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	美國選民已懲罰了那些尋求通過武力，在國外強制推行民主的人。儘管按照有利於共和黨的方式重劃了選區，具有在任的優勢，並重新訴諸於恐懼政治，但理性還是占了上風。喬治•布希(George W. Bush)仍然是總統。但他已是個破損了的政治品。這樣很好，因為目前迫切需要有所變化。
本屆美國政府的標誌性特點，不僅在其無能，還在於它背棄了二戰後美國外交政策的基本原則。本屆政府的戰略，一直基於以下四點：武力為首；維持單極格局；肆意運用美國實力；以及在未遭受直接威脅的情況下，有權發動先發制人的戰爭。
對2001年9/11恐怖暴行的回應，強化了對所有這些原則的堅持。一種定義模糊、不受限制的“反恐戰爭”概念，成為了美國外交政策的支點。它導致了“邪惡軸心”概念的產生，將薩達姆•侯賽因(Saddam Hussein)的伊拉克，神權統治的伊朗以及金正日(Kim Jong-il)的朝鮮聯繫起來。它導致了對阿富汗理直氣壯的侵略，並進而移師伊拉克。一定程度上，反恐戰爭這一概念，導致了下列情況的出現：在沒有司法監督情況下，對所謂的敵方戰鬥人員施行無限期監禁；容忍刑訊逼供的存在；對嫌疑犯進行“非常規引渡”(extraordinary rendition)；在關塔那摩灣設置不受美國法律管轄的監獄；以及通過間接手段，在阿布哈裏蔔監獄虐囚。
所有這些已經夠糟糕的了。但普林斯頓大學(Princeton University)的約翰•伊肯伯裏(John Ikenberry)和喬治城大學(Georgetown)的查理斯•庫普錢(Charles Kupchan)描述的情況更為糟糕。他們恰如其分地形容道，在（政策）執行方面，“情報零亂、判斷失誤以及意識形態方面的狂熱”表現得十分明顯，尤以伊拉克為最。*然而，拙劣的執行並非偶然。信奉武力至上，自然導致責任轉向了國防部；而相信武力的效力，則形成了勝利就是和平以及向民主迅速轉型的信念；對盟國的輕視，註定了在戰後佔領上缺乏合作。
美國現在必須重新開始。它必須設計一套適應當前時代的外交政策。在這一過程中，它應該摒棄幾乎所有得到布希政府頌揚的東西。
首先，外交政策的目標，遠不止於命名不當的“反恐戰爭”。世界的確應該關注伊斯蘭恐怖主義分子，但與冷戰時期超級大國之間的競爭相比，他們還沒有形成同樣關乎生死存亡的威脅。同樣重要的是維持全球經濟繁榮、應對新生強國的崛起、發展經濟（包括在伊斯蘭世界），以及管理全球的共同利益。
其次，武力遠沒有其擁護者想像的那麼有效。武力威脅無法改變其他強國的政策，只會使它們更加懷疑美國的意圖。武力威脅將加強潛在敵人獲得核武器的決心。正如伊拉克所表現的，強大的武力甚至不能給一個只有2100萬人口的國家帶來穩定。
第三，美國作為全球強國的正當性，取決於美國能否贏得其他國家和人民的尊重。如果德國人對美國的信心沒有遭到破壞的話，格哈德•施羅德(Gerhard Schr?der)就不會在2002年憑藉一項反美綱領在大選中勝出。不過，更重要的是，針對聖戰恐怖主義分子的戰爭，是一場觀念之戰。要贏得勝利，不能通過恐嚇，而是要增強西方的價值觀對數億穆斯林的吸引力，使其超越那些與之對立的狂熱觀念。本屆美國政府願意將法治作為一種額外選擇，這加大了其在長期內擊敗恐怖主義意識形態的難度。
第四，多邊機構至關重要。它們將威望和權力碰撞的可能性，轉化為接受共同的良好行為準則。最重要的是，只有世界主要大國（至少是這些國家）心甘情願進行合作，才能解決諸多的全球挑戰。共同的機構使這種合作更可靠，也更為持久。
第五，牢固的聯盟十分關鍵。自願聯合已被證明是脆弱的。即使是英國，也不太可能讓自己再被拖入類似伊拉克的風險中，因為它完全忠於承諾，但在政策執行方面卻沒有影響力。而事實同樣證明，美國也無法獨力成就其尋求的目標。固定的聯盟的確是制約，但它們也是確保承諾的手段。
自美國成為世界強國以來，布希可以說是最糟糕的一位總統，他的外交政策已到了窮途末路的地步。重要的問題是，現在要發生什麼。儘管布希的外交政策一直很糟糕，但其他的選擇也好不到哪去。一種完全無視西方價值觀的“現實主義”，會是一個重大失誤。更糟糕的是，從伊拉克戰爭抽身而退，轉而採取孤立主義，並從開放轉向保護主義。
然而，我是個樂觀主義者。溫斯頓•邱吉爾(Winston Churchill)有句名言：“美國總是在嘗試了其他所有選擇之後，去做正確的事情”。世界將不會接受一個美國主人。但它仍將歡迎美國的領導，前提是這種領導對其他各方的利益給予了應有的考慮，並建立在美國自身向世界傳播的價值觀基礎上。
30年前，美國剛剛輸掉了越南戰爭，理查•尼克森(Richard Nixon)總統被迫辭職，全球經濟陷入通貨膨脹的混亂，西方世界的未來一片黑暗。然而15年之後，中國選擇了市場經濟，前蘇聯解體了。擊敗共產主義，不是依靠武力，而是憑藉西方繁榮、自由和民主的吸引力。
外交政策總是難以制定的。但我要說，有一點是不容置疑的。美國需要重新樹立對於自由價值觀、法治和全球合作的信念——1945年之後，美國正是在這些基礎上，建立了非常成功的國際秩序。未來正確的道路，不能奉行19世紀的主權和實力平衡觀念。應當發揮美國典範的力量，而非其軍事力量；應展示其領袖能力，而非單方面的命令。20世紀美國偉大的決策者們，對此有著透徹的理解。他們21世紀的繼任者也應表現出同樣的智慧。
*《自由現實主義：民主黨外交政策的基礎》(Liberal Realism: The Foundations of a Democratic Foreign Policy)，《國家利益》雜誌(The National Interest)，2004年秋
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Keynes versus Friedman: both men can claim victory
	By Martin Wolf

	Wednesday, December 13, 2006


US voters have now repudiated those who sought to impose democracy by force abroad. In spite of the gerrymandering of districts, the advantages of incumbency and renewed recourse to the politics of fear, common sense prevailed. George W. Bush is still president. But he is damaged political goods. That is good, because change is desperately needed.

The signal feature of this administration has not been merely its incompetence, but its rejection of the principles on which US foreign policy was built after the second world war. The administration's strategy has been based, instead, upon four ideas: the primacy of force; the preservation of a unipolar order; the unbridled exercise of US power; and the right to initiate preventive war in the absence of immediate threats.

The response to the terrorist outrage of September 11 2001 reinforced the hold of all these principles. The notion of an indefinite and unlimited “war on terror” became the fulcrum of US foreign policy. It led to the idea of an “axis of evil” connecting Saddam Hussein's Iraq to theocratic Iran and Kim Jong-il's North Korea. It brought about the justified invasion of Afghanistan, but also the diversion into Iraq. Not least, the idea of the war on terror led to the indefinite imprisonment of alleged enemy combatants without judicial oversight, toleration of torture, “extraordinary rendition” of suspects, the extra-territorial prison at Guantánamo Bay and, by indirect means, the abuses at Abu Ghraib.

All this has been bad enough. It is made worse by what John Ikenberry of Princeton University and Charles Kupchan of Georgetown aptly describe as the “sloppy intelligence, faulty judgment and ideological zealotry” that marked implementation, above all in Iraq.* Yet the poor implementation is not an accident. A belief in the primacy of the military naturally led to the transfer of responsibility to the department of defence; a belief in the efficacy of force created the conviction that victory meant peace and a swift transition to democracy; and disdain for allies guaranteed the absence of co-operation in postwar occupation.

The US must now start again. It must design a foreign policy for the current age. In doing so, it should discard almost everything the Bush administration has proclaimed.

First, the aims of foreign policy go far beyond the misnamed “war on terror”. The Islamist terrorists with which the world should, indeed, be concerned do not even pose the same existential threat as the cold war's competition among superpowers. Equally important are maintenance of a prosperous world economy, management of the rise of new great powers, economic development, not least in the Islamic world, and management of the global commons.

Second, military power is far less effective than its supporters suppose. The threat of force cannot change the policies of other great powers, except to make them more suspicious of US intentions. It must make potential enemies still more determined to obtain nuclear weapons. As Iraq has shown, vast power cannot even impose stability on a country of 21m.

Third, the legitimacy of America as a global power rests on the ability of the US to command the respect of other countries and peoples. Gerhard Schr?der could not have won an election in 2002 on an anti-American platform if the German people's confidence in the US had not been undermined. Yet more important, the war against jihadi terrorists is a war of ideas. It will be won not by fear, but by making the west's values more attractive to hundreds of millions of Muslims than those of its fanatical opponents. The willingness of this administration to treat the rule of law as an optional extra has made it far more difficult to defeat the terrorist ideology in the long run.

Fourth, multilateral institutions matter. They turn what would otherwise be clashes of prestige and power into acceptance of shared rules of good behaviour. Above all, only the willing co-operation of at least the world's leading powers can address many of the global challenges. Shared institutions make such co-operation more credible and more sustained.

Fifth, solid alliances matter. The coalition of the willing has proved a slender reed. Even the UK is unlikely to let itself be dragged into a venture similar to Iraq again, in which it is fully committed but has no influence on how policy is executed. Yet the US has proved unable to achieve what it seeks unaided. Fixed alliances are indeed constraints, but they are also means of securing commitments.

The foreign policy of Mr Bush, arguably the worst president since the US became a world power, has come to a dead end. The big question is what happens now. For disastrous though it has been, alternatives could be as bad. A “realism” entirely indifferent to western values would be one blunder. Still worse would be a retreat from the war in Iraq into isolationism and from openness into protectionism.

I, however, am an optimist. Winston Churchill famously said that “the United States invariably does the right thing, after having exhausted every other alternative”. The world will not accept an American master. But it will still welcome American leadership, provided that leadership takes due account of the interests of others and rests on the values that the US has itself spread to the world.

Three decades ago, when the Vietnam war had just been lost, President Richard Nixon had been forced to resign and the world economy was in inflationary turmoil, the future of the west seemed dark. Yet over the next one and a half decades China chose the market and the Soviet empire collapsed. The victories over communism were not secured through force of arms, but through the attractions of the west's prosperity, freedom and democracy.

Foreign policy is inescapably difficult. But one point is, I would suggest, incontrovertible. The US needs to renew its faith in the values of freedom, the rule of law and global co-operation on which it built an astonishingly successful international order after 1945. The right way ahead cannot go through 19th century views on sovereignty and the balance of power. It should go via the power of US example rather than its military power and via its ability to give a lead rather than unilateral dictation. The great US policymakers of the 20th century understood that well. Their successors should show the same wisdom in the 21st.

*“Liberal Realism: The Foundations of a Democratic Foreign Policy”, The National Interest, Fall 2004, http://www.aspenberlin.org/interesting_ articles.php?iGedminId=72 
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