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In 1941 H. Luce famously declared the arrival of the American century where the US would emerge as the dominant
superpower in the world. After the end of World War II and then again in 1991 after the collapse of the Soviet Union, it looked
in many ways like H. Luce’s prediction was correct. However the world today looks very different compared to 1945 or 1991.
This article looks at the way the world and US foreign policy have evolved, contending that the foreign policy options for the
United States are very different now and in the future from what they once were. Both the D. Trump and now J. Biden foreign
policies are the result of these changes, and the article looks at some of the challenges facing the US going forward.
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B 1941 r. I. JTltoc mpoBO3Inacuil HACTyIJIeHMe CToNeTHss AMepuKu U nipefpek npespaiiene CIIA B MupoByIo cBepxaep-
skaBy. ITopoit Ka3anoch, UTO €ro MPOPOYECTBO BO MHOTOM COBIBAETCS: TaK AyMasIoCh U Iocjie BTOpoit MUpOBO#t BOIHBI, M Ha
momeHT pacraga CCCP B 1991 r. Ho cerogHSIHMI MUP CWJIBHO OTJIMYAETCS OT TOTO, KaKUM OH 6611 B 1945 1 1991 rr. B cTa-
The OMNMMCBHIBAIOTCSI 3TU M3MEHEHMs], a TakKe 00CY)KIAI0TCS TEKYIMe U Oyayle BO3MOXHOCTY BHelHei momutuky CIIA.
OTMeuaeTcs, UTO BHEIIHSS MoauTuKa agMmuuauctpauuii 1. Tpammna u k. BaiigeHa siBisieTcs CJie[ICTBMEM 3TUX M3MEHEeHUA,
paccMaTpyBaIOTCSI HEKOTOPbIe ITepCIeKTYBHbIe BbI30OBbI 1JIsI BHelllHeli monuTuky ClIA.

Kntouesste cnosa: ko baiifeH; BHelHsst monuTtyka CIIIA; BHEIIHEOMUTUYECKUI UCTEOIUIIMEHT ; TPUHLINUIT «AMepuKa
Tpeske BCero».

Introduction

Life Magazine founder H. Luce famously declared in was a statement pronouncing that the United States
a 1941 issue of his magazine that it was the beginning would be the dominant power for years to come, in part
of “America’s century”!. His proclamation has gar- because America would remake the world in its image.
nered various interpretations, but at its most basic it After World War II, the US and the USSR defined a bi-

'Luce H. The American century // Life Mag. 1941. 17 Febr. P. 61-64.
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polar world and global order, but many of the major
institutions of the world, such as Bretton Woods re-
flected a bias favouring American interests and per-
spectives. Yet the American century came to realisa-
tion, especially after the fall of the Berlin wall in 1989
and the breakup of the USSR in 1991 where it looked as
if America stood atop of a unipolar world.

But now 30 years later the world looks different. The
American presidency of D. Trump raised questions for
many regarding how the US would adapt to the change.
His presidency was marked by a new nationalism or
America’s first strategy, less emphasis on diplomacy — at
least in terms of a multilateral approach — and trade wars
with several states including China. Yet with D. Trump’s
electoral defeat in 2020 and the transition to the presi-
dency of ]. Biden, many concluded - or hoped - that the
administration would return to a more traditional post-
Cold War foreign policy for the United States.

The US is in a very different position today than it
was in 1945 or 1991. Moreover, often the best predic-
tor of a new US president’s foreign policy is his prede-
cessor [1]. The American presidency of J. Biden shares
more with the D. Trump presidency than it diver-

ges from it. There are two reasons for this. Firstly, while
US presidents have a lot of authority in the area of fo-
reign policy, its making is a shared task with congress
and the foreign policy establishment that limits presi-
dential autonomy. Secondly, presidents are not free
to start a foreign policy anew with their inauguration.
They are products of historical contexts and circum-
stances, often limiting their ability to act [2].

This article examines US foreign policy under the
J. Biden presidency. It details the challenges that will
impact American foreign policy in the coming years,
regardless of who is president. We begin by explaining
the basic principles and structure of US foreign policy
since World War II, seeking to establish that for nearly
80 years there has been more continuity than diver-
gence. Then we briefly review the foreign policy ap-
proach of the D. Trump presidency to show the breaks
and continuities it represented. Finally, the article
takes us into the J. Biden presidency. The argument
will be that first the D. Trump and now the J. Biden pre-
sidencies are responding to broader global challenges
the US is facing and that perhaps the American century
that H. Luce proposed is facing a serious challenge.

A short history of US foreign policy since World War II

American foreign policy since the end of World
War II is guided by several principles which have large-
ly remained constant over time. If we assume as rea-
lists do that each nation acts in its interests [3; 4], then
one can argue that these are the guiding principles of
US foreign policy. These principles, as noted below,
often serve a dualistic function of being strategies or
tactics to securing the principles. Thus, in some cases,
principles also exist as strategies.

The first principle is the commitment to a liberal
world order. A liberal order can mean a political phi-
losophy grounded in the teachings of J. Locke which
includes respect for democratic rights, limited govern-
ment, and support for property rights [5]. One might
also attach to this principle a commitment to a ca-
pitalist world order where free markets are generally
considered to be the preferred form of economic ac-
tivity, ascribing to the government generally a limited
role. Until the 1970s or 1980s, the combination of the
two philosophies into market capitalism meant tole-
ration for welfare state policies, but since the 1980s it
has turned more into neoliberalism and market funda-
mentalism [6].

The importance of the support for market capi-
talism has meant several things when it comes to US
foreign policy. For one, generally, the US supported
western democratic values and opposed communism
or other non-democratic values or regimes across the
world. Second, it meant that the US generally would
support free trade and open economic orders. This
translated into support for free trade agreements such
as North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) in

North America, as well as multinational entities such
as the World Trade Organisation. It also meant that
the US would support countries and movements that it
considered to be democratic.

The commitment to liberal values brought with it
a belief that the US was the guardian of democracy and
that in many cases it had a right or obligation to in-
tervene in the internal affairs of other states to pro-
mote or maintain democracy. Moreover, in cases where
the US judged there to be human rights violations, it
also chose in many cases to intervene for humanita-
rian reasons. The commitment to a liberal world order
for the US also meant it was the leader of the first or
free world, with obligations to use its force to promote
democratic values.

The second guiding value linked to the first is op-
position to communism. This principle may be an
outgrowth of the first principle endorsing democra-
cy, but it is its distinct guiding value. From the end of
World War II until the collapse of the Soviet Union in
1991, Cold War politics defined the US. This played out
in terms of the US being viewed as the leader of the
free world or at the same time as the world’s policeman
in terms of seeking to enforce democratic norms. Anti-
communism as a defining principle meant during the
height of the Cold War that international relations
could depict the world as bipolar — with respective
spheres of influence allocated to the US and the USSR.

With the collapse of the latter, there was a brief pe-
riod or emergence of a unipolar world with the US at
its helm [7]. This was the point where F. Fukuyama [8]
proclaimed that history had ended and western
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values had triumphed. However, as G. Herring [7] and
H. Brands [9] have pointed out, that unipolar moment
has disappeared. Instead, as S. Huntington [10] and
B. Barber [11] have argued, a new “clash of civilisa-
tions” has emerged pitting the US against perhaps the
Arab or other worlds. The point being is that while
the US is still considered the leader of the western
democratic world (the first world to use Cold War lan-
guage), its foe is now terrorism and the US now sees
itself as defending western values against it.

The third principle for the US was the maintenance
of military and nuclear superiority over all other coun-
tries in the world. The Cold War was in part about both
of these types of superiorities. The idea of military
superiority was to ensure the US could enforce demo-
cratic capitalist norms, be the leader of the west, and
oppose communism and the USSR. To be the leader of
the free world and control its part of a bipolar world
necessitated this superiority.

Finally, the fourth principle was economic domi-
nance or superiority. While this principle could be
linked to the first principle supporting liberal capita-
lism, here the idea is that the US wanted to maintain
itself as the dominant economic power in the world.
In part, as P. Kennedy [12] argued, military superpo-
wers such as the US need to have a strong economy
to support their empires, but America has also viewed
having the dominant and largest economy in the world
both as a matter of pride and also as a way to influence
and leverage international affairs. Its sheer wealth and
size have made it possible for the US to have its curren-
cy dominate the world in many capacities, influence
trade agreements, and affect global economic policies
through its banks or other institutions.

These principles — support for democratic capita-
lism, opposition to communism and global terrorism,
and military and economic superiority enjoyed bipar-
tisan support in the United States from 1946 though
(and as will be argued) into the D. Trump administra-
tion. These principles have also been sustained by se-
veral strategic policies or powers.

W. Mead and J. Kaufman divide American power
into four types, military, economic, sweet (cultural),
and hegemonic? [13, p. 191]. This distinction articu-
lates the various ways the US has deployed a variety of
tools to enforce its values. While one can debate exactly
the different ways American power can be described or
dissected, there is no question that generally one sees
several strategic tools or powers as part of US foreign

policy. The first has been military (conventional) and
nuclear superiority. Throughout the Cold War and after,
the goal has always been to maintain a military strength
sufficient to deter communism, defend the free world or
democracy, fight two wars, deter nuclear war, or lead the
fight against the war on terrorism. At present, the US
military budget is by far the largest in the world, sur-
passing the next seven countries combined [14].

The second strategy has been diplomacy. Diplo-
macy is broader than simply setting up ambassador-
ships, it is negotiating treaties and alliances that are
often multilateral. It is creating rules for internatio-
nal trade and dispute resolution. Diplomacy is about
using American soft power to create a world hospitable
to US interests, including democratic and free-market
values. Diplomacy is convincing others to do things
America wants and reaching agreements to protect
the country. Diplomacy has produced alliances such
as NATO, South-East Asia Treaty Organisation, and
international organisations such as the World Trade
Organisation. Diplomacy secured the coalitions the
US needed under the G. H. W. Bush administration to
liberate Kuwait from Iraq, broker the Camp David ac-
cords under J. Carter, and open up US-China relations
under R. Nixon.

The third strategic tool is economics. The US main-
tained the largest economy in the world and its sheer
size gave it muscle across the globe. American capi-
talism, coupled with its diplomatic skills in forging
free trade and other economic agreements, fashioned
a world where America dominated. The US may not
have had a positive trade balance with every nation,
but collectively the economic world order formed after
World War II favoured the United States, making it the
most prosperous nation on Earth. Economic superiori-
ty, like its military power, is a strategic tool and an end
or principle itself.

Finally, one can see cultural values as critical to the
US foreign policy interests. Perhaps the most signifi-
cant US export is its cultural values. Hollywood, tele-
vision and American pop culture define America and
are projected onto the rest of the world. They define
a hegemonic way to see and describe the world.

Collectively, the above principles and strategic
tools have defined the structure of US foreign policy
since the end of World War II. Even with the end of the
Cold War and the emergence of the war against terro-
rism, the basic contours of US foreign policy have not
changed much.

American foreign policy under D. Trump

The D. Trump presidency demonstrated continuity
and discontinuity in terms of the broader patterns of
recent US foreign policy and many of his positions are
within the mainstream of part of Republican party po-

litics [1]. D. Trump supported America first’s core prin-
ciples of economic and military superiority, but it was
questionable how much he was committed to furthe-
ring liberal democratic values. Also uncertain was his

2US defense spending compared to other countries // Paul Peterson Found. 2018. 7 May.
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commitment to fighting terrorism, at least and until it
actually hits the United States directly again.

Perhaps the most obvious characteristic of
D. Trump’s foreign policy was its more explicit and
narrow definition of US national interests.

As candidate in April 2016, D. Trump declared in
his first major foreign policy speech: “My foreign poli-
cy will always put the interests of the American people
and American security above all else”® [15]. More spe-
cifically, he identified five weaknesses with current US
foreign policy under B. Obama. First, he saw the US mi-
litary weakened by a weak US economy. By a weak
economy he identified trade deficits with the world
and specific countries. He wanted to reduce and reverse
these deficits. Second, he argued that US allies were not
paying their fair share in military alliances. He speci-
fically pointed to NATO countries where only 4 of the
28 countries were spending at least 2 % of their GDP on
defence. He wanted to reverse this unfair burden on the
US. Third, he argued that our friends cannot rely upon
the US, seeing America as negotiating bad deals, such
as with Iran over nuclear weapons production, as an
example. He saw this deal as selling out Israel and hu-
miliating the US internationally. Fourth, he asserted
that US rivals no longer respected the US, citing the
failure of a leader from Cuba to greet B. Obama when
he visited there. Finally, he contended the US no longer
had clarity in terms of its foreign policy goals since the
Cold War ended. This clarity requires the US to deve-
lop a plan to halt the spread of radical Islam, rebuild
the military and the economy, and “develop a foreign
policy based on American interests”*. In this speech,
D. Trump also urged for common ground to be found
with Russia and China to address terrorism and migra-
tion, and he also indicated that financial leverage and
economic sanctions would be among his tools to push
American interests.

D. Trump’s economic nationalism saw other na-
tions taking advantage of the US. His administration

pursued zero-sum economic policies with all states,
seeking to have positive trade balances with all of
them, instead of viewing the world from a comparative
economic perspective or where it would make sense for
America to do tradeoffs on economics for other securi-
ty or foreign policy concerns.

Trump did not like multinational trade deals and
preferred to do one-one-ones. Trump pulled the US
out of the Paris accords, the Iran nuclear agreement,
the Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP), and UN Human
Rights Council. As noted above, he did not see linkages
across issues or how international economics or poli-
tics is more than bilateral or how in many cases, a deal
with one nation is connected to another. For exam-
ple, D. Trump did not like the trade deficit the US has
with South Korea. However, for many strategists, the
trade deficit is worth it because it places US military
bases there, including equipment that could detect the
launch of missiles from North Korea or China far more
quickly than radar in Alaska, for example. The trade
deficit thus purchases US military security through an
advanced warning system.

D. Trump’s foreign policy thus elevated economics
and trade policy as a primary tool of US foreign policy
power. Although he increased the military budget, the
D. Trump presidency was more marked by a desire to
withdraw from military commitments, such as his de-
cision to pull the troops out of Afghanistan, which did
eventually occur under J. Biden. The D. Trump presi-
dency also seemed to downplay diplomacy, and it did
not do much in terms of using US cultural influence.

Thus, Trump’s approach to foreign policy shared
many basic principles inherent in US foreign poli-
cy since World War II. However, it shuffled or altered
the way the foreign policy tools were deployed and the
way the US worked with other nations in the world. It
represented continuity and a break. But was the break
a product, or personality, or politics, or something
more profound?

The global challenge to the J. Biden presidency

With D. Trump’s 2020 electoral defeat many
thought that his presidency was simply an aberration
or outlier and that the J. Biden presidency would re-
present a return to a more historic norm for the US.
In some ways that is true, as the J. Biden presiden-
cy has returned to the use of diplomacy again, and
it is willing to engage in multilateral actions again
with allies. While D. Trump questioned the value
of NATO, the US has also reaffirmed its commitment to
NATO and to rejoining organisations or agreements
such as the Paris accords. The US also assembled a 2021
conference seeking to bring together the democracies
of the world, evidence of America again seeking to be

aleader working with other states for the common inte-
rests. Thus, one conclusion is, as J. Biden said, America
is back. Yes, it is, but what is the world the US is facing
now?

Despite a nearly 80-year commitment to some core
values and principles, the US may no longer be in the
position to act on its foreign policy role in the way it
once did. The world is very different in 2022 than it was
in 1945 or 1991. The D. Trump presidency may have
represented one way to respond to the global challenge
or changes, but the US still may be at a point where it
is no longer its century. Moving forward, the J. Biden
presidency and the US face a host of challenges.

3Trump D. Transcript: Donald Trump’s foreign policy speech [Electronic resource]. URL: https://www.nytimes.com/2016/04/28/
us/politics/transcript-trump-foreign-policy.html (date of access: 15.12.2021).

“Ibid.
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Rising nationalism. The Great recession of 2008,
as well as the 2011 refugee crisis, helped flame a new
nationalism across the world. There was a push-back
against immigration, a fear that refugees, especial-
ly non-Caucasian and non-Christian migrants, as in
Europe, would threaten the national character of coun-
ties. Free trade agreements and open borders made it
look like conventions such as the EU were simply an
open invitation for a country to be flooded with others,
potentially damaging the ethnic or racial mix of the
current population. M. LePen in France and V. Orban
in Hungary were but two examples of how rising na-
tionalism fuelled new political movements in those
countries. Trumpism in the US, resulting in the Muslim
travel ban and policies of asylum while you wait out-
side the US were examples of this (with many of these
policies carried over into the J. Biden presidency). But
even before D. Trump, the B. Obama presidency was
marked by one of the most aggressive deportation po-
licies ever in American history.

The point is that even before D. Trump the US was
pushing back on immigration. There is no sign that
the J. Biden administration will make any significant
changes to the US immigration policy and for the near
future (even beyond the pandemic), American borders
will be hard to cross for immigrants.

New economic nationalism. D. Trump’s phrase
“Make America great” was not simply the product
of a personality. D. Trump’s presidency was the result of
a convergence of many forces, some racial, but many
economic that had been brewing for many years. Free
trade and automation may have made some Americans
very wealthy, but the burdens as noted above fell hea-
vily upon the working class. In the 1990s US econo-
mists such as P. Krugman applauded free trade, but not
until it became obvious that not all Americans were
winners did he and a few others concede that perhaps
they missed something in the chalkboard models. The
public was never and is still not as enthusiastic and
sold on free trade as tenured professors are.

When D. Trump spoke of America first and conten-
ded that other countries such as China were taking
advantage of the United States, he was in part targe-
ting trade policies and conventions that opened bor-
ders. D. Trump offered a convenient excuse as to why
many of his supporters were not doing well - it was
unfair trade practices with other countries. In 2016 he
described NAFTA as the worst trade deal ever for the
US. He and the US senator and presidential candidate
B. Sanders railed against the TPP, forcing presidential
candidate H. Clinton in 2016 onto the defence (because
of her role in forming and defending it). Eventually, the
US did not join the TPP and even into the J. Biden pre-
sidency many of the D. Trump era economic policies
remain in place, and it is unlikely that the US will be-
come a full member of the TPP any time soon.

Afghanistan. The United States invaded Afghani-
stan in 2001 after the terrorist attacks on 11 September
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2001. It was the only time that NATO invoked art. 5 of
that defence treaty to provide mutual aid. In amassing
a multinational force, including with support from
the Russian Federation, America sought to oust Al-
Qaeda and the Taliban and transform Afghanistan from
a terrorist haven into a stable democracy. When in 2021
US president J. Biden followed up on D. Trump’s plan to
remove all US troops from that country it was recogni-
tion that America had failed in that mission. One can
also argue that the invasion of Iraq and the removal of
S. Hussain, too, failed in the sense of producing a sta-
ble western European style democracy. Both of these
examples point to the limits of US foreign policy.

But many point to the messy US withdrawal from
Afghanistan and the rapid collapse of its regime and
the takeover by the Taliban as a sign that the US may
have overreached. Or perhaps it was no longer willing
to use military force to defend some interests or cau-
ses. Or one can conclude that perhaps the US had lost
another war, much like its defeat in Vietnam in the
1970s. There are many possible conclusions to what
Afghanistan represented, but there is no question
that for many it signalled a withdrawal of US foreign
commitments and an opening of a power vacuum that
other nations could fill.

Geopolitics. Brexit demonstrates geopolitics is
alive and well. The unipolar moment that the US had
after 1989 and 1991 is gone. Brexit in part is about the
breaking up of the world after the forces for the last
several decades have been toward less nationalism and
more cooperation. While Brexit does not directly in-
volve the US, it does signal a change in the way the
world looks and operates. Instead of a united Europe
behind the United States, the world is more fragmen-
ted than it was just a few years ago, and there are many
forces contending against American supremacy in the
way it has enjoyed it for so long.

After World War II the US GDP was nearly half of
the global GDP. Today it competes with the EU and
China and soon may be surpassed by both. The rise of
the BRICS (Brazil, Russia, India, China, and South Af-
rica) points to a collection of states not willing to con-
cede American supremacy. In Russia one finds V. Pu-
tin lamenting the breakup of the USSR as the greatest
geopolitical disaster of the 20" century and some
wonder if statements such as this and other actions
by Russia are meant to challenge US global dominance
and the unipolar position America had after 1991. The
Eurasian Economic Union, unification or coopera-
tion agreements with Belarus and the efforts to keep
Ukraine within its sphere of influence demonstrate
Russia remains a major player.

China is testing US global dominance too. Even
before D. Trump’s trade wars with China, president
B. Obama wanted to pivot to Asia to address the chal-
lenges emerging from Beijing. The Belt and Road
initiative is an effort to expand its global econo-
mic influence. Its growing military confidence in the
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Pacific, the limiting of self-rule in Hong Kong, and im-
patience with Taiwan’s independence and desires to
resolve unification soon demonstrate the challenge
to US supremacy. Moreover, under D. Trump across the
world, many countries questioned US willingness and
resolve with regard to organisations such as NATO.
The Ukraine conflict and J. Biden’s statement that he
will not send troops there if Russian invades make
one wonder if Russia will be deterred. But especially
after the botched withdrawal from Afghanistan, many
across the world are questioning what the US is willing
to fight for now, and even in NATO small states such
as Lithuania wonder now if Europe is alone. Finally,
the inward turn of the US under D. Trump and J. Bi-
den now makes democracy less secure, with Freedom
House pointing to several years where democracy and
individual rights, including in the US, are receding. IlI-
liberalism is on the rise, and there seems to be little
resolve to challenge it. What at one point looked like
the global victory for democracy and American values
is less certain today.

In a different way, geopolitics is also changing. The
new buzzwords for the third decade of the 21 century
are cybersecurity and sovereignty. How do we rethink
global borders in a world where cyberhacking and war-
fare are possible? The states themselves are questio-
ning the values of the interconnectedness of a global
system that for so many years thrived on the rise of
a digital economy.

Conversely, the new space race will also splinter the
world. While earlier conventions did not foreswear
the militarisation of outer space, such agreements
were more symbolic in that there was not the capacity
to do so. Now technological advances are making that
even more possible. But an even more potent challenge
is how we are on the brink of the commercialisation
of outer space. It may sound like science fiction, but
it is merely a matter of a few years before the Moon,

Mars, and maybe asteroids or comets are commercially
exploited. The race to space is reminiscent of the great
powers colonisation movement, with the one coming
portending victory to the technologically advanced.

Internal political polarisation. Unlike during the
Cold War and the early days after 9/11 when there was
a strong political consensus on many issues, including
in the areas of foreign policy, the US is now a politically
divided nation with the two major parties, Democrats
and Republicans, unable to reach agreement on very
many issues. The result is both a society very much di-
vided, even over whether US elections are fair, but also
in terms of the inability to pass needed legislation. The
political divide is making it difficult for the US to pass
core legislation to address immigration, education,
health care, and a variety of other issues. Internal po-
litical polarisation only makes it more difficult for the
US to lead internationally.

Pandemic. If any event has torn the fabric of the
frictionless unipolar world it has been the coronavirus
pandemic beginning in 2019. Nearly from its start and
spread it has led to the closing of borders, interruptions
in migration, the closing, opening, and reclosing of
businesses and economies, and even conspiracy theo-
ries regarding the origin of the pandemic. D. Trump’s
effort to label the pandemic as the “China pande-
mic” revealed the merger of nationalism, ethnic rival-
ry, and racism attached to the fears of the origins and
spread of the virus.

But the spread of the virus and the demand to seal
state borders is only one of the ways the pandemic has
been a disrupter. Development of the vaccines and the
hoarding of them, face masks, and other medical supplies
also revealed the ways that states favoured their interests
and pulled away from collective actions when threatened.
Delays in delivering vaccines to Africa, for example, have
allowed the spread of mutations of the virus, pushing it
into a 39, 4™ and possibly a 5™ wave.

Conclusion

What the American century was and whether it has
ended is a matter of debate. However, there is no ques-
tion that the world is far different than it was in 1945
or 1991 when there was little dispute that the US was
the preeminent power in the world. At that time the US
GDP was approximately half of the world GDP and the
US came out of the war with its infrastructure largely
undamaged. Along with the USSR, it defined the glo-
bal world order, but many of the international insti-
tutions generally favoured an American perspective
on the world. But after 1991 with the breakup of the
USSR, it did look like an American unipolar moment
had arrived and that the American century had finally
and fully emerged.

Yet we are now more than 30 years away from 1991,
and more than 75 years from 1945. The US no longer
has the same global economic dominance, with many

other states, including Russia and China, challenging
America across a range of issues. This article has also
identified several other factors and trends that are im-
pacting the ability of the US to execute its foreign po-
licy and vision for the world. Some of these factors are
beyond the control of any president to alter.

The D. Trump and now the J. Biden foreign policies
are products of a changed world with many powerful
state players and other forces potentially limiting the
policy and policy options for the United States. In
the future, it is not clear that the US will have the same
options it did in the past. Is this an indication of the
US global decline? Maybe. But keep in mind that after
the US lost the Vietnam War in 1975 many proclaimed
America’s best days were behind it, only to find that
in 1991 it has survived and arguably won the Cold War
and was at that point the only remaining superpower.
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