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MISSION AND PROGRAMS

The institute for the study of diplomacy (isd), 
founded in 1978, is part of georgetown university’s 
Edmund A. Walsh school of foreign service and is 
the school’s primary window on the world of the 
foreign affairs practitioner.

isd studies the practitioner’s craft: how diplo-
mats and other foreign affairs professionals succeed 
and the lessons to be learned from their successes 
and failures. institute programs focus particular 
attention on the foreign policy process: how deci-
sions are made and implemented.

isd conducts its programs through a small staff 
and resident and nonresident associates. Associates, 
who include u.s. and foreign government officials 
and other foreign affairs practitioners, are detailed 
to or affiliated with the institute for a year or more. 
The institute seeks to build academic–practitioner 
collaborations around issues.

The institute’s immediate constituency is 
georgetown students. isd staff and associates teach 
courses, organize lectures and discussions, mentor 
students, and participate on university committees.

isd’s larger constituency is the broader aca-
demic and policy community. The institute reaches 
this group through its conferences, working groups, 
publications, and research activities, which include 
participation from the men and women who make 
and influence foreign policy. Also, isd’s interna-
tional affairs case studies are utilized in classrooms 
across the united states and around the world.
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WELCOME 
CASIMIR A. YOSt

ladies and gentlemen, good evening. my name is 
casimir yost. i direct the institute for the study of 
diplomacy here at georgetown. i am absolutely de-
lighted to welcome five current and former under 
secretaries of state for political affairs, the number 
three position in the department of state. i want 
to offer a particular welcome to deputy secretary 
of the treasury robert Kimmitt, who was under 
secretary of state from 1989 to 1991. And Ambassa-
dor nicholas Burns, who holds the under secretary 
position at present. We know how demanding their 
schedules are and, so, to have them here with us, 
along with their colleagues, is a particular treat.

i think it is fair to say, to paraphrase President 
John f. Kennedy, that never has this much Ameri-

can diplomatic talent been assembled in one place 
since Thomas Jefferson ate dinner alone. The dean 
of the assembled under secretaries, david newsom, 
a former dean of the school of foreign service, 
as well as a former director of the institute for the 
study of diplomacy, entered the foreign service in 
1947. so, quite literally, the entire postwar history 
of American diplomacy is represented at this table 
in front of you. 

collectively, this group has served under elev-
en American presidents. We are particularly grateful 
to under secretary Burns for assembling this group 
of American wise men. i know he is basking in the 
glory of his beloved red sox, who, last night, for 
those of you who are completely unattached to the 
American scene, completed the sweep of the World 
series. i suspect that if nick had his way they would 
next be tasked with achieving middle East peace.

let me turn the proceedings over to Ambas-
sador Thomas Pickering, chairman of the board of 
the institute for the study of diplomacy and under 
secretary of state for political affairs from 1997 to 
2000. you have all been provided with biographies 
of the panel, so neither of us will go into extensive 
introductions. suffice it to say that even Thomas Jef-
ferson would have been impressed. 

INtRODUCtION 
thOMAS R . PICkERING

Thank you, cas, and thank you all for coming to-
night. it is a great pleasure, as chairman of the board 
of the institute for the study of diplomacy, to join 
cas in welcoming you. let me also thank, most sin-

On October 29, 2007, the Institute for the 
Study of Diplomacy hosted a roundtable 
with Under Secretary of State for Political 
Affairs R. Nicholas Burns, and his prede-
cessors as Under Secretaries from past ad-
ministrations. This was a rare opportunity 
to hear from the nation’s top diplomatic 
practitioners together in one room. The 
Under Secretary for Political Affairs is the 
third most senior position in the State De-
partment, and traditionally at the center of 
U.S. diplomacy and foreign policy formula-
tion.
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cerely, my colleagues for their time to be with you 
tonight. Without them, obviously, this would be a 
total nonevent. With them, this promises to be an 
extremely interesting evening for all of you. And, 
the fact that we are now at standing room only in-
dicates the popularity of the event. And i know, be-
cause i know my colleagues well, that they will cer-
tainly live up to the billing.

Because the biographies have been distributed 
to you, i would just note that today deputy secre-
tary Kimmitt is also acting secretary of the treasury. 
so, we are, in some ways, getting a special bonus 
out of Bob. But, not only that, Bob’s work as deputy 
secretary of the treasury, now added on to with the 
absence of his boss, means that he made a particular 
sacrifice to come and be with us tonight, and we are 
extremely grateful to you, Bob. As we are to nicho-
las Burns for his conception of the idea for such a 
discussion, his implementation of it, and his follow 
through.

Without doubt, the job of under secretary of 
state for political affairs is one of the most impor-
tant in Washington and certainly one of the most 
interesting. i think all of us who have held the job 
probably would tell you, in all frankness, that it is 
certainly one of the most interesting positions in all 
of the united states. it is often, but not exclusively, 
the senior job that is filled by a foreign service offi-
cer, although a number of our colleagues have been 
deputy secretary of state, and one has become sec-
retary of state, larry Eagleburger, who also held this 
job.

it is the most important and interesting job be-
cause, in many ways, it brings together not only the 
summit of a long career for the professionals, but it 
also allows those professionals to deal in the broad-
est range of subject matter across the board. not 
only is the under secretary expected to be a primary 
advisor to the secretary on every conceivable politi-

cal or politically related problem, but also to take a 
strong and, indeed, vibrant interest in the work of 
the under secretaries who run the regional bureaus 
of the state department.

from that perspective, i can think of no more 
interesting job in foreign affairs. i think you will 
agree, when you have heard my colleagues, that they 
represent the finest in the choices that were made 
by the presidents who appointed them.

i am going to ask them each to limit their 
opening remarks to five minutes. We will follow the 
order in which they served the president. But, be-
cause i have been asked to preside, i will come last, 
after nicholas Burns.

They will each give you five minutes on a topic 
or issue of their choice. We will have a few minutes 
for panel response, if we wish to conduct a dialogue 
on anything that has been said. Then i want to 
quickly open the floor to all of you. you came here 
to be participants in the meeting. We welcome that. 

When the floor is open to you, i hope you all 
stand up, when recognized, and give us your name 
and any affiliation you might have beyond that of 
georgetown university student. Pose your ques-
tion or your comment for us to respond to, and we 
will move rapidly to do so. i hope to keep the meet-
ing on time, and i hope to end on time. Again, thank 
you for being here, and i would ask david newsom 
if he would start.

DAvID D. NEWSOM 
UNDER SECREtARY, tERM 1978–1981

it is a particular pleasure for me to come back to 
two places that have represented my life in the dis-
trict of columbia—the department of state and 
georgetown university. And to see many friends 
here. i appreciate very much both nick Burns and 
cas yost for arranging these events.
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it has been a quarter of a cen-
tury since i turned in my state 
department pass and pursued 
life after government. reflecting 
back on that quarter of a century, 
it was interesting to me to find out 
that the list of items that were on 
our plate as priority items in 1978, 
‘79, and ‘80 is not different from 
the list of items that nick Burns 
is dealing with today: middle East 
peace, iran, Afghanistan, Pakistan, 
the horn of Africa, cuba, develop-
ments in the two Koreas, and hu-
man rights. 

But while the agenda may 
sound the same, new questions 
have been triggered by the con-
stant attention to these problems. 
i will just name a few of them to 
throw out for discussion tonight: 
Problems that we did not have an 
answer, a totally satisfactory an-
swer, to in 1981; and i am not sure 
that a satisfactory answer exists 
today.

first, balancing the need in 
American diplomacy for public 
statements by officials for the do-
mestic audience against the risk 
that such statements will not be fully understood or 
correctly understood abroad—a constant burden of 
American diplomacy.

second, balancing the domestic pressures for 
action, whether political or humanitarian, with the 
sensitivities and realities that we encounter in the 
regions affected. 

Third, what to do about adversarial regimes, 
whether those are state or nonstate actors. Each 
available option has its disadvantages, whether it’s 

opening conversations, imposing 
sanctions, isolating a threat, or us-
ing force. 

And, fourth, facing the limita-
tions on resources, both military 
and diplomatic. 

As under secretary for po-
litical affairs from march 1978 to 
february 1981, i dealt with each of 
these general questions. i won’t go 
into the specifics that history has 
recorded. But i will say that, add-
ing to what Ambassador Picker-
ing has said, and in the shadow of 
the World series, the under secre-
tary for political affairs is the util-
ity outfielder in the state depart-
ment—taking on whatever comes 
up that nobody else wants to han-
dle, including some congressional 
testimonies. i had to testify, for ex-
ample, on Billy carter’s [President 
Jimmy carter’s brother] relations 
to libya. 

in that complex region from 
the mediterranean shore to the 
Pakistan-indian border, which 
was the center of attention in the 
late 1970s and remains so now, i 
would not exclude many other ar-

eas of the world. But that is where we had our focus. 
We face, in each region, complications of tribalism, 
questions of religious identity, difficulties of historic 
rivalries, problems of access to resources, overlap-
ping claims to sovereignty, and histories of past im-
perialist ambitions, which are not always easy to un-
derstand. Those who do understand them, whether 
they are diplomats or academics, often have prob-
lems in communicating the realities of different 
politics and cultures to Americans steeped in our 

It has been a quarter of 
a century since I turned 
in my State Department 
pass and pursued life af-
ter government. Reflecting 
back on that quarter of a 
century, it was interesting 
to me to find out that the 
list of items that were on 
our plate as priority items 
in 1978, ‘79, and ‘80 is 
not different from the list 
of items that Nick Burns 
is dealing with today. 
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own experience and tradition. it is a region where 
questionable assumptions can lead to unexpected 
consequences, and, yet, one in which our national 
interests and our traditional ties will probably, for-
ever, require our involvement.

RObERt kIMMItt 
UNDER SECREtARY, tERM 1989–1991

tom, thank you. i would start by 
saying that diplomacy, and the art 
and conduct of diplomacy, applies 
not just to foreign policy but also 
to national security policy more 
broadly. 

i think of national security 
policy as combining foreign, de-
fense, and international economic 
policies all resting on and drawing 
from a strong intelligence base. 
it is that international economic 
policy component in which i think 
there has been the most significant 
transformation, both since i served 
as under secretary in the first Bush 
administration and, indeed, since 
i served at the treasury depart-
ment and with Jim Baker before 
that in the second reagan term. it 
is hard to think of any major initia-
tive that we take in which treasury, 
the state department, the defense 
department, and others do not 
work quite closely together. 

i have just recently come back from a trip 
through Europe. my boss, hank Paulson, is in india 
right now. he comes back only to go off to south 
Africa. When he gets back, i head to the Persian 
gulf and other places. When we travel, we meet not 
just with finance ministers and central bank gover-

nors, but also with foreign ministers. We get into 
the prime minister’s office. i think, again, that you 
have to consider national security as an integrated 
web on an ever-accelerating basis.

There has been a traditional treasury role in the 
international area for some time. That is, the g5, lat-
er the g7, process, the work that we do in trade and 
in investment. But there has been a dramatic change 
since 9-11-2001.

first, on the international af-
fairs side, we work very closely 
with our colleagues across the 
departments and agencies on dif-
ferent postconflict situations, like 
iraq, Afghanistan, and lebanon. 
Just last week, we had our an-
nual financial forum with the iraq 
deputy prime minister, the iraq 
finance minister, and the iraq cen-
tral bank governor. i think it might 
surprise many people here to learn 
that the macro economy in iraq is 
pretty sound. iraqis have been liv-
ing under an imf [international 
monetary fund] program since 
late 2005, meeting every one of 
their requirements. it is a coun-
try rich in natural resources. The 
question is how to deliver those 
resources to the benefit of the iraqi 
people, and that is a question right 
now of budget execution ability, 
both in Baghdad itself and in the 

provinces. Again, this is something that we work on 
very closely on an interagency basis.

Probably the biggest change, though, with the 
treasury department, was when we stood up our 
office of terrorism and financial intelligence. This 
was in 2003, as the department of homeland secu-
rity was being created. We now have an under secre-

I think of national secu-
rity policy as combining 
foreign, defense, and inter-
national economic policies 
all resting on and drawing 
from a strong intelligence 
base.
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tary for terrorism and financial intelligence. And we 
have two assistant secretaries, one for illicit finance 
and one for intelligence and analysis. treasury is 
now the newest and smallest member of the intel-
ligence community. our focus is on one thing and 
one thing only: keeping bad actors out of the world’s 
financial system. That includes terrorists, nuclear 
proliferators, organized criminals, and drug dealers. 
to run a global terrorist and proliferation network, 
you need access to the world’s financial system. it is 
when these bad actors come into the world’s finan-
cial system that we have the best chance of detect-
ing, disrupting, and dismantling their networks. 

We had an example of this just last Thursday 
with the announcements made by secretary rice 
and secretary Paulson on the further extension of 
u.s. sanctions, including financial sanctions, against 
iran on proliferation and terrorism grounds. We 
have worked quite closely with nick and our col-
leagues at the state department on north Korea, 
in particularly the Banco delta Asia case in macau. 
There are also similar financial sanctions and broad-
er economic sanctions in place against Burma and 
sudan. in my view, sanctions are an important dip-
lomatic instrument and lever for treasury and for 
our colleagues at the state department.

i guess i will just close by saying that one thing 
that links both the international affairs side of what 
we do at treasury, and the terrorism on the finan-
cial intelligence side, is looking at and updating the 
world’s financial architecture. There are people at 
this table who are very much involved in the securi-
ty architecture restructuring that was done after the 
fall of the Berlin Wall, after germany was unified. 
nAto [the north Atlantic treaty organization] 
and other institutions have been greatly restruc-
tured since that time. 

When you take a look at the world’s financial 
architecture, it looks a lot more like it did in Bret-
ton Woods, new hampshire, in 1944, than it does 

in reflecting the economy of today, or, certainly, the 
economy of the future. There have been some steps 
taken through the years, particularly the establish-
ment of certain regional multilateral development 
banks that have tried to keep pace. There is a new 
and important emerging institution, called the g20, 
that includes the g7, plus thirteen other important 
economies, the most important of which would be 
Brazil, russia, india, and china. 

We are still working with the new leadership at 
the World Bank and, as of november 1, 2007, the 
new leadership at the international monetary fund 
whether it is on the positive side of the agenda—to 
make the world economy ever healthier and ever 
more able to deliver to those particularly in need, or 
on the punitive side—trying to keep proliferators, 
terrorists, and others out of the system. 

We need to find a way on a global basis, not 
just a national or trans-Atlantic basis, to update 
the financial architecture for the economy that we 
face today and the economy in the next fifteen to 
twenty years. if you take a look at any projections 
of what capital flows, investment flows, trade flows, 
gdP [gross domestic product], regional and global 
growth look like, it is going to be dramatically differ-
ent by the time some of you who are students today 
are in the positions that we have held in the past.

MARC GROSSMAN 
UNDER SECREtARY, tERM 2001–2005

Thank you very much. i want to make two quick 
points, because i know we want to get as quickly as 
possible to your participation in this dialogue.

The first point is really a small reflection on the 
twenty-nine or thirty years that i spent in the for-
eign service. i loved being a foreign service officer. 
As tom Pickering said, to be the under secretary of 
state for political affairs was a great, great privilege.
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When i think back, though, 
on that time, to how my life was 
consumed for those years, it was 
with countries and bilateral re-
lationships, with meetings and 
deadlines, and with issues and 
decisions by hours. As i have had 
a chance to reflect during the past 
couple of years, very much thanks 
to georgetown university, i have 
come to recognize that there are 
huge changes in this world, that 
some of them are still relevant to 
those individual actors and that 
some of them are still relevant 
to the way that we do business in 
diplomacy not just in the united 
states but around the world. some 
of these issues are going to require, 
i think, a huge change in the way 
to think about the profession of di-
plomacy.

When i consider what big is-
sues are out there today, i do not 
mean to say, in any way, that iraq 
and iran and middle East peace—all these issues—
are not extremely important. i think about the 
challenges that are brought to us by dealing with 
the global environment and having to live sustain-
ably on this earth. or, secondly, dealing with bring-
ing the benefits of globalization to those who have 
not yet benefited from globalization. And then the 
issues of nonproliferation. Those three things are 
consuming and, i believe, will be consuming for 
many, many years to come. And they will require, i 
believe, a different way of thinking about diploma-
cy, if we’re going to be able to solve those problems. 
one way that has to change, i think, is that we have 
to recognize the simultaneity of the challenges that 
we face today. 

something i think about when looking back on 

my career is how a foreign service 
officer moves from assignment 
to assignment, and not necessar-
ily working in the same region or 
context. But when you consider 
the global challenges that we face 
today, the only way to deal with 
them is simultaneously. i think 
about the work that Ambassa-
dor Pickering and i did, and nick 
Burns continues, on colombia. 
you do not solve the [drug] prob-
lem in colombia only in a military 
way. There needs to be economic 
development in colombia, human 
rights development, rule of law de-
velopment, and the need to defeat 
the terrorists. All of those things 
have to happen simultaneously.

The same can be said for tur-
key, where i had the good fortune 
and honor to be ambassador. tur-
key is a country that illustrates the 
whole aspect of need for simulta-
neity. There will be no success in 

turkey without more democracy; greater human 
rights; and more rule of law, economic develop-
ment, and security. you have to deal with these 
things simultaneously.

if my observation is true, then the profession 
of diplomacy is changing in front of our very eyes. 
The job that many of us had abroad, to observe and 
to report so other people can make decisions—
that’s changing. Because what we ask people to do 
now to represent the united states of America is to 
fight crime, to fight terrorism, to fight narcoterror-
ism, and to deal with the questions of trafficking in 
persons and women and children.

The state department faces a great opportu-
nity to change the way we think about diplomacy 
and to think about it as david newsom and robert 

I have come to recognize 
that there are huge changes 
in this world, that some 
of them . . . are going to 
require, I think, a huge 
change in the way to think 
about the profession of di-
plomacy. – grossman
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Kimmitt did. That is the challenge, 
it seems to me, that is out there to-
day.

i have the good fortune to 
serve as the co-chair of a commis-
sion from csis [the center for 
strategic and international stud-
ies] which reported last week on 
the embassy of the future. When 
they first came to us, they said, 
“We would like to talk about the 
embassy of the future.” And i said, 
“What do you mean, like architec-
ture?” And, they said, “no, what is 
an embassy going to be like.” And 
we said, “yes, i’d like to think about that, because 
there’s a new job to be done. And if it’s right that 
there’s a new job, then you need a new platform on 
which to do it, and if that’s right, then you need a 
new way to think about how to treat the people.”

We reported last week, and we had a chance 
to talk a little bit to secretary rice about it today. 
more people from the state department. more 
technology. more training. A diversified and dis-
persed platform. And, obviously, then, questions 
about risk. When you put people farther and farther 
out in front to deal with societies around the world, 
you place them at greater risk and have to deal with 
those issues, as well. i think the state department 
and diplomacy have a huge opportunity to change, 
a huge opportunity to meet these requirements of 
the new world. And, i’m very, very pleased that all 
of you would be interested in it as well. Thank you 
very much.

NIChOLAS bURNS 
UNDER SECREtARY, tERM 2005–

Thank you, marc. good evening, everybody. it’s a 
pleasure to be here at georgetown. cas, thank you 
for the invitation to be here. i’m sorry, i cannot see 

all of you in the audience, but i 
hope you can hear us. And thank 
you for the engagement that is 
surely to come later in our discus-
sion.

it has been a good day for us, 
a memorable day, because we have 
been able to convene for the past 
six hours and talk together about 
some of the challenges facing 
America.

Earlier, we addressed a group 
of younger diplomats at the state 
department at a forum much like 
this. We also met with secretary 

rice and spoke with her, as well. so this is a nice 
way to finish a day.

The impression i have, as a career foreign ser-
vice officer, is that we span this extraordinary range 
of time, from the administration of harry truman 
to that of george W. Bush. As a career person who 
changed jobs frequently, what i always had in mind 
was that i was handing the baton off to another per-
son. i think you will see in the collective experience 
of this group that this is what happened. As we look 
toward our presidential election in 2008 and a tran-
sition that will come in January 2009, part of what 
we in government have to do is to ready ourselves 
and our successors to hand over that baton, to make 
sure that there has been a steady course, and to do 
as much as we can to maintain our security and ad-
vance our national interests at the same time.

i have another image in mind. That we, officers 
currently serving, are standing on the shoulders of 
those who have gone before. in the foreign service, 
as well as in the military officer corps, there is this 
tradition of continuity, a tradition that we learn 
from those who have gone before us. i certainly 
had that image in mind today as i listened to Am-
bassador newsom and Ambassador Pickering, and 
to people who really accomplished extraordinary 
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things in their career. Those of us who follow them 
ought to be able to learn from them, if we listen to 
them. And that is why today’s discussion has been 
useful.

i want to say, as marc said, just a couple of 
things, maybe just two points to frame what i be-
lieve as a professional diplomat our nation is going 
to face in the next several years.

first, i think we are living 
in an extraordinarily challenging 
time—understatement of the eve-
ning. i cannot remember a time, in 
my twenty-five-year career, when 
our nation has faced so many cri-
ses that are vital to us, seemingly 
simultaneously. i think if we reflect 
on those challenges, and they’re all 
around the world, geographically 
and functionally, then we need to 
inquire about American engage-
ment in the world and American 
leadership in the world.

it may seem obvious to you 
that Americans should be engaged 
in the world and that our govern-
ment should be engaged in every 
part of the world. But if you look 
at our 231-year history as a country, our diplomat-
ic history, it is not at all obvious. Because we have 
swung wildly back and forth between periods of 
intense engagement and activity in the world and 
periods of relative, and sometimes absolute, isola-
tion from it.

i went to another school of international af-
fairs, just across town in dupont circle, Johns 
hopkins. i had a wonderful professor my first year, 
robert o. osgood. he wrote a book called Ideals 
and Self-Interest in American Foreign Policy. it 
was about this tension as to who we are as a people, 
about our place in the world, and about whether or 

not we ought to lead or retire from the world. 
i guess one could say that, over the first two 

centuries of our national existence, there was legiti-
mate debate about this. But if you reflect on what 
Ambassador newsom, Ambassador Kimmitt, and 
Ambassador grossman have just said, we are living 
in a time, post-9/11, where American engagement 
and leadership are required. 

After 9/11, how could any 
American be isolationist? how 
could anyone say that our national 
interests are best served by staying 
home, or by pulling the covers over 
our head on cloudy mornings, just 
because the world is a forbidding 
place? After 9/11, when we under-
stand that the Atlantic and Pacific 
no longer protect us, as nineteenth 
and eighteenth century Americans 
believed they did, from the ills of 
the world, we have to be engaged 
in the world.

in addition, i think we also 
have to resist the other tempta-
tion— unilateralism: The idea 
that because we are extraordinarily 
powerful in the world, and we are, 

we can somehow seek to dominate it, or go it alone, 
or forsake our alliances.

measure power by any metric. Politically: A 
professor here, madeleine Albright, who was the 
boss of many of us when she was secretary of state, 
said we are the indispensable country. now she got 
in trouble for that. some people beyond our shores 
said that sounds arrogant. i do not think she meant 
it that way at all. she meant that, because of our 
power, we have to be involved in the world’s most 
important crises.

Economically: We are the largest economy and 
the most innovative. 

I went to another school 
of international affairs, 
just across town in Dupont 
Circle, Johns Hopkins. I 
had a wonderful profes-
sor my first year, Robert O. 
Osgood. He wrote a book 
called ideals and self-in-
terest in american For-
eign policy. It was about 
this tension as to who we 
are as a people, about our 
place in the world, and 
about whether or not we 
ought to lead or retire from 
the world. – Burns



Diplomacy in a Dangerous World 11

militarily: i hope this doesn’t 
sound like an arrogant or pre-
sumptuous statement for those of 
you who are not Americans in the 
room: We are the greatest military 
that the world has seen in many 
centuries.

The question that we have 
to answer as Americans is how to 
use that power responsibly and ef-
fectively, not just for the good of 
America but also for the good of 
the world. There is a tension in an-
swering that question that i think 
has been implicit in what many of 
us have said this evening.

so, the first point i would like to leave you with 
is that we must be engaged in the world in an intel-
ligent way, in an effective way. We have to lead, but 
in partnership with others around the world. if you 
look at the next generation’s foreign policy challeng-
es, your foreign policy challenges, they have a com-
mon denominator: none of them can be resolved 
by one country alone.

now let us look at the most important chal-
lenges for the future: global climate change, traf-
ficking of women and children, international crime 
cartels, international drug cartels, terrorism (which 
is now a global phenomenon), and its juxtaposition 
with weapons of mass destruction—chemical and 
biological, and nuclear. if we are to confront any of 
these problems, attack them, succeed in overcom-
ing them and in protecting our people and people 
around the world, we cannot accomplish success, 
find success on any one of them, if we are working 
alone in the world. We have to maintain our alli-
ances and our partnerships. for America to succeed 
in the world, it needs to lead in the world, as well as 
be engaged in it.

The final thing i’d say is this: The world might 

seem like a fairly forbidding place 
to a lot of you, just looking at these 
terrible calamities that we have ex-
perienced, national disasters, man 
made disasters over the last several 
decades. But i also think we have 
some positive opportunities ahead 
of us, and it is important not only 
to face those terrible challenges, 
the difficult ones, but also to have 
ideals about what the world can 
become.

in that case, if we stay focused 
as Americans on our national 
values—support democracy, 

maintain a commitment to human rights, main-
tain a commitment to helping small countries pro-
tect themselves against big countries—and we see 
some of that being played out right now in central 
Europe, between russia and some of our nAto 
allies, and other small countries in the former so-
viet sphere of influence—then we can do powerful 
and good things in the world. i think any one of us 
going back sixty years could point out where each 
American president, republican and democrat, has 
upheld American values and accomplished impor-
tant things in the world. 

so, i would not want anyone here who is aspir-
ing to a career in public service to think that, some-
how, he or she will be facing a world with insur-
mountable problems. With a sense of idealism and 
commitment, our country can continue to do great 
things overseas. 

thOMAS PICkERING 
UNDER SECREtARY, tERM 1997–2000

Thank you, nick, very much. someone wise in the 
ways of diplomacy once said that diplomacy was 
turning challenges into opportunities. And, indeed, 

[W]e must be engaged in 
the world in an intelligent 
way, in an effective way. We 
have to lead, but in part-
nership with others around 
the world. If you look at the 
next generation’s foreign 
policy challenges, your for-
eign policy challenges, they 
have a common denomi-
nator: None of them can 
be resolved by one country 
alone. – Burns
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i think many of us have expe-
rienced that over the years. i 
think we are all fully conscious 
of the fact that, in turning chal-
lenges into opportunities, as 
nick said, we live in the world. 
We have the responsibility, 
in almost all of these cases, of 
leading in the world. 

We also have to do some-
thing else that i think nick 
pointed out. We have to start 
working broadly, multilaterally, 
bilaterally. Probably not unilat-
erally. We have come to under-
stand very well that force is an 
extremely important adjunct of 
our diplomacy, but always best 
used as the last of all possible 
resorts.

i want to mention three, 
or four, or five challenges very 
briefly that i think now face us, 
which i would hope that the 
administration will be able to 
continue to move on over its 
remaining months.

nick has done an abso-
lutely outstanding job in work-
ing with india. i had the privilege, back in 1992 
and ‘93, of being there at the start of the change in 
indian attitudes, both toward their own economy 
and to the outside world. What has now happened 
is bipartisan. it is progressing, and it is beginning to 
unite the world’s oldest and the world’s largest de-
mocracy in ways that are extremely important and 
need to be continued.

The middle East remains a cockpit of problems 
for the united states and, indeed, because of the in-
terrelationship of these problems, is best described 

in the term coined by the french, a 
“problematique,” a series of interre-
lated and difficult problems. There are 
no easy answers in the middle East, 
except commitment, hard work, and, 
i think, innovation. 

i would begin with iran. nick re-
minded me today, and all of us, that, 
just last week, the secretary, once 
again, broadly opened the door to 
conversations directly with iran. i 
think this is an extremely important 
step and one that would, i hope, be 
taken. i have a great deal of skepti-
cism that the iranians are yet ready to 
move in that direction. And, indeed, 
over the years, an iranian diplomat, 
who has been very accomplished in 
his performance of his task, once told 
me that the tragedy always was that 
whenever the united states was ready 
to talk to iran, iran was not, and that 
the opposite was also true. someday, 
i hope soon, those curves will cross. 
But, i think it is an extremely impor-
tant issue, because i believe the irani-
ans consider us, and our world leader-
ship role, if you will pardon the crude 
expression, the owners of the circus.

in some ways, we can make things happen that 
others cannot. in looking at that particular set of en-
deavors, we bring to the table a great deal. We have 
only to look at the example of the interlocked dis-
cussions that took place and are continuing to take 
place with north Korea in the group of six, and the 
success so far. We all have our fingers crossed that it 
will continue to be a success, as a possible, if not a 
model, basic set of principles that might be applied 
to moving ahead with iran.

The second “i” in the middle East is, of course, 

We also have to do some-
thing else that I think Nick 
pointed out. We have to 
start working broadly, 
multilaterally, bilaterally. 
Probably not unilaterally. 
We have come to under-
stand very well that force 
is an extremely important 
adjunct of our diplomacy, 
but always best used as the 
last of all possible resorts. 
– pickering
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iraq. here, i have been really both concerned, some-
what disturbed, and somewhat hopeful that, with 
the consistent and constant mention of the need 
for a political settlement, that we will begin on that 
course. Bob reminded us all today, and you, just a 
few minutes ago, of the progress that he sees being 
made in iraq on the economic side. in my view, it 
needs to be complemented by beginning to work 
on the critical issues of governance, the division of 
oil revenues, and some of the other problems that, 
at the moment, escape, i think, realization in the 
iraq context.

i would say just a couple of things here. i think 
that the regional players are extremely important. 
And, here again, i would point to iran, saudi Ara-
bia, turkey, and syria. They all have the capability 
either of being colossal spoilers, or, because they 
have a tremendous interest in the outcome in iraq, 
and, as a result, obviously, they need to be engaged. 
i also think that a future iraq and, indeed, a future 
arrangement for the region as a whole, is an impor-
tant adjunct to a settlement.

finally, i would say that i also believe that we 
do need to engage a great deal more than we have, 
and the secretary will be visiting istanbul shortly, 
with, i think, an eye to continuing this process. We 
need to engage the principal players in the un se-
curity council and, perhaps, important states like 
germany, Japan, and india, in a process of working 
toward a settlement, a political settlement in iraq.

The Arab-israeli dispute will not be settled 
quickly. it continues to have, i think, egregious 
problems to be dealt with. i admire the work that 
the secretary has been doing in pushing that process 
ahead. i would hope that, what i believe to be now 
a more studied silence on hamas will, over time, 
permit those in that organization who have a view 
that the importance of a negotiated settlement and 
a two-state solution is, in every conceivable way, 
well above the use of violence and force and suicide 

bombing—to come into the tent, rather than to 
stay out. i think it is important to do everything we 
can to encourage that, not only for the future of the 
settlement, but also, i think, for the future of gover-
nance among the Palestinians.

This is but one of a number of very difficult 
and very tricky issues that have to be dealt with. 
The middle East can never be rushed, but i also be-
lieve that the bicycle principle applies in the middle 
East, that, if you are not riding forward, you are fall-
ing down. i think the secretary has begun to prove, 
once again, that it is important for the united states 
to lead, riding a bicycle and making this happen.

finally, i would just say briefly that nuclear 
nonproliferation remains a worry. it remains a wor-
ry, in general. We have focused on iran and north 
Korea. it remains a worry if they become conduits 
of weapons of mass destruction to terrorists.

i think it is time for a renewed push on nonpro-
liferation in many areas. one of those can be what 
the nuclear powers are doing to make certain that, 
under the nuclear nonproliferation treaty, they have 
fulfilled their obligations under article vi. here, i 
would think, we are getting ripe for another round 
of critical nuclear and delivery vehicle disarmament 
negotiations between the united states and russia. 
my view would be that it would be a stretch target, 
but it would be an important target to look at a 50 
percent reduction [in nuclear weapons] over the 
next five years. it should be done, in my view, under 
international inspection and control.

The second step would be finally to ratify the 
comprehensive nuclear test ban treaty. A third step 
would be to take the suggestion the secretary has 
made for a fissile material cutoff treaty and try to 
carry that through. it would ratify what has already 
taken place among the critical nuclear powers, a 
moratorium on the production of fissile material 
for use in nuclear weapons, and it would perpetuate 
that important step.
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finally, not just in connection with iran, al-
though i think it would play an important role in 
iran, we ought to move ahead, perhaps, and orga-
nize a nuclear fuel regime, both to provide fuel for 
nuclear power reactors in the civil sphere and also 
to take back the spent fuel that contains plutoni-
um, which would be an important contribution. it 
should be an arrangement that is competitive, that 
is, involving multiple suppliers among the nuclear 
weapons states. it should be an arrangement in 
which, perhaps, at the end, we ought to agree to 
provide fuel for civil nuclear reactors to all states us-
ing them, who, in fact, do not enter into enrichment 
reprocessing on their own. And we ought to arrange 
to do that, as long as those states are complying 
with their nonproliferation commitments. no other 
rules, perhaps, should intervene, as tempting as it 
might be to withhold fuel for political purposes.

These are important steps. They are challenges 
that could be turned into opportunities. my hope is 
that some of them will. Thank you very much.

DISCUSSION / Q & A

newsom: one rather mundane comment. We 
are talking about a number of issues in which the 
united states hopes to prevail and have its view of 
an issue and the world understood abroad. The role 
of a diplomat is not just to create policy but also to 
be a persuader. Behind each of these initiatives that 
people are talking about, there must be American 
diplomats with the capacity, in personality, in ex-
perience, and in language, to sit down with those 
from other societies and to persuade them of the 
correctness of the American position. An American 
diplomat is also, more and more, becoming a politi-
cian, going out in other societies and campaigning, 
as campaigners do here.

so, as we think about the big issues in this 

school of foreign service, we should not neglect 
the techniques that are going to be necessary to 
make our prevailing in these issues possible.

pickering: Thank you, david. do others of my 
colleagues have comments to make at this point? if 
not, because we are limited both by the intensive 
lights preparatory to your third degree and because 
we can see only a horizon beyond the first couple 
of rows, i have asked cas if he would perform the 
neutral function of standing at the pulpit and select-
ing speakers. There is a microphone, so please wait 
for the microphone to come to you. Please identify 
yourself and proceed with your question succinctly 
and rapidly. Thank you.

Question: Picking up on some of the themes that 
you were taking about, partnerships emerged as 
a very key issue, and extending it beyond interna-
tional partnerships, partnerships within the domes-
tic system in u.s. politics is obviously important, 
as well. As an outsider looking into the system, i 
noticed some inconsistencies. domestically, for ex-
ample, on the one hand, you have the united states 
trying to work with turkey. on the other hand, you 
have decisions that disrupt that relationship. And, 
then, when i look to external international affairs, i 
look at the relationship the united states has with 
key allies, such as russia and china, and, certain 
economic interests and national interests trump 
that relationship between the united states and its 
allies.

my question to you is: As a leader and a super-
power in a complicated system, how can the united 
states avoid acting unilaterally, and how can it make 
the system work, both domestically and interna-
tionally? 

Burns: i will share the microphone with marc 
and others who want to take a swing at this. Thank 
you very much for your question. i was the one, i 
think, who put on the table the suggestion that 
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while the united states, obviously, is a great power, 
it sometimes will find itself working in small coali-
tions. very seldom, alone. 

i think, if you look at the nature of the world 
today, the challenges we face, it does not lend itself 
to that kind of unilateral action and behavior. Be-
cause we simply do not live in that kind of world 
any longer. We need and require partners or allies 
to help us share the burden and to 
help us cope with the challenge as 
it arrives on our doorstep.

i would take global climate 
change as the most obvious exam-
ple of that. Where, obviously, our 
country has to put forward, now, a 
number of solutions to the prob-
lem, looking at the post-Kyoto 
regime. And we have begun to do 
that. i think we are in a transitional 
phase in our own country and gov-
ernment in thinking about global 
climate change. But we actually 
now have a group of fifteen coun-
tries together, the largest pollution 
emitters in the world, thinking through what type 
of regime is necessary, post-Kyoto, and what type of 
policies we have to determine to agree upon in or-
der to be effective. And that is just the most obvious 
example.

But you also see it in terms of the way we have 
to cope with challenges in Africa, for instance. Af-
rica is a place where the united states has a new-
found national security interest. And we are do-
ing some very good things, for instance, our hiv/
Aids program, our malaria initiative. But part of 
the drama in Africa right now is can the internation-
al community help the African countries cope with 
internal crises and civil disorder. And that speaks to 
the united nations.

i know it is popular in some parts of the united 

states to still say “u.s. out of the un,” or to ques-
tion why we would make a commitment. We have 
a former ambassador to the united nations from 
our country sitting right here, Ambassador donald 
mchenry.

i would think, if you look at the world objec-
tively, it is in the u.s.’s national interest to build 
up the united nations, to pay our dues, to help 

the united nations cope with 
peacekeeping. in sudan, we have 
a peacekeeping force going into 
darfur in the next six weeks; in 
somalia; in the congo.

The united states just can-
not hope to look at any part of 
the world and think that we can, 
by ourselves, either protect our 
own interests or do something be-
yond that, and that is to try to help 
other countries and other peoples 
achieve their interests, as well.

Broadly speaking, we need to 
think more multilaterally, and we 
need to act that way as well. And, 

i believe, on a number of issues, we are doing that 
right now. iran, first and foremost, how we are ap-
proaching the many problems from that govern-
ment. 

grossman: i wanted to also relay a point that 
Bob Kimmitt made in one of our earlier discus-
sions today. Part of the answer is about discipline, 
and discipline in two ways. discipline, first of all, in 
choosing the objectives that you are trying to follow 
and then, secondly, the discipline of our very com-
plicated system of government to make sure that ev-
erybody is going in the same direction. i think the 
example you bring of turkey is a really very impor-
tant one. We have a number of objectives in turkey. 
But, if you look at them, actually, you can deal with 
them simultaneously.

The role of a diplomat is 
not just to create policy 
but also to be a persuader. 
Behind each of these initia-
tives that people are talk-
ing about, there must be 
American diplomats with 
the capacity, in personal-
ity, in experience, and in 
language, to sit down with 
those from other societies 
and to persuade them of 
the correctness of the Amer-
ican position. – newsom
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for example, one of the challenges that nick 
and the administration have at the moment is deal-
ing with this problem of the PKK terrorists, who are 
living in northern iraq, attacking into turkey. how 
do you manage that issue? That is a political and a 
military issue. 

secondly, while we are not members of the Eu-
ropean union, the united states ought to, it seems 
to me, continue to speak out for turkey’s full mem-
bership in the European union. not just because it 
would be good for the European union and good 
for turkey. it would be good for the united states 
as well.

And, then, finally, if you look at our long-term 
interests, i hope the administration will return to a 
vision of the East-West energy corridors that come 
out of the caucasus, and put oil and gas on world 
markets because so many of these corridors run 
through turkey. 

if you are going to have those three objectives, 
you cannot deal with them individually. you have 
to deal with them simultaneously. turks would not 
be interested in helping you on the energy issue if 
they do not feel that someone is not paying atten-
tion to the PKK. Europeans are clearly involved in 
the energy issue. so, it seems to me, this is a perfect 
example of simultaneity. if you combine simultane-
ity with discipline, then you can solve some of these 
problems.

Kimmitt: i am the only panelist who is not 
a career foreign service officer. i was a political 
appointee in both the reagan and Bush admin-
istrations. This may not be politically correct on a 
campus, but i am proud to say i am a conservative 
republican on national security matters, and i am 
a big believer in multilateralism. Why? Because it 
is effective. it proved effective during the first gulf 
War. it is proving effective now on iran. 

At the end of the day, you can spend a lot of 
time on theory, but i think we are paid to deliver 

results. tom mentioned one person’s description of 
diplomacy. mine is even more plebian. diplomacy, 
for me, is the art of making it difficult for difficult 
countries to be difficult with you. And it is the art of 
making it easier for friends to be helpful. A multilat-
eral path will almost always get you to that point.

pickering: i agree with what has been said. i 
think if you reduce it to its simplest terms, and you 
are looking at unilateralism as the problem, unilat-
eralism has two tools by which it can perform its 
functions. one of those is dictat, and the other is 
the use of force. We have not seen those tools to be 
very effective. i would consider sanctions a possible 
tool, but we all agree that sanctions are pretty much 
effective only if they become multilateral. And, cer-
tainly, use of force is a last resort or in defense of the 
united states, is a different situation than what we 
would call wars of choice. But, dictat and wars of 
choice have not proven themselves necessarily to be 
extremely effective, and, therefore, i think that once 
again shows us that multilateralism is probably, in 
most of these situations, the way to go, if not in all 
of them. 

Question: The ambitions of the people and the 
governments of the middle East seem to be quite 
different in the way they would like their lives and 
their societies to be. Why should not the united 
states contribute to the building of an organization, 
such as a people’s conference, where it is the people 
of the middle East who come together—races, eth-
nicities, our peoples—to decide what is necessary 
for them, even if this means, to some extent, not 
getting the kind of support that the united states 
has been getting from the regimes in the middle 
East. in the interest of the future of the middle East, 
why should not such an organization be built?

pickering: i will be happy to address the ques-
tion. i think that, for all of us, it is a fascinating and 
interesting idea. The question of government spon-
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sorship, of course, is another interesting twist to the 
idea. i think, in general, we need to be cautious in 
dealing with problems of imposing democracy. i do 
not know that your idea is exactly that. But, i think, 
democracy is best home grown and not exported. 
We can assist and help.

There are a number of organizations, some of 
which i am in touch with. one, in particular, has 
signed up very large numbers of 
Palestinians and israelis who not 
only meet together but also pro-
vide information on the basis of 
polls and surveys with respect to 
their outcome.

some of that, i believe, is be-
ginning to take hold. i am not sure, 
however, that one would totally re-
solve all of the issues in the middle 
East in a very large conference of 
people. As useful as it might be, it 
is not an efficient mechanism, ob-
viously, to get to the finely honed and difficult solu-
tions that have to be prepared to make that happen.

We have, in effect, also, because of the in-
creased polling in the region, in many ways, some 
of the outcome of the conference ready to hand for 
us to use. Whether, in fact, a government would 
choose, in one way or another, to deal with its rela-
tionships with very close friends in the middle East 
by seeking, in effect, to turn them and their people 
at odds with each other, which might be the result 
of this, would be a difficult and somewhat risky 
proposition. The end result of which might be clar-
ity with respect to people’s views, but total confu-
sion with respect to where the process would go.

so, it is a fascinating idea and an interesting 
one. i have suggested a number of ways in which 
it is already being accomplished. i will continue to 
look at it.

Question: i absolutely agree that, in a post-9/11 
world, American engagement and American lead-
ership are essential. But what do you do in cases 
where popular opinion in certain countries con-
flicts with u.s. national interests in the region? i am 
thinking specifically of democracy promotion ef-
forts in the middle East. When Egypt had elections 
and when there were elections in the Palestinian 

territories, people showed a pref-
erence toward islamist parties that 
may have either an anti-u.s. stance 
or not exactly a pro-u.s. stance. 
What do you do in cases like that, 
and is it possible to continue to 
promote democratic ideals in that 
region, when there is a chance that 
the results may not be to our lik-
ing? 

pickering: i guess it is a tren-
chant and interesting question, 
somewhat along the lines of the 

last one, but more sharply drawn. Who wants to 
take this one on? sure, marc, go ahead.

grossman: first of all, thank you very much. it 
is not just trenchant. it seems to me the question of 
the moment, about how to go forward here in creat-
ing the opportunities, as i would put it, for people 
around the world to have enough space to make 
choices about their own lives. i think it is important 
to step back for a minute and consider how to speak 
about this.

first of all, i think, Ambassador Pickering is 
correct that democracy cannot be imposed from the 
top. you cannot go around and say the way we have 
figured this out, the way we want to live, the way we 
make our choices, is the only way that you can go 
forward. it has to come from the bottom. you have 
to be patient. you have believe in these things.

But i have come to think at the end of my time 
in the foreign service that it is very important for 

[D]ictat and wars of choice 
have not proven themselves 
necessarily to be extremely 
effective, and, therefore, 
I think that once again 
shows us that multilateral-
ism is probably, in most of 
these situations, the way to 
go, if not in all of them. – 
pickering
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the united states to keep speaking about pluralism. 
it is very important for the united states to keep 
speaking about the capacity of people to make deci-
sions about their own lives.

i have also come to think two things. one is 
that i do not see in the world today that there are 
people who, on the basis of their 
color, their geography, or their 
religion, are not capable of liv-
ing in societies where these kinds 
of choices are to be made. And, 
secondly, that there are some ba-
sic fundamentals that the united 
states can speak out in favor of, 
and those fundamentals have to 
do with the sanctity of the indi-
vidual, the rule of law, and the role 
of women in society. While people 
will figure out their own ways to 
organize their societies, it seems to 
me that there are four or five things 
that run through societies that are 
more or less successful.

my second point is that elec-
tions do not equal democracy promotion. And 
elections do not equal democracy. While it is very 
important, i think, for us to continue to focus on 
the ability of people to choose their own govern-
ments, i do not think we can say, well, there was an 
election in this country and, therefore, this country 
is democratic.

A final point is one of public relations. it is pos-
sible that, to overcome the issues that you raise, we 
ought to be speaking of pluralism, rather than de-
mocracy, at least for a time. not to get away from, 
as i say, the capacity of people to make their own 
choices, but so that you have, as Ambassador news-
om said, the ability for people to listen to you at 
least for a minute as you are making your case and 
to talk about pluralism.

With regard to the previous questioner. i agree 
with all of the cautions that Ambassador Pickering 
talked about. But if you think about this, perhaps 
there is something to learn from the cscE [the 
conference on security and cooperation in Eu-
rope] / oscE [the organization for security and 

cooperation in Europe] experi-
ence where people came to their 
own choices about how they want-
ed to live, that someday can be 
applied to the middle East. They 
lived under a system that they 
wanted to change. We encouraged 
them in that thought, and the hel-
sinki process turned into an orga-
nization that does provide some 
way to talk about some of the se-
curity and political and economic 
issues that are available in the mid-
dle East.

Burns: can i just add my 
voice to marc’s very briefly to say 
how much i agree with what he 
said. i think you will see the unit-

ed states focused in the short term, over the next 
three to four years, on four priority objectives. 

first would be peace and stability in iraq. ob-
vious. 

second, to find some way to be able to work 
with the iranian government, if that is possible. sec-
retary rice offered negotiations just the other day. 
But the united states needs to deny iran a nuclear 
weapons capability, and the continued capability 
to fund and arm hammas, hezbollah, Palestinian 
islamic Jihad, the shia militants in iraq, and the tal-
iban. iran is doing all of that. An ascendant iran is 
against the interests of our country and most of the 
Arab world in the middle East. 

Third, protect and defend democracy in leba-
non and defend lebanon against continued syrian 

[T]here are some basic 
fundamentals that the 
United States can speak 
out in favor of, and those 
fundamentals have to do 
with the sanctity of the in-
dividual, the rule of law, 
and the role of women in 
society. While people will 
figure out their own ways 
to organize their societies, 
it seems to me that there 
are four or five things that 
run through societies that 
are more or less successful. 
– grossman



Diplomacy in a Dangerous World 19

involvement and aggression. 
And, fourth, and by no means in priority order, 

maybe first in priority order, to see our way toward 
an israeli-Palestinian peace, nearly sixty years after 
the creation of the state of israel and the dispersal of 
the Palestinian people from Palestine in may1948. 
That is a priority for us. it ought to be our priority 
to see the creation of an independent Palestinian 
state and the survival of israel and israel living side 
by side with that state and the acceptance of israel 
by all of the other Arab states.

That is not farfetched. We are fifty-nine years 
into this, but we cannot give up. i think marc is 
exactly right. if those are our short-term goals, the 
ones that i just enunciated as Americans, how can 
we not support reform, pluralism, the rule of law, 
and democracy in the Arab world, if we are friends 
with the Arab world and believe in the future of the 
Arab world? not that any of us believe it can be im-
posed from our side; it cannot. or that the region 
can be transformed immediately; it cannot. But as 
a long-term objective, Americans have always stood 
for those values in our foreign policy, as well as here 
at home. i do not think we ought to forsake them 
when it comes to the most violent part of the world, 
for the sake of our country. 

Question: What does the mexican government, 
and i will say most latin American countries, need 
to do or need to know in order to get the u.s. gov-
ernment’s attention? not only to create short-term 
agreements, such as the Plan mexico or Plan co-
lombia. Thank you very much.

Burns: i will just start briefly. i am sure that 
anybody else on this panel, maybe Bob, would like 
to comment. 

you have got our attention. President Bush, i 
think, has visited the Americas eleven times in his 
presidency. it is the most of any two-term Ameri-
can president. We understand that the future of 

the united states is dependent upon the future of 
our hemisphere, particularly with your country. 
We have a symbiotic relationship with mexico and 
with canada, not just in nAftA [north American 
free trade Agreement], but also in all the positive 
opportunities and all of the troubles along our bor-
ders. There is no question that we have to have a 
sustained involvement.

i think what is hopeful about what is happen-
ing in the Americas is that we have found a way to 
talk to each other across ideological divides. Presi-
dent Bush visited latin America in february, and 
he made a point of saying that it was very important 
for the united states to be talking to those on the 
center-left, on the left-wing of the latin America 
political perspective: President lula of Brazil. Presi-
dent Bachelet of chile, for instance, as well as poli-
ticians in the center and the center-right. 

We have to speak to the reality of latin Amer-
ica itself. That poverty alleviation and social justice, 
if that is what the people of latin America are fo-
cused on—in the Andes, in mexico, and central 
America—then we have to be focused on that in 
our policies. President Bush used those words to 
talk about the ethanol agreement, for instance, be-
tween the united states and Brazil, that we hope to 
see now replicated in the caribbean, as well as in 
central America. Brazil and the united states will 
bring that agreement to joint ventures with coun-
tries in that region.

i think that that broader view of who we should 
be talking to, who we should be engaged with, is 
quite an intelligent way to move forward. 

i would just say there also is an irresponsible 
left, from our perspective, in latin American poli-
tics, and i put maybe three people in that catego-
ry—the two castro brothers and hugo chávez. We 
have famously bad relations with all three of them. 
But, beyond that, we ought to be engaging people 
throughout the Americas who are being elected by 
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their countries, like Evo morales in Bolivia, and like 
President lula of Brazil, and politicians of other 
stripes, for instance, President calderón of mexico, 
or President Aribe of colombia. i think that that has 
been a significant move forward in American policy, 
maybe that the press has not commented upon very 
much but that was part of our reality, and it’s a very 
positive sign of our future engagements.

pickering: Thank you, nick. i 
would just want to add a few com-
ments, and maybe others would, 
too. i think creating and promot-
ing a sense of genuine partner-
ship is extremely important. latin 
America and the united states, 
from time to time, have been able 
to take those steps together. They 
are not necessarily easy. There are, 
obviously, strong feelings in latin 
America about the united states. 
The united states has to, in ex-
erting its lead, do so with what i 
would call an open hand, in an ef-
fort to move in that direction.

i would add that one of the 
steps that has been proposed that 
i believe we all need to think a lot about and hope-
fully continue to promote is improving our trade 
relationships. Whether it is the ftA [free trade 
agreement] or more bilateral ftAs, the ftAA 
[free trade Agreement of the Americas], the hemi-
spherewide trade relationship. i’m not sure i know 
which is going to be easiest and which is the best. 
But, certainly, we should have an end goal of achiev-
ing a very improved trading relationship throughout 
the hemisphere as a way of promoting jobs, help-
ing to attack poverty, building development and, 
indeed, improving in general the economies of the 
hemisphere together. And, i would hope that those 
kinds of things continue to remain in our sights.

Kimmitt: i would just add, picking up on what 
nick said, and this is from the treasury perspective, 
we have very close interaction with mexico and all 
of the major economies of latin America. We met 
with quite a number of those people just recently 
during the annual meetings of the imf and the 
World Bank. nick mentioned, also, our signature 
multilateral trade agreement, nAftA. We worked 

very, very closely with mexico 
and other major economies in the 
World Bank, the imf, and, impor-
tantly, the inter-American devel-
opment Bank, which will hold its 
annual meeting next year in mi-
ami. We have already begun close 
work with all of the countries of 
latin America on that important 
annual meeting.

But i think the thing that is 
not noticed as frequently is that 
we deal with the hemispheric 
neighbors not just on bilateral 
and hemispheric issues. The ma-
jor economies, like mexico, are 
also very important components 
of the world economy. it is quite 

significant that next year’s g20 meeting, this new, 
expanded group of finance ministers that includes 
mexico and Brazil, will be held in Brazil. The APEc 
(Asia-Pacific Economic cooperation) annual meet-
ing will be held in Peru. not only are these coun-
tries important in a bilateral and regional sense, i 
think they also are playing an increasingly impor-
tant role both in the trans-Pacific community and in 
the global community. 

newsom: i would just like to go back to the 
previous question about the u.s.’s reaction to elec-
tions, because i know it is a question that disturbs 
a great many people. When free and reasonably fair 
elections have been held, and the result is difficult 

If the results of an election 
bring a party to power that 
has declared objectives 
to destabilize a region, to 
harm American interests 
as we see them, it has to be 
expected that the United 
States is not going to react 
in a positive way. . . . But 
just the fact that we do 
not accept the results of a 
democratic election does 
not mean that we are not 
strong supporters of de-
mocracy. – newsom
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for the united states to accept, i go back to the Al-
gerian election of a few decades ago, and others.

Those who ask that question, i am sure, have to 
realize that we are talking about not just their politi-
cal system but our political system. if the results of 
an election bring a party to power that has declared 
objectives to destabilize a region, to harm Ameri-
can interests as we see them, it has to be expected 
that the united states is not going 
to react in a positive way. Perhaps, 
in such cases, the united states 
should do more to explore with 
the newly elected group whether 
some kind of understanding can 
be reached. But just the fact that 
we do not accept the results of a 
democratic election does not mean 
that we are not strong supporters 
of democracy. it does mean that, 
in some cases, the results of the 
election may run counter to some 
very deep and important interests 
of this country. 

Question: i am wondering, given 
our experiences in iraq and the struggles we face, 
how do you foresee the role of the u.s. military 
changing in advancing the national interests and 
promotion of democracy abroad?

Kimmitt: in addition to my earlier political 
incorrectness, you can imagine what it was like be-
ing a vietnam veteran walking onto the campus of 
georgetown law school in 1974. 

let me say that i think the military of today is 
a force with which all Americans can be proud. The 
young men and women who put their lives on the 
line every single day for our freedoms deserve our 
absolute respect and admiration.

i think that the military will always serve that 
very important military role. But, i think, increas-

ingly, when you take a look at people like david 
Petraeus and others, the leadership of the army of 
today and of the future, they recognize, going back 
to what i said in my earlier comments, that the mili-
tary is part of that broader national security equa-
tion, that they have to have not just the depth of be-
ing able to be good soldiers, airmen, marines, and 
sailors, but they also have to understand that they 

operate in the context of a broader 
national security policy that makes 
it important for them to under-
stand what is going on in the state 
department, the treasury depart-
ment, and elsewhere.

in 1986, the goldwater-
nichols bill was passed requiring 
all the military services to work 
closer together in a joint environ-
ment. That has actually turned out 
fairly well. There has been quite a 
bit of discussion about whether 
there should be a new goldwater-
nichols Act and, if so, what is the 
next step. i think that not only do 
soldiers have to do well in their 

own service and inside the defense department, 
but they also have to operate very effectively both 
in the interagency community and in the inter-
national environment. That is why we are putting 
treasury people, as well as state department peo-
ple, in the military commands. That is why we have 
military people from the commands working at the 
treasury department, at the state department, and 
elsewhere. 

i think soldiers will always have to deliver their 
craft. That is what soldiers are paid to do. But they 
are going to have to recognize that it will be done 
in that broader context where they have to have vis-
ibility and engagement in the broader national se-
curity community. 

[W]hen you take a look at 
people like David Petraeus 
and others, the leadership 
of the army of today and of 
the future, they recognize, . 
. . that they operate in the 
context of a broader na-
tional security policy that 
makes it important for 
them to understand what 
is going on in the State De-
partment, the Treasury De-
partment, and elsewhere. – 
Kimmitt
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Burns: i think you have asked a very important 
question. i would turn it around a little bit. i think 
the state department has to change more than the 
military, in this respect. 

if you look at our interventions in Bosnia and 
Kosovo in the ‘90s and Afghani-
stan and iraq in this decade, what 
we did as a country extraordinarily 
well was to deploy military force 
to achieve an objective. What we 
did not do well as a country was to 
handle the aftermath. how do you 
care for refugees in the wake of an 
intervention? famine? how do 
you try to put back together civil 
governments, so that people have 
city services? 

if you look at our record, we 
had a problem each time because 
there was no civilian component 
of the government ready to be de-
ployed in the wake of each of those 
interventions to perform that task. 
instead, we asked young army lieu-
tenants and captains to be small-
time mayors, to organize water 
systems and to bring civil services 
when they were not trained to do 
that. They did the best they could. 
many of them did extraordinarily well.

senator Biden and senator lugar, on a bipar-
tisan basis, came to secretary Powell and to marc 
grossman a couple of years ago to say that the 
state department needs to have a reserve corps of 
people, both in the department and in our society, 
ready to do this kind of work. We are creating that. 
We are creating an institutional capacity to have one 
hundred and fifty people in the state department 
whose job it is to provide that kind of service, work-
ing with ngos [nongovernmental organizations], 

working with the united nations for relief, and then 
to create a civilian reserve outside the state depart-
ment of American citizens, from all walks of life and 
all parts of the country, to be willing to drop what 
they are doing in their home towns and to go to a 

place like Afghanistan or Bosnia 
or Kosovo or iraq to perform this 
function alongside the rest of the 
international community.

i think that is one of the les-
sons a professional diplomat can 
draw from our experience, some-
times very bitter over the last de-
cade during these military inter-
ventions. 

pickering: i would strongly 
support it. i think there are two 
critical lessons, and Bob and nick 
have both talked about them. our 
diplomacy is effective because we 
have a strong military. it is, per-
haps, tentative realpolitik, but i 
have always felt that as a diplomat 
negotiating for the united states 
that was a tremendous advantage. 
not that we were about to unleash 
the military, but that the other side 
always knew that, in fact, we would 
stand up for our principles and for 

what we wanted to achieve.
i also think we have a long way to go. for years, 

i have felt that further integration of the civilian ele-
ments of the united states with the military is nec-
essary to achieve these complex tasks, particularly 
postconflict tasks, tasks of reconstruction, tasks of 
dealing with natural disasters and recovery from 
emergencies around the world. We have now begun 
that process. it has taken us a long time.

i take some strength from the notion that it 
took the military a few years, as Bob mentioned, 

How do you care for refu-
gees in the wake of an in-
tervention? Famine? How 
do you try to put back to-
gether civil governments, 
so that people have city 
services? . . . We are creat-
ing an institutional capac-
ity to have one hundred 
and fifty people in the State 
Department whose job it is 
to provide that kind of ser-
vice, working with NGOs 
[nongovernmental organi-
zations], working with the 
United Nations for relief, 
and then to create a civilian 
reserve outside the State 
Department of American 
citizens, from all walks of 
life. . . . – Burns
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goldwater-nichols and before, to achieve the kind 
of jointness that now makes our military so much 
more effective. i think that what i would call “com-
bineness,” the ability to deploy, to use effectively, 
to command and control, and to operate across 
the full spectrum of American agency capabilities 
and interests in dealing with some of these issues, 
is an important goal for all of us. The state depart-
ment should certainly be supporting that goal and 
looking forward to enlarging and strengthening the 
state department, usAid [the u.s. Agency for 
international development], and, perhaps, a new 
public diplomacy organization, also to support that 
kind of activity.

i thank you all very much for coming and for 
listening to us, for challenging us with a series of 
what i think are first-rate, excellent questions. And 
we appreciate your attendance and wish you all 
good luck. Thank you again very, very much. 
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