq in
August  had invaded Kuwait, the United States was able to organize a very
wide  coalition  indeed  to  undo  this  action. The United Nations Security
Council strongly condemned Iraq, with even Cuba and Yemen eventually
voting in favor. Within eight days of the Iraqi move a majority in the Arab
League consisting of the smaller Gulf states, Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Syria,
Lebanon, and Morocco – this was the first time a division had taken place in
the league on a substantive matter – voted to permit the Arab states to join the
emerging American-led coalition. True, most of these countries would have
preferred that the Iraqis be forced to leave without American intervention.
Even the Saudis hesitated before they agreed to call in the Americans. Yet, when
push came to shove Syria, Egypt, and Saudi Arabia contributed significant

. This event is analyzed in detail in my The American Non-Policy towards Eastern Europe,
–, –.

. Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., A Thousand Days: John F. Kennedy in the White House (Boston, ),
.

. For accounts of these interventions see William B. Quandt, “Lebanon, , and Jordan,
” in Blechman and Kaplan, eds., Force without War, –; Ritchie Ovendale, “Great Britain
and the Anglo-American Invasion of Jordan and Lebanon in ,” International History Review 
(May ): –; and Douglas Little, “His Finest Hour? Eisenhower, Lebanon, and the 
Middle East Crisis,” Diplomatic History  (Winter ): –.

 :                 

Downloaded from https://academic.oup.com/dh/article-abstract/23/2/189/416121
by University of Nottingham user
on 22 May 2018



forces to the Multinational Coalition that in early  so successfully threw the
Iraqis out of Kuwait.

On the other hand, the many examples of imposed interventions provide a
clear warning against taking the invitational aspect too far. The earliest such
example in Asia in this century occurred in the Philippines in the immediate
aftermath of the Spanish-American War of . Most Filipinos supported the
United States over Spain in that war, but when they then demanded their
independence a war broke out with the United States. This war cost at least two
hundred thousand Filipinos and nearly two thousand Americans their lives. It
was considerably reduced in scope in – only on Washington’s promise
that the American occupation would end when the Filipinos had been “trained
for self-government.” Thus, the United States entered the American Century
fighting what indeed looked very much like a traditional imperial war.

The first example after  of Washington, in this case the incoming
Eisenhower administration, covertly trying to overthrow a government in Asia
probably took place in Iran in . The CIA operation to remove Mohammad
Mossaddeq and his National Front government would not have succeeded
without some Iranian participation (the shah, important military leaders) and
without Mossaddeq’s position already having deteriorated even economically,
but this was still imposition rather than invitation. And, as James Bill has argued,
the American intervention “was the first fundamental step in the eventual
rupture of Iranian-American relations in the revolution of –.” In Indo-
nesia in  the lack of support was the basic reason why the CIA’s operation
to topple Achmad Sukarno failed so dismally. The administration even had to
bypass its own embassy in Djakarta.

Similarly, it would be difficult to argue that the United States fought the
Vietnam War by invitation. About the situation in Vietnam in  President
Eisenhower himself wrote in his memoirs that he had never talked with a person
knowledgeable about Indochinese affairs who did not agree that “had elections
been held at the time of the fighting, possibly  per cent of the population

. For a good review article of the already vast literature on the Gulf War see L. Carl Brown,
“Review Article: Shield and Storm in the Desert,” International History Review  (February ):
–. The best account of the Gulf War is probably Lawrence Freedman and Efraim Karsh, The
Gulf Conflict, –: Diplomacy and War in the New World Order (Princeton, ). For a short account
see George Joffe, “Middle Eastern Views of the Gulf Conflict and its Aftermath,” Review of
International Studies , no.  (): –. For an interesting Arab view see Mohamed Heikal,
Illusions of Triumph: An Arab View of the Gulf War (London, ).

. For a short account of the events in the Philippines see Walter LaFeber, The American Search
for Opportunity, –, Vol. , Cambridge History of American Foreign Relations (Cambridge, England,
), –. For a longer account see Glenn Anthony May, A Past Recovered (Quezon City,
Philippines, ).

. The best account of the situation in Iran is probably Bill, The Eagle and the Lion, –. The
quotation is from . See also Gasiorowski, U.S. Foreign Policy and the Shah, –.

. The best account of Eisenhower’s policy toward Indonesia is Audrey R. & George McT.
Kahin, Subversion as Foreign Policy: The Secret Eisenhower and Dulles Debacle in Indonesia (New York,
).
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would have voted for the Communist Ho Chi Minh as their leader rather than
Chief of State Bao Dai.”

This realization did not stop the Eisenhower administration from building
up the separate state of South Vietnam under Ngo Dinh Diem’s leadership.
When even Diem’s limited support eroded and his firm loyalty to the United
States came to be doubted – he appears to have opposed the introduction of
American combat troops and rumors existed about a possible approach to
Hanoi – more and more top policymakers in Washington wanted him deposed.
President Kennedy himself vacillated, but with U.S. ambassador Henry Cabot
Lodge clearly favoring the Vietnamese military plotters, Diem was overthrown
and, to Kennedy’s consternation, murdered on  November . After the death
of  Diem, the changes of  government in Saigon were so frequent and the
dependence of these governments on the United States so obvious that again
the invitational perspective makes little sense. Rather, this was imposition.

In Latin America, the Monroe Doctrine of  was hardly invoked in the
nineteenth century and was originally intended to protect Latin American
revolutions against European intervention. After the Spanish-American War
of  the United States actually supported the independence of Cuba, as
opposed to that of the Philippines, but under the restrictions imposed by the
Platt Amendment this Cuban independence was substantially curtailed. When
the United States landed troops in Cuba in , this was done with the approval
both of the government and the rebels trying to overthrow it. In –
Washington helped establish Panama’s independence from Colombia in return
for very extensive U.S. rights, particularly in the Canal Zone.

. Dwight D. Eisenhower, Mandate for Change (New York, ), .
. See, for instance, Henry Cabot Lodge’s comment: “I don’t think we ought to take this

government seriously. There is no one who can do anything. We have to do what we think we
ought to do regardless of what the Saigon government does.” U.S. Department of State, Foreign
Relations of the United States, – (Washington, ), :.

Among the many accounts of the American role in Vietnam in general and the fall of Diem
in particular I prefer George C. Herring, America’s Longest War: The United States and Vietnam,
– (New York, ), –; George McT. Kahin, Intervention: How America Became Involved in
Vietnam (New York, ), –; and Robert D. Schulzinger, A Time of War: The United States and
Vietnam, – (Oxford, ), –. Joseph G. Morgan, The Vietnam Lobby: The American Friends
of Vietnam, – (Chapel Hill, ) shows that the ties between Diem and the Vietnam Lobby
in the United States may well have been weaker than we had earlier thought.

For an official study of the American role in the planned assassination not only of Diem but
also of Fidel Castro, Patrice Lumumba, Chilean General Rene Schneider, and Rafael Trujillo see
United States Senate, Select Committee to Study Governmental Operations, An Interim Report,
Alleged Assassination Plots Involving Foreign Leaders (New York, ). The report concluded that
although  various U.S. agencies had indeed drawn up plans of one sort or another  for  the
assassination of these leaders, with the possible exception of General Schneider the United States
was probably not involved in any of the actual killings.

. For analyses of these events in Cuba and Panama see LaFeber, The American Search for
Opportunity, –, –, –; David Healy, Drive to Hegemony: The United States in the Caribbean,
– (Madison, ), –, –; Allan Reed Millett, The Politics of Intervention: The Military
Occupation of Cuba, – (Columbus, ), –; and John Major, Prize Possession: The United
States and the Panama Canal, – (Cambridge, England, ), –.
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Yet, in traditionally imperialist ways the United States did not particularly
seem to care whether its interventions in Central America and the Caribbean
were invited or not. In  Theodore Roosevelt, through the Roosevelt Cor-
ollary to the Monroe Doctrine, reinterpreted the doctrine to give the United
States protection against revolutionaries in Latin America. While Roosevelt
justified intervention in the name of the Monroe Doctrine and Robert Taft
in the name of dollar diplomacy, Woodrow Wilson, on this as on most other
points, preferred the language of political reform and general principles.

After more than thirty military interventions, Herbert Hoover abandoned
the traditional interventionist attitude. In  Secretary of State Cordell
Hull formally proclaimed that “no state has the right to intervene in the
internal or external affairs of another.” The troops in the Canal Zone in
Panama now remained the only U.S. troops in the Western Hemisphere
outside of U.S. territory.

As we know, this was not the end of U.S. interventionism in the Western
Hemisphere. After the Second World War, the United States intervened against
democratically elected governments in Guatemala in  and, more indirectly,
in Chile in  and , and against internationally recognized, although
formally less democratic governments in Cuba in , in Nicaragua in
–, in Grenada in , and in Panama in . All these interventions
were roundly condemned internationally. The intervention in the Dominican
Republic in  was at the invitation of the country’s rulers, although the
invitation was issued under rather complex local circumstances.

In this perspective the U.S. intervention in Haiti in  was most un-
traditional in that it was meant to restore democratic rule and as such was
authorized by the UN Security Council. Even the local military rulers
ended up cooperating with the U.S. forces. Similarly, in the s, with the
military dictators gone and the radical left in eclipse, not only democracy
but also free-market economics and American mass culture became almost
popular in Latin America.

. See, for instance, LaFeber, The American Search for Opportunity, –, –.
. This point is taken from Iriye, The Globalizing of America, –, .
. Ibid., –, –.
. For  an  overview of U.S. interventions from  a legal point of view see  Max Hilaire,

International Law and United States Military Intervention in the Western Hemisphere (The Hague, ).
For some comparative comments on U.S. interventions see H. W. Brands, Jr., “Decisions on
American Armed Intervention: Lebanon, Dominican Republic, and Grenada,” Political Science
Quarterly , no.  (): –. For the most recent interventions see Richard N. Haass,
Intervention: The Use of American Military Force in the Post-Cold War World (Washington, ),
particularly –. For an account of American interventions in Central America see Walter
LaFeber, Inevitable  Revolutions: The United States in Central America (New York, ). For  the
interventions in Guatemala and Chile I prefer Piero Gleijeses, Shattered Hope: The Guatemalan
Revolution and the United States, – (Princeton, ) and Paul E. Sigmund, The United States and
Democracy in Chile (Baltimore, ).

. Anthony Faiola, “‘Yankee’ Is Cool in Latin America,” International Herald Tribune,  January
.
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Today, and for the foreseeable future, the United States clearly remains
Number One, a power significantly stronger than not just any other single
power but even than any likely combination of powers. Despite considerable
reductions in U.S. defense spending, with the collapse of the Soviet Union and
of much of Russia’s military might as well, and with even larger reductions
in the defense spending of most other Great Powers, America’s military lead
appears more pronounced now than in decades. Economically, since the
s America’s percentage of the world’s gross national product has stabi-
lized at around . With the U.S. budget deficit finally largely under control
and with the economic woes of Japan and much of East Asia, America’s
relative economic position looks considerably stronger today than it did
only a decade ago. America’s vast and, it seems, once again increasing lead
in information technology will probably have economic and military con-
sequences that we do not fully foresee at present. America’s message to
the world – in the form of democracy, the market economy, freer trade, and
American mass culture – has rarely, if ever affected the world more than
today.

Today the predictions made ten years and less ago by Paul Kennedy and
others about the decline of the United States appear oddly dated. In his The

Rise and Fall of the Great Powers Kennedy predicted the decline of the United
States. No sooner was the book out than that other superpower, the Soviet
Union,  collapsed. Then,  in Preparing for the Twenty-First Century Kennedy
forecast that the twenty-first century would belong to Japan. Again, no sooner
was the book out than Japan entered into its first period of serious economic
and political stagnation since the early s.

Thus, it can indeed be argued that we are still in Luce’s American Century.
Compared to the Cold War, especially the pre-Vietnam years, at least one major
difference exists, however: Washington’s somewhat reduced interest in much
of the outside world, most clearly seen in its relative reluctance to risk lives and
spend money on its global role. Although Washington orchestrated Desert
Storm to drive the Iraqis out of Kuwait and although the United States initially
committed twenty thousand troops to the implementation of the Dayton
accords in Bosnia, America’s fear of “foreign entanglements” is striking. When
eighteen U.S. soldiers were killed in Somalia, the American troops left. Most
forms of foreign assistance are out. In relative terms the official development

. Joseph S. Nye, Jr., and William A. Owens, “America’s Information Edge,” Foreign Affairs 
(March–April ): –.

. Paul Kennedy, The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers: Economic Change and Military Conflict from
 to  (New York, ); idem, Preparing for the Twenty-First Century (London, ). Today my
own The American “Empire”, which criticized Kennedy for his declinist views, seems rather mild in
its criticism.
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assistance of the United States is the smallest of all the OECD countries (with
the exception of Turkey and South Korea).

Dominance easily breeds American arrogance and foreign irritation. So also
with the American role in the world today. In the United Nations, Washington
is roundly condemned for trying to dictate the UN’s actions while at the same
time refusing to pay its membership dues; in NATO, grumbling is heard about
the peremptory manner in which the United States decided the question of
new members; Russia’s Boris Yeltsin and China’s Jiang Zemin proclaim a
“strategic partnertship” directed against those who would “push the world
toward a unipolar order.” In Canada, in France, in South Africa, virtually
everywhere, complaints are heard about the various ways in which the U.S.
Congress in particular is trying to make American laws apply to the rest of the
world, in the form of sanctions against Cuba, Libya, and Iran. Charges are even
heard about the return of “the ugly American.”

“Realists” have argued that no alliance survives the disappearance of the
threat against which it was directed. When the enemy holding the alliance
together disappears, realignment follows; a ganging up against a new leader
soon takes place.

This time it seems to be different. Not only is there no end to NATO; many
new countries even want to join. Despite the occasional denunciation of “a
unipolar order,” there is no real ganging up against the United States. In fact,
the United States appears to be the partner of choice for all the major powers.

This is probably in part because its power is so overwhelming and so many-
faceted, but in part also because its power is of a somewhat different nature than
that of traditional superpowers. Rarely does the United States conquer; it rules
in more indirect, more American ways, so indirect, in fact, that frequently, but
far from always, it is still invited to play the preeminent role it does toward the
end of the (first?) American Century.

. For a short account of the intervention in Somalia see Haass, Intervention, –. For
development assistance see The OECD Observer, OECD in Figures: Statistics on the Member Countries
(Paris, ), –.

. See, for instance, David E. Sanger, “Ugly American Returns,” International Herald Tribune,
 October ; and William Drozdiak, “U.S. Dominance Breeds Irritation,” ibid.,  November .

. For a good realist analysis see Kenneth N. Waltz, Theory of International Relations (Reading,
MA, ). For NATO predictions see, for instance, John J. Mearsheimer, “Back to the Future:
Instability in Europe after the Cold War,” International Security  (Summer ): –. See also
Mearsheimer, “The Future of America’s Continental Commitment,” in Lundestad, ed., No End to
Alliance, –.

. No End to Alliance is the title of a book on American-Western European relations I have
edited, published by Macmillan in .

. This paragraph is based in part on Josef Joffe, “How America Does It,” Foreign Affairs 
(September–October ): –.
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