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My earliest memory is of a city exploding with joy. The city was San Francisco.  The date was 
November 11, 1918 – Armistice Day.  I was two years old.  The city was celebrating not only the 
end of World War I, but the belief, held so strongly by President Wilson, that the United States 
and its allies had won the war to end all wars. 

 

They were wrong, of course.  The 20th Century was on its way to becoming the bloodiest, by far, 
in human history: during it 160 million people have been killed in wars across the globe. 

 

My thesis, this afternoon, is that we must not permit the 21st Century to repeat the slaughter of 
the 20th.  The time to initiate action to prevent that tragedy is now. Two specific steps are 
required: 

 

1. To reduce the risk of conflict within and among states by establishing a system of 
Collective Security. 

 

2. To eliminate the risk of destruction of nations, in the event Collective Security breaks 
down, by returning insofar as achievable, to a non-nuclear world. 

 

First, an approach to Collective Security. 

 

Although clear evidence has existed since the mid-1980s that the Cold War was ending, nations 
throughout the world have been slow to revise their foreign and defence policies, in part because 
they do not see clearly what lies ahead. 

 

As the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait, the civil war in the former Yugoslavia, and the turmoil in Northern 
Iraq, Somalia, Haiti, Sudan, Rwanda, Burundi, Armenia, and Georgia make clear, the world of the 
future will not be without conflict, conflict between disparate groups within nations and conflict 
extending across national borders.  Racial, religious, and ethnic tensions will remain.  Nationalism 
will be a powerful force across the globe.  Political revolutions will erupt as societies advance.  
Historic disputes over political boundaries will endure.  And economic disparities among nations 
will increase as technology and education spread unevenly around the world.  The underlying 
causes of Third World conflict that existed long before the Cold War began remain now that it has 
ended.  They will be compounded by potential strife among states of the former Soviet Union and 
by continuing tensions in the Middle East.  It is such tensions that in the past 45 years have 
contributed to 125 wars causing 40 million deaths in the Third World. 
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In these respects, the world of the future will not be different from the world of the past – 
conflicts within and among nations will not disappear.  But relations between nations will change 
dramatically.  In the postwar years, the United States had the power – and to a considerable 
degree exercised that power – to shape the world as it chose. In the next century, that will not be 
possible. 

 

Japan is destined to play a larger and larger role on the world scene, exercising greater economic 
and political power and, one hopes, assuming greater economic and political responsibility.  The 
same can be said of Western Europe, which in 1993 took a major step toward economic 
integration.  Greater political unity is bound to follow (despite opposition to the Maastricht 
Treaty), and it will strengthen Europe's power in world politics. 

 

And by the middle of the next century, several of the countries of what in the past we have 
termed the Third World will have grown so dramatically in population and economic power as to 
become major forces in international relations.  India is likely to have a population of 1.6 billion; 
Nigeria, 400 million; Brazil, 300 million.  If China achieves its ambitious economic goals for the year 
2000, and maintains satisfactory but no spectacular growth rates for the next 50 years, its 1.6 
billion people will have the income – the affluence – of Western Europeans in the mid-20th 
century.  Its total gross domestic product will exceed that of the United States, Western Europe, 
Japan, or Russia. It will indeed be a power to be reckoned with: economically, politically and 
militarily.  These figures are highly speculative, of course, but I cite them to emphasize the 
magnitude of the changes that lie ahead. 

 

While remaining the world's strongest nation, the United States will live in a multipolar world, and 
its foreign policy and defence programmes must be adjusted to this emerging reality.  In such a 
world, a need clearly exists for developing new relationships both among the Great Powers – of 
which there will be at least five: China, Europe, Japan, Russia and the United States – and between 
the Great Powers and other nations. 

 

Many political theorists, in particular, those classified as “ realists,” predict a return to traditional 
power politics.  They argue that the disappearance of ideological competition between East and 
West will trigger a reversion to traditional relationships based on territorial and economic 
imperatives: that the United States, Russia, Western Europe, China and Japan, and perhaps India 
will seek to assert themselves in their own regions while still competing for dominance in other 
areas of the world where conditions are fluid.  This view has been expressed, for example, by 
Harvard Professor Michael Sandel who has written: “ The end of the Cold War does not mean an 
end of global competition between the Superpowers. Once the ideological dimension fades, what 
you are left with is not peace and harmony, but old-fashioned global politics based on dominant 
powers competing for influence and pursuing their internal interests.” 

 

Henry Kissinger, also a member of the realist school, has expressed a similar conclusion: 

 

Victory in the Cold War has propelled America into a world which bears many similarities to the 
European state system of the 18th and 19th centuries..... The absence of both an overriding 
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ideological or strategic threat frees nations to pursue foreign policies based increasingly on their 
immediate national interest.  In an international system characterized by perhaps five or six major 
powers and a multiplicity of smaller states, order will have to emerge much as it did in past 
centuries from a reconciliation and balancing of competing national interests. 

 

Kissinger's and Sandel's conceptions of relations among nations in the post-Cold War world are 
historically well founded, but I would argue that they are inconsistent with our increasingly 
interdependent world.  No nation, not even the United States, can stand alone in a world in which 
nations are inextricably entwined with one another economically, environmentally, and with 
regard to security.  The United Nations Charter offers a far more appropriate framework for 
international relations in such a world than does the doctrine of power politics. 

 

I am not alone in this view. 

 

Carl Kaysen, former director of the Institute for Advanced Study at Princeton, has argued: “ The 
international system that relies on the national use of military force as the ultimate guarantor of 
security, and the threat of its use as the basis of order, is not the only possible one.  To seek a 
different system [based on collective security]... is no longer the pursuit of an illusion, but a 
necessary effort toward a necessary goal.” 

 

The Brookings Institution has recently published a study – Janne E. Nolan “ Global Engagement: 
Cooperation and Security in the Twenty-first Century” – in which 20 policy makers and scholars 
explore a geopolitical system quite similar to what I propose here. 

 

And George F. Kennan, at a celebration in honour of his 90th birthday held at the Council on 
Foreign Relations on February 15, 1994, observed that for the first time in centuries, no 
prospective Great Power conflicts threaten the peace of the world.  It is this peace among the 
Great Powers – at least for the near term – that makes it truly possible both to pursue my vision of 
the post-Cold War world and, at the same time, to hedge against failure by maintaining the 
capacity to protect ourselves and our interests should the world experience a return to Great 
Power rivalry. 

 

Maintaining that capacity does not mean that defence spending should remain at its current 
exorbitant level.  In the United States, for example, defence expenditures during the last fiscal 
year, 1994, totalled $282 billion – 25 per cent more in inflation-adjusted dollars than in 1980. 
Moreover, President Clinton's 6-year defence programme for fiscal years 1995-2000 projects only 
a very gradual decline in expenditures from the 1994 level.  Defence outlays in the year 2000, in 
inflation-adjusted dollars, are estimated to be only 3 per cent less than under President Nixon, in 
the midst of the Cold War. The United States spends almost as much for national security as the 
rest of the world combined. 

 

Such a defence programme is not consistent with my view of the post-Cold War world – or the 
financing of domestic programmemes equally vital for our security. It assumes that in conflicts 
outside the NATO area – for instance, in Iraq, Iran, or the Korean peninsula – we will act 
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unilaterally and without military support from other Great Powers. And it assumes that we must 
be prepared to undertake two such confrontations simultaneously. These are assumptions I find 
debatable at best. 

 

Before nations can respond in an optimum manner to the end of the Cold War, they need a vision 
– a conceptual framework – of a world that would not be dominated by the East-West rivalry that 
shaped foreign and defence programmes across the globe for more than 40 years. In that new 
world, I believe relationships among nations should be directed toward five goals: They should 

 

1. Provide all states guarantees against external aggression – frontiers should not be 
changed by force. 

 

2. Codify the rights of minorities and ethnic groups within states – the Kurds in Iran, Iraq, 
and Turkey, for instance – and provide them a means to redress their grievances without 
resort to violence. 

 

3. Establish a mechanism for resolving regional conflicts and conflicts within nations 
without unilateral action by the Great Powers. 

 

4. Increase the flow of technical and financial assistance to developing nations to help 
them accelerate their rates of social and economic advance. 

 

5. Assure preservation of the global environment as a basis of sustainable development for 
all. 

 

In sum, we should strive to create a world in which relations among nations would be based on 
the rule of law; a world in which national security would be supported by a system of collective 
security.  The conflict prevention, conflict resolution, and peace-keeping functions necessary to 
accomplish these objectives would be performed by multilateral institutions, a reorganized and 
strengthened United Nations together with new and expanded regional organizations. 

 

That is my vision of the post-Cold War world. 

 

Such a vision is easier to articulate than to achieve.  The goal is clear, how to get there is not.  I 
have no magic formula, no simple road map to success.  I do know that such a vision will not be 
achieved in a month, a year, or even a decade.  It will be achieved slowly and through small steps, 
by leaders of dedication and persistence.  So I urge that we move now in that direction. 

 

The post-Cold War world, seeking to deal with the conflicts that will inevitably arise within and 
among nations, while minimizing the risk of the use of military force and holding casualties 
resulting from its application to the lowest possible level, will need leaders.  The leadership role 
may shift among nations depending on the issue at hand.  Often, it will be filled by the United 
States.  But in a system of collective security, the United States must accept collective decision-
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making – and that will be very difficult for us.  Correspondingly, if the system is to survive, other 
nations (in particular Germany and Japan) must accept a sharing of risks and costs – the political 
risks, the financial costs, and the risk of casualties and bloodshed – and that will be very difficult 
for them. 

 

Had the United States and other major powers made clear their commitment to such a system of 
collective security, and had they stated they would protect nations against attack, the 1990 Iraqi 
invasion of Kuwait might well have been deterred.  Similarly, had the United Nations or NATO 
taken action when conflict in the former Yugoslavia erupted in the early 1990s, the ensuing 
slaughter of tens of thousands of innocent victims might have been prevented.  But today I fear 
Bosnia falls in the category of problems for which there is no recognizable solution – or at least no 
military solution. 

 

In the post-Cold War world, the Great Powers should be clear about where, and how, they would 
apply military force.  This requires a precise statement of foreign policy objectives.  In the case of 
the U.S., for 40 years at its objectives remained clear: to contain an expansionist Soviet Union.  But 
that can no longer be the focus of our efforts: we have lost our enemy.  What will we put in its 
place?  President Clinton told the U.N. General Assembly on September 27, 1993: “ Our overriding 
purpose must be to expand and strengthen the world's community of market-based 
democracies.”  Anthony Lake, the national security adviser, echoed this when, during the same 
week, he stated that “ the successor to a doctrine of containment must be a strategy of 
enlargement – enlargement of the world's free community of market democracies.”  Such a 
general formulation of our objectives is not sufficient. 

 

The Great Powers clearly cannot and should not intervene in every conflict arising from a nation's 
attempt to move toward capitalist democracy – for example, we were surely correct not to 
support with military force Eduard Shevardnadze's attempt to install democracy in Georgia.  Nor 
can we be expected to try to stop by military force every instance of the slaughter of innocent 
civilians.  More than a dozen wars currently rage throughout the world: in Bosnia, Burundi, Iraq, 
Kashmir, and Sudan to name only a few.  And serious conflicts may soon break out in Kosovo, 
Macedonia, and Zaire.  Where, if at all, should we be involved?  Neither the United States nor any 
other Great Power has a clear answer to that question.  The answers can be developed only 
through intense debate, over a period of years, within our own nation, among the Great Powers, 
and in the councils of international organizations. 

 

The rules governing response to aggression across national borders can be relatively simple and 
clear.  But those relating to attempts to maintain or restore political order and to prevent 
wholesale slaughter within nations – as, for instance, within Rwanda in 1994 – are far less so. 

 

Several crucial questions must be faced: To what degree of human suffering should we respond? 
Under a U.N. convention, formalized in a global treaty that became our national law in 1989, the 
United States agreed to join in stopping genocide.  But what constitutes genocide?  In June 1994, 
the U.S. government, while recognizing the killing of over 200,000 Rwandans as “ acts of 
genocide,” refused to state that the killing fell under the treaty's provisions.  And would there not 
be other cases, short of genocide, that would also justify intervention?  At what point should we 
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intervene – as preventive diplomacy fails and killing appears likely, or only when the slaughter is 
increasing?  How should we respond when nations involved in such conflicts – as was the case in 
the former Yugoslavia – claim that outside intervention clearly infringes on their sovereignty?  We 
have seen regional organizations – in particular, the Organization of African Unity and the 
Organization or American States – time and time again fail to support such intervention. 

 

Above all else, the criteria governing intervention should recognize that, as we learned in Vietnam, 
military force has only a limited capacity to facilitate the process of nation building.  Military force, 
by itself, cannot rebuild a “ failed” state. 

 

It should be made clear to our peoples that such questions will, at best, require years to answer.  
But we should force the debate within our own nations and within international forums.  Some of 
the issues may never be resolved; there may be times when we must recognize that we cannot 
right all wrongs.  Our judgments about the appropriateness of using force to maintain order in 
such an imperfect world cannot be certain.  They must be checked, therefore, against the 
willingness of other nations with comparable interests to join in the decision, to assist in its 
implementations, and to share in its costs.  Neither of our nations is omniscient and we should not 
give others the impression that we think we are. 

 

In the case of the U.S., at times military intervention will be justified not on humanitarian or 
peace-keeping grounds but on the basis of national security.  Clearly, if a direct threat to our 
nation emerges, we should and will act unilaterally – after appropriate consultation with Congress 
and the American people.  If the threat is less direct but still potentially serious – for example, 
strife in Kosovo or Macedonia that could trigger a large Balkan conflict involving Greece, Turkey, 
and perhaps Italy – how should we respond?  I have strongly urged that we act only in a 
multilateral decision-making and burden-sharing context. 

 

The wars fought in the post-Cold War world are likely more often than not to be “ limited wars.”  
Certainly Vietnam taught how immensely difficult it is to fight limited wars, over long periods of 
time. But circumstances will arise where limited war is far preferable to unlimited war. 

 

In contrast to limited war, as George Kennan pointed out, the risk of large-scale military 
operations between or among Great Powers is probably less today than at any time since the end 
of World War II.  However, we cannot be certain they will never again take place.  But what we 
can do is to ensure that if the system of Collective Security breaks down and war between Great 
Powers occurs, it will not be fought with nuclear weapons and, therefore, will not lead to total 
destruction of nations. 
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