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G J I A : You recently argued that states give up their sovere i g n t y

when they commit acts of genocide, harbor terrorism, or

t h reaten global and national security. Are these the only times

intervention is justified, or should the promotion of political

reform in strategic regions be added to this list?

H A A S S : A lot depends on what you mean by intervention. I do

not think that promoting political or economic reform is an

appropriate use of armed intervention. The use of military

f o rce needs to be reserved for extreme situations. However, I

do think we should promote political and economic re f o r m

t o w a rds openness through other tools, such as incentives,

sanctions, economic aid, free trade agreements, and promo-

tion of civil society, because it helps bring about a world that is

l i kely to be more peaceful and stable. 

G J I A : Do you see a tradeoff between promoting democracy and

dealing with strategically important, non-democratic re g i m e s ?

H A A S S : In the long run we have to promote democracy and eco-

nomic openness. We have to take a gradual approach because

states can get into trouble if they move too far too fast. Howev-

er, there will also be those times—and 9/11 may well have been

one of them—when we have temporary priorities, like fighting

terrorism, and that may mean we have to form certain types of
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relationships with some governments that

a re fairly unsavory. I think you have to be

willing to set those priorities, but over the

long run you must introduce a pro-

d e m o c racy dimension to your policy.

M o reover, one of the things we are seeing

now is that cooperation on counter-ter-

rorism can become the opening wedge of

a new relationship. It can actually open up

opportunities to do things like advance

d e m o c racy and economic openness.

G J I A : D e m o c racies often have a more

difficult time than non-democracies in

consolidating domestic support, espe-

cially on controversial issues. What does

i n c reasing democratization imply about

the future of international re l a t i o n s ?

H A A S S : Growing democratization on bal-

ance is a good thing. There is a lot of evi-

dence that democracies relate pretty well

to other democracies. We also just hap-

pen to believe in them inherently and

existentially in terms of the quality of life

and freedoms they deliver. So, if we have

to pay a price in terms of increased diffi-

cultly navigating the day to day with

another country, that seems to me a price

worth paying.

Countries have sometimes had to deal

with the frustration of, say, our congre s s

vis-à-vis our executive branch and the way

our constitution distributes treaty power,

confirmation power, or the passage of

legislation. That hasn’t stopped other

countries from having close re l a t i o n s h i p s

with the United States, and I would say the

same thing about us with them. 

We understand that as countries

become more democratic certain con-

stituencies inside and outside their gov-

ernments will have larger degrees of pow-

er. We are used to that. For example, we

a re used to the influence of agricultura l

lobbies in Western Europe and Japan. We

understand what kind of impact they have

and how that constrains what the govern-

ments can do. It is just a fact of life that

we just take into account, and all I can say

is those are the good kinds of problems to

have. They are much better than the

kinds of problems you would have deal-

ing with non-democra c i e s .

G J I A : R e g a rdless of the criteria, who

decides when a country is committing (or

omitting) actions that justify interven-

t i o n ?

H A A S S : This is one of the central ques-

tions of international relations today.

The answer is that there is no single

s o u rce of authority or legitimacy. Fo r

example, in the late 1990s, when the UN

Security Council refused to authorize an

intervention in Kosovo, I thought it was

the wrong answer, and the United States

was right to take the issue to NATO .

When the international community

refused to act to stop the genocide in

Rwanda in the mid-1990s, the United

States and other countries were wrong to

stand aside and just to let the genocide go

f o r w a rd. I cite these two examples as evi-

dence that the United Nations is not yet

at the point where it alone can decide

what is legitimate and what is not.
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Well then, who decides? Is it the

United States or some other govern-

ment? The answer is that you have to

look at the case at hand and you have to

try to make a case in the court of interna-

tional public opinion. I believe you have

to try to form as multilateral a response as

you can. But the fact is that there is no

world government or world supra n a-

tional authority. So, you have to base

your actions on norms. Moreover, when

a government like the United States acts,

whether in Iraq now or as we did in

Afghanistan, or say against some geno-

cide, it is important that they explain why

it is they are doing what they are doing in

terms of the principles that they are try-

ing to uphold or defend. 

These decisions will inevitably be made

case by case. So, we may decide that what

we did in one situation was necessary, and

we may argue against someone else doing

it in a situation that they think is analo-

gous. Sometimes you have to be incon-

sistent in foreign policy. Moreover, just

because you may have the right to act

d o e s n’t mean that acting is the smartest

thing to do. In foreign policy, you always

have to ask yourself not simply whether

you have the right to do something, but

whether it’s wise compared to all the

other choices and tools available to you.

G J I A : It sounds like you would go along

with the UN if it had greater legitimacy,

c redibility, and capability. How can the

UN achieve this? 

H A A S S : The best way to build up the role

of the United Nations is to build gre a t e r

consensus between and among the major

powers. The UN can never be more than

the sum of its parts, and if the parts

fundamentally disagree, then the UN

essentially is precluded from playing a

meaningful role. The UN is not an inde-

pendent entity and it does not have the

s o v e reign personality of a state. So, the

best way to build up the role of the UN is

not to assign it more people or more

money or more power, but to build con-

sensus between its members.

For example, the World Trade Orga-

nization is able to play a meaningful role

in regulating world trade because there is

a consensus among the principal tra d i n g

states over these rules, not because it has

enormous powers. The problem is that

we haven’t reached that point in other

a reas of international politics. We simply

do not have that kind of consensus about

the proper means and ends of fore i g n

policy. So, I think we have to accept a

m o re limited role for the UN during this

period. Meanwhile, we should try to

build greater consensus, and expand on

a reas like cooperation against terrorism,

weapons of mass destruction, and geno-

cide where consensus already exists. The

potential for the UN to play a meaning-

ful role will grow accord i n g l y .

G J I A : When you do intervene, for whatev-

er reason, who is responsible for re s t o r i n g

s o v e reignty at the end of an intervention?

Who receives this sovereignty, and might

we have to re d raw territorial boundaries

to establish durable states?

H A A S S : T h e re is no one mechanism or

model and there are all sorts of examples,

from Cambodia to East Timor, Kosovo

to Bosnia, and Haiti to post-World War II

Germany and Japan. I think a lot depends

upon how you got to that point, the scale

of the problem, how much international

consensus there is to act. Restoring sov-

e reignty tends to be best if it is done

m u l t i l a t e rally because it gives it gre a t e r

legitimacy and acceptability.
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In terms of who we re s t o re sovere i g n-

ty to and how, you can do the sort of

thing you did in Afghanistan, where

originally you convened a meeting in

Germany, which then led six months lat-

er to a loya jirga, which included ke y

political figures in Kabul, and down the

road you will hopefully have a progre s-

sively more open democratic process. In

I raq, we are taking a different, but not

totally dissimilar, path.

What I think matters is that you come

up with a political process that is re p re-

sentative, seen as legitimate by the vast

majority of the people, and incre a s i n g l y

provides avenues and mechanisms for

their participation. At some point I

believe there should be elections in that

process, but not necessary at the begin-

ning. You should also promote civil soci-

ety and economic opportunity in order to

develop a real society. That is the best

protection I know against any sort of

b reakdown of order or over-concentra-

tion of power. But this process always has

to be tailored in ways that take into

account local traditions, local history, and

the pre f e rences of the local people.

On the question about re d ra w i n g

maps, I lean against that. That tends to

raise at least as many questions as it pur-

portedly would settle, and you don’ t

want to create one or two new problems

in the name of solving one. If you are

going to be adding territory to some

place, it suggests that you are going to be

taking it away from somewhere else. I

think the key is less the re d rawing of lines

as it is trying to reconstitute political and

economic life within and across lines.

That is where issues of federalism come

in. I just don’t see us where people were

nearly 100 years ago after World War I,

when they took out their atlases and

started re d rawing maps. Unless there was

consensus all around, I don’t think that

is the way to go.

G J I A : T h e re is obvious tension between

state sovereignty and globalization, and

you have argued that globalization

re q u i res regulation. How can we re g u l a t e

globalization without undermining its

b e n e f i t s ?

H A A S S : T h e re is some tension between

globalization and state sovere i g n t y

because many of the phenomena of

globalization are transnational flows that

cannot be controlled by governments. It

is just a fact of life—neither necessarily

good nor bad—that there are things that

governments cannot control.

On the other hand, governments are

not powerless, and they can still do a lot to

shape what goes in and out of their bor-

ders. What you obviously want to do is get

governments to try and restrict the flow of

the negatives of globalization—drugs,

t rafficking in innocent people, and ter-

rorists—but to allow the positive things

l i ke the normal flow of trade, services,

tourism, and legal migra t i o n .

Governments need to work together

to do just this because it is beyond the

capacity of any single government. Yo u

end up needing a lot of coopera t i o n

between governments. For example,

governments have to set up arra n g e-

ments so that borders are open for

tourism and businessmen and others but

closed to criminals and terrorists, or

w h e re normal flows of investment take

place but hot money flows and laun-

d e red money are restricted. In fact, you

need to set up networks not just between

governments, but also among interna-

tional organizations, NGOs, and private

companies to help manage tra n s n a t i o n-

al flows.
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G J I A : Related to that, what do you make

of post-9/11 tension between providing

for homeland security and protecting

certain democratic and civil rights?

H A A S S : T h e re has obviously got to be a

balance between how you promote the

rights that make a democracy a democ-

racy and the need to protect against the

things that undermine those rights. I

actually do not think there is a single

right answer. 9/11 sent a message to the

leadership and citizenry of this country

that we might have to re c a l i b rate this

balance. In light of the fact that the

kinds of things the terrorists are able

and willing to do are so great and dan-

gerous, we may have to slightly constra i n

or curtail some of our individual liber-

ties or protections in order to get this

balance right, but we are not talking

about wholesale changes. 

The image I would use is one of a scale.

We are not switching from fully democ-

ratic to non-democratic, but we are

slightly adjusting the balance in the

d i rection of greater law enforc e m e n t

capabilities, slightly more capable filters

of our borders, and so forth.

G J I A : Dealing with the same actors

repeatedly and on a range of issues is a

fundamental part of international re l a-

tions. This allows actors to negotiate

across several issues, but it also raises the

possibility that fallout over one issue can

spillover. How do you reconcile this with

the Bush Administra t i o n’s approach of

assembling “coalitions of the willing to

deal with the issue at hand?”

H A A S S : Putting together coalitions of the

willing, or coalitions of the able and will-

ing, is in some way the natural response to

what you have just outlined. We are mov-

ing towards a period in history when re l a-

tionships are more situational; where you

a re unlikely to have one-dimensional

relationships where all the arrows always

point in the same direction. We are like l y

to find ourselves cooperating with a state

on some issues, opposing it on other

issues, and maybe just talking past one

another on a third set of issues. 

What that suggests is that normal

alliance relationships might not apply

because alliances acquire a degree of

automaticity and universality that proba-

bly will not work in this period of inter-

national relations. The normal pattern

will increasingly be one where a challenge

comes along or is predicted and we put

together a coalition of states and others

who take a similar view and have some

re s o u rces to bring to bear to deal with

that challenge. Another challenge or

opportunity comes along and we will put

together a different coalition. So, you

end up with shifting coalitions. The chal-

lenge for diplomacy is on one hand to

m a ke the coalition you put together as

inclusive as possible and, on the other

hand, when you have your inevitable dis-

a g reements, to work against spillover that

would adversely affect other areas where

c o o p e ration is possible.

We should not s i t down and say a little bit of

genocide or just a few chemical or biological

weapons are okay. That is ridiculous.
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For example, just because we disagre e

with a certain country on what to do

about Saddam Hussein does not mean

that we cannot still cooperate on the war

on terrorism, in the WTO, or what to do

about HIV/AIDS. We want to get to the

point where we can disaggregate how we

deal with these issues. Otherwise, if we

insist that you are either always with us or

you can’t be with us at all, we will like l y

find ourselves with very few partners. 

G J I A : Is there a concern that too much

political capital might be expended on

one challenge, alienating people on that

issue, and creating spillover? For exam-

ple, France has said it will veto re c o n-

struction efforts largely because it did not

see the war itself as illegitimate. 

H A A S S : We will see how that works out

and, in any case, those two issues are

somewhat connected. But I would be

surprised if, for example, France sud-

denly refused to cooperate with us

against HIV/AIDS. There is a natura l

understanding that you cooperate where

you can. That said, you are asking a

legitimate question because there is

always the potential for spillover.

D e m o c ratic governments may find their

choices constrained by their own

domestic politics if there is a sense of

resentment. So, in individual cases we

have to ask ourselves if something is a

priority because sometimes you have to

be pre p a red to compromise on some

s e c o n d - o rder issues if you want to get

c o o p e ration on first-order issues. Of

course, it is always easier in theory than

in practice because there can always be

d i s a g reement about what is a first- and

s e c o n d - o rder issue among the Execu-

tive Branch, Congress, and the Ameri-

can public.

G J I A : You said that balancing power pol-

itics can be replaced by pooling of power

as the number of states that share ke y

ideas about how the world should opera t e

i n c reases. Will these ideas be developed

through integration (cooperation, con-

sultation, and compromise) or assimila-

tion into a particular worldview? 

H A A S S : I don’t see this as a case of classic

h o r s e - t rading. I think there are certain

things we should not compromise on. We

should not sit down and say a little bit of

genocide or just a few chemical or bio-

logical weapons are okay. That is ridicu-

lous. I think we should be quite firm

about an open trading system, support

for democracy, and human rights. 

The best thing to do is to get others to

see the natural attraction of those ideas.

You cannot impose it on them. Other

countries have to see the inhere n t

a t t ractiveness of these ideas and see how

they are in their own self-interest. I’ll

return to the WTO as an example: other

countries and governments understand

why it is in their self-interest to accept

certain rules of the road in re g u l a t i n g

t rade. What we need to do is come up

with ideas in other areas that are in

everyone’s self-interest. 

It is often best to come up with some

of those ideas in consultation with oth-

ers, so we don’t just sit here in splendid

isolation and pronounce. Global cli-

mate change, for example, is one place

w h e re we need more consultation. Oth-

ers have come up with the Kyoto idea but

we think that it is unacceptable and

i n h e rently flawed. There needs to be

g reater consultation to come up with a

scheme in which countries might agre e

to self-regulate or constrain themselves

on behalf of a greater good that they

would benefit from. 
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In order to bring about integra t i o n ,

which is my goal, we have to come up with

ideas that may not be universally attra c-

tive, but are widely attractive. We have to

identify the ideas and institutions around

which we can build a critical mass. In

m o re and more dimensions of interna-

tional life, what we have to do then is try

to come to some consensus, and where

we can’t do that, we have to ask ourselves

if we are better off alone, or if we might

be better off making certain compromises.

That is a question we are going to have ask

and answer on an individual basis.

G J I A : We’ve chosen not to join severa l

international conventions, such as the

Kyoto Protocol and the International

Criminal Court. To what extent does our

not signing these treaties affect our ability

to shape international norms?

H A A S S : People here would say we did try to

shape them. We participated in the dra f t-

ing of Kyoto and the Rome statute, but at

the end of the day we couldn’t build a

consensus around something we believed

in. Or to put it another way, others built

a consensus around things we could not

sign on to, and we made the decision that

we were better off outside those arra n g e-

ments than we would be inside.

I am hoping the day comes when we,

the United States, can come up with a set

of norms and arrangements in both these

a reas, that there will be a post-Kyoto

a r rangement on global climate change,

and that at some point there will be a

mechanism for introducing changes into

the ICC so our concerns about potential

abuse of prosecutorial and judicial power

a re addressed. The current situation is

not ideal for the people who are promot-

ing these institutions or for us. There is

also spillover to use the word used earlier.

It is one of the things that clearly con-

tributes to friction between the United

States and the rest of the world. So, it is

in everyone’s interest to bridge these dif-

f e rences, and that is what consultations

should be focused on

G J I A : So where do these alternative pro-

posals stand? For example, when can we

expect an American response to the

Kyoto Pr o t o c o l ?

H A A S S : I cannot answer that. That is, as

we say, above my pay grade. But it is

important when the United States dis-

sents from some principle or arra n g e-

ment that we don’t just say we disagre e .

When we disagree, it should only come

after efforts to try to forge a consensus we

could live with, and failing that, I think it

is incumbent upon us to come up with an

alternative very quickly and to try to build

a consensus around that. So I hope that

we will come forward with alternatives to

Kyoto or a set of amendments to the

ICC. To me, the complement to opting

out of an international consensus is pur-

porting reasonable ideas around which

an alternative consensus has the potential

to be built. It is not enough to simply

find fault; you have to also say what it

It is not enough to simply find fault [with

a treaty]. You have to also say what it would

take to fix it.
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would take to fix it, and try to build a

larger consensus around the alternative

than around the original.

G J I A : As director of policy planning, you

a re charged with developing long-term

s t rategy. Do you think the United States

has used its supremacy wisely?

H A A S S : In some ways that is the centra l

question of the day. The United States has

all this power, but power is not the same

as influence. The questions are how do we

t ranslate our power into something that is

lasting and how do we get others to work

with us to tackle common challenges,

whether it’s terrorism or proliferation or

disease or promoting free tra d e .

I fall back on the idea that we ought to

be trying to build consensus around cer-

tain principles and institutions. We have

made some clear progress on trade and

d e m o c racy, significant progress on the

counter-terrorism, and some progre s s

on counter-proliferation. So the answer

is, there’s a lot of progress to be shown.

A re we done? No. There are still big

a reas of disagreement between us and

other countries about the use of forc e

and how to deal with some difficult cases,

such as proliferation in North Korea or

I raq or Iran. So we have a ways to go. 

It is too soon to answer whether we

have used our primacy wisely. In some

cases, I would argue we have done well; in

other cases, not as wisely as we might

have. But it is too soon to draw up a ver-

dict; it is too soon for this administra-

tion, which is only slightly more than

half- way through this term. It is too soon

for the United States: it hasn’t even been

a decade and a half since the end of the

Cold War. I would simply say in some

cases we can point to progress, and in

some cases we cannot.
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