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Basic Maxims of American Foreign Policy derived from the Declaration of Independence:

1. Government has a moral obligation to secure the rights of its citizens.
2. The American people have a right to domestic sovereignty or political independence.
3. The government of the United States has a duty to preserve the nation’s political
independence.
4. Peaceful means to resolve potential conflicts should be preferred.
5. Government must resort to force when necessary for the security of rights.
6. The United States must maintain a footing of preparedness to deal with foreign threats.
7. The United States should avoid giving just cause for war to foreign nations.
8. The use of force is justifiable only for the security of the rights of United States citizens.
9. The United States should respect the equal right of other nations to political
independence as much as possible.
10. The duty of self-defense always trumps duties to other nations.

Alexander Hamilton, The Federalist No. 23
The principal purposes to be answered by union are these—the common defense of the
members; the preservation of the public peace, as well against internal convulsions as external
attacks; the regulation of commerce with other nations and between the States; the
superintendence of our intercourse, political and commercial, with foreign countries.
The authorities essential to the common defense are these: to raise armies; to build and
equip fleets; to prescribe rules for the government of both; to direct their operations; to provide
for their support. These powers ought to exist without limitation, because it is impossible to
foresee or define the extent and variety of national exigencies, and the correspondent extent and
variety of the means which may be necessary to satisfy them. The circumstances that endanger
the safety of nations are infinite, and for this reason no constitutional shackles can wisely be
imposed on the power to which the care of it is committed. This power ought to be coextensive
with all the possible combinations of such circumstances; and ought to be under the direction of
the same councils which are appointed to preside over the common defense.
This is one of those truths which to a correct and unprejudiced mind carries its own
evidence along with it, and may be obscured, but cannot be made plainer by argument or
reasoning. It rests upon axioms as simple as they are universal; The means ought to be
proportioned to the end; the persons from whose agency the attainment of any end is expected
ought to possess the means by which it is to be attained.
Whether there ought to be a federal government intrusted with the care of the common
defense is a question in the first instance open to discussion; but the moment it is decided in the
affirmative, it will follow that that government ought to be clothed with all the powers requisite
to the complete execution of its trust. And unless it can be shown that the circumstances which
may affect the public safety are reducible within certain determinate limits; unless the contrary of
this position can be fairly and rationally disputed, it must be admitted as a necessary
consequence that there can be no limitation of that authority which is to provide for the defense
and protection of the community in any matter essential to its efficacy—that is, in any matter
essential to the formation, direction or support of the NATIONAL FORCES…

George Washington, Proclamation of Neutrality, 22 April 1793
Whereas it appears that a state of war exists between Austria, Prussia, Sardinia, Great
Britain, and the United Netherlands, of the one part, and France on the other; and the duty and
interest of the United States require, that they should with sincerity and good faith adopt and
pursue a conduct friendly and impartial toward the belligerant Powers;
I have therefore thought fit by these presents to declare the disposition of the United
States to observe the conduct aforesaid towards those Powers respectfully; and to exhort and
warn the citizens of the United States carefully to avoid all acts and proceedings whatsoever,
which may in any manner tend to contravene such disposition.
And I do hereby also make known, that whatsoever of the citizens of the United States
shall render himself liable to punishment or forfeiture under the law of nations, by committing,
aiding, or abetting hostilities against any of the said Powers, or by carrying to any of them those
articles which are deemed contraband by the modern usage of nations, will not receive the
protection of the United States, against such punishment or forfeiture; and further, that I have
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given instructions to those officers, to whom it belongs, to cause prosecutions to be instituted
against all persons, who shall, within the cognizance of the courts of the United States, violate
the law of nations, with respect to the Powers at war, or any of them.

Pacificus (Hamilton) and Helvidius (Madison) letters (excerpts)
“Pacificus” No. 1, June 29, 1793
The objections which have been raised against the proclamation of neutrality, lately
issued by the President, have been urged in a spirit of acrimony and invective, which
demonstrates that more was in view than merely a free discussion of an important public
measure…
The objections in question fall under four heads:
1. That the proclamation was without authority.
2. That it was contrary to our treaties with France.
3. That it was contrary to the gratitude which is due from this to that country, for the
succors afforded to us in our own revolution.
4. That it was out of time and unnecessary….
The inquiry, then, is, what department of our government is the proper one to make a
declaration of neutrality, when the engagements of the nation permit, and its interests require that
it should be done?
A correct mind will discern at once, that it can belong neither to the legislative nor
judicial department, and therefore of course must belong to the executive.
The legislative department is not the organ of intercourse between the United States and
foreign nations. It is charged neither with making nor interpreting treaties. It is therefore not
naturally that member of the government which is to pronounce on the existing condition of the
nation with regard to foreign powers, or to admonish the citizens of their obligations and duties
in consequence; still less is it charged with enforcing the observance of those obligations and
duties....
It must, then, of necessity belong to the executive department to exercise the function in
question, when a proper case for it occurs.
It appears to be connected with that department in various capacities:—As the organ of
intercourse between the nation and foreign nations; as the interpreter of the national treaties, in
those cases in which the judiciary is not competent—that is, between government and
government; as the power which is charged with the execution of the laws, of which treaties
form a part; as that which is charged with the command and disposition of the public force.
This view of the subject is so natural and obvious, so analogous to general theory and
practice, that no doubt can be entertained of its justness, unless to be deduced from particular
provisions of the Constitution of the United States.
Let us see, then, if cause for such doubt is to be found there.
The second article of the Constitution of the United States, section first, establishes this
general proposition, that "the EXECUTIVE POWER shall be vested in a President of the United
States of America."
The same article, in a succeeding section, proceeds to delineate particular cases of
executive power. It declares, among other things, that the President shall be commander-in-chief
of the army and navy of the United States, and of the militia of the several States, when called
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into the actual service of the United States; that he shall have power, by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate, to make treaties; that it shall be his duty to receive ambassadors and other
public ministers, and to take care that the laws be faithfully executed.
It would not consist with the rules of sound construction, to consider this enumeration of
particular authorities as derogating from the more comprehensive grant in the general clause,
further than as it may be coupled with express restrictions or limitations; as in regard to the cooperation of the Senate in the appointment of officers and the making of treaties; which are
plainly qualifications of the general executive powers of appointing officers and making treaties.
The difficulty of a complete enumeration of all the cases of executive authority would naturally
dictate the use of general terms, and would render it improbable that a specification of certain
particulars was designed as a substitute for those terms, when antecedently used. The different
mode of expression employed in the Constitution, in regard to the two powers, the legislative and
the executive, serves to confirm this inference. In the article which gives the legislative powers
of the government, the expressions are: "All legislative powers herein granted shall be vested in
a Congress of the United States." In that which grants the executive power, the expressions are:
"The executive power shall be vested in a President of the United States."
The enumeration ought therefore to be considered as intended merely to specify the
principal articles implied in the definition of executive power; leaving the rest to flow from the
general grant of that power, interpreted in conformity with other parts of the Constitution, and
with the principles of free government.
The general doctrine of our Constitution, then, is, that the executive power of the nation is
vested in the President; subject only to the exceptions and qualifications which are expressed in
the instrument…
With these exceptions, the executive power of the United States is completely lodged in
the President…It will follow, that if a proclamation of neutrality is merely an executive act, as, it
is believed, has been shown, the step which has been taken by the President is liable to no just
exception on the score of authority….
It deserves to be remarked, that as the participation of the Senate in the making of
treaties, and the power of the Legislature to declare war, are exceptions out of the general
"executive power" vested in the President, they are to be construed strictly, and ought to be
extended no further than is essential to their execution.
While, therefore, the Legislature can alone declare war, can alone actually transfer the
nation from a state of peace to a state of hostility, it belongs to the "executive power" to do
whatever else the law of nations, co-operating with the treaties of the country, enjoin in the
intercourse of the United States with foreign Powers…
“Helvidius” No. 1, 24 August 1793
Several pieces with the signature of Pacificus were lately published, which have been
read with singular pleasure and applause by the foreigners and degenerate citizens among us,
who hate our republican government and the French Revolution… The substance of the first
piece, sifted from its inconsistencies and its vague expressions, may be thrown into the
following propositions:
That the powers of declaring war and making treaties are, in their nature, executive
powers:
That being particularly vested by the constitution in other departments, they are to be
considered as exceptions out of the general grant to the executive department:
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That being, as exceptions, to be construed strictly, the powers not strictly within them
remain with the executive:
That the executive consequently, as the organ of intercourse with foreign nations and the
interpreter and executor of treaties and the law of nations, is authorized to expound all articles of
treaties, those involving questions of war and peace, as well as others; to judge of the obligations
of the United States to make war or not, under any casus federis or eventual operation of the
contract relating to war; and to pronounce the state of things resulting from the obligations of the
United States as understood by the executive…
The basis of the reasoning is, we perceive, the extraordinary doctrine that the powers of
making war and treaties are in their nature executive; and therefore comprehended in the general
grant of executive power, where not specially and strictly excepted out of the grant…
If there be any countenance to these positions, it must be found either 1st, in the writers
of authority on public law; or 2nd, in the quality and operation of the powers to make war and
treaties; or 3rd, in the Constitution of the United States…
1. Writers such as Locke and Montesquieu, who have discussed more particularly the
principles of liberty and the structure of government…are evidently warped by a regard to the
particular government of England, to which one of them owed allegiance and the other professed
an admiration bordering on idolatry. Montesquieu, however, has rather distinguished himself by
enforcing the reasons and the importance of avoiding a confusion of the several powers of
government than by enumerating and defining the powers which belong to each particular class.
And Locke, notwithstanding the early date of his work on civil government and the example of
his own government before his eyes, admits that the particular powers in question, which, after
some of the writers on public law, he calls federative, are really distinct from the executive,
though almost always united with it and hardly to be separated into distinct hands. Had he not
lived under a monarchy, in which these powers were united; or had he written by the lamp which
truth now presents to lawgivers, the last observation would probably never have dropt from his
pen…
2. If we consult for a moment the nature and operation of the two powers to declare war
and make treaties, it will be impossible not to see that they can never fall within a proper
definition of executive powers. The natural province of the executive magistrate is to execute
laws, as that of the legislature is to make laws. All his acts therefore, properly executive, must
pre-suppose the existence of the laws to be executed. A treaty is not an execution of laws: it does
not pre-suppose the existence of laws. It is, on the contrary, to have itself the force of a law and
to be carried into execution, like all other laws, by the executive magistrate. To say then that the
power of making treaties, which are confessedly laws, belongs naturally to the department which
is to execute laws, is to say that the executive department naturally includes a legislative
power…
The power to declare war is subject to similar reasoning. A declaration that there shall be
war is not an execution of laws: it does not suppose pre-existing laws to be executed: it is not in
any respect an act merely executive. It is, on the contrary, one of the most deliberative acts that
can be performed; and when performed, has the effect of repealing all the laws operating in a
state of peace, so far as they are inconsistent with a state of war; and of enacting as a rule for the
executive a new code adapted to the relation between the society and its foreign enemy. In like
manner a conclusion of peace annuls all the laws peculiar to a state of war and revives the
general laws incident to a state of peace. These remarks will be strengthened by adding that
treaties, particularly treaties of peace, have sometimes the effect of changing not only the
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external laws of the society, but operate also on the internal code, which is purely municipal, and
to which the legislative authority of the country is of itself competent and compleat.
From this view of the subject it must be evident that, although the executive may be a
convenient organ of preliminary communications with foreign governments on the subjects of
treaty or war, and the proper agent for carrying into execution the final determinations of the
competent authority, yet it can have no pretensions from the nature of the powers in question
compared with the nature of the executive trust, to that essential agency which gives validity to
such determinations…
Thus it appears that by whatever standard we try this doctrine, it must be condemned as
no less vicious in theory than it would be dangerous in practice. It is countenanced neither by the
writers on law, not by the nature of the powers themselves, not by any general arrangements or
particular expressions, or plausible analogies, to be found in the constitution. Whence then can
the writer have borrowed it? There is but one answer to this question. The power of making
treaties and the power of declaring war are royal prerogatives in the British government, and are
accordingly treated as Executive prerogatives by British commentators…

George Washington, Farewell Address, 19 October 1796
Friends, and Fellow-Citizens…
The Unity of Government which constitutes you one people is also now dear to you. It is
justly so; for it is a main Pillar in the Edifice of your real independence, the support of your
tranquility at home; your peace abroad; of your safety; of your prosperity; of that very Liberty
which you so highly prize. But as it is easy to foresee, that from different causes and from
different quarters, much pains will be taken, many artifices employed, to weaken in your minds
the conviction of this truth; as this is the point in your political fortress against which the
batteries of internal and external enemies will be most constantly and actively (though often
covertly and insidiously) directed, it is of infinite moment that you should properly estimate the
immense value of your national Union to your collective and individual happiness; that you
should cherish a cordial, habitual and immoveable attachment to it; accustoming yourselves to
think and speak of it as of the Palladium of your political safety and prosperity; watching for its
preservation with jealous anxiety; discountenancing whatever may suggest even a suspicion that
it can in any event be abandoned, and indignantly frowning upon the first dawning of every
attempt to alienate any portion of our Country from the rest, or to enfeeble the sacred ties which
now link together the various parts. …
I have already intimated to you the danger of Parties in the State. … It serves always to
distract the Public Councils and enfeeble the Public administration. It agitates the Community
with ill-founded jealousies and false alarms, kindles the animosity of one part against another;
foments occasionally riot and insurrection. It opens the door to foreign influence and corruption,
which find a facilitated access to the government itself through the channels of party passions.
Thus the policy and the will of one country, are subjected to the policy and will of another…
Observe good faith and justice towards all Nations. Cultivate peace and harmony with all.
Religion and morality enjoin this conduct; and can it be that good policy does not equally enjoin
it? It will be worthy of a free, enlightened, and, at no distant period, a great Nation, to give to
mankind the magnanimous and too novel example of a People always guided by an exalted
justice and benevolence. Who can doubt that in the course of time and things the fruits of such a
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plan would richly repay any temporary advantages wch. might be lost by a steady adherence to
it? Can it be, that Providence has not connected the permanent felicity of a Nation with its
virtue? The experiment, at least, is recommended by every sentiment which ennobles human
Nature…
In the execution of such a plan nothing is more essential than that permanent, inveterate
antipathies against particular Nations and passionate attachments for others should be excluded;
and that in place of them just and amicable feelings towards all should be cultivated. The Nation,
which indulges towards another an habitual hatred, or an habitual fondness, is in some degree a
slave. It is a slave to its animosity or to its affection, either of which is sufficient to lead it astray
from its duty and its interest. Antipathy in one Nation against another, disposes each more
readily to offer insult and injury, to lay hold of slight causes of umbrage, and to be haughty and
intractable, when accidental or trifling occasions of dispute occur. Hence frequent collisions,
obstinate envenomed, and bloody contests. The Nation, prompted by ill will and resentment
sometimes impels to War the Government, contrary to the best calculations of policy. The
government sometimes participates in the national propensity, and adopts through passion what
reason would reject; at other times, it makes the animosity of the Nation subservient to projects
of hostility instigated by pride, ambition and other sinister and pernicious motives. The peace
often, sometimes perhaps the Liberty, of Nations has been the victim.
So, likewise, a passionate attachment of one Nation for another produces a variety of
evils. Sympathy for the favourite nation, facilitating the illusion of an imaginary common
interest, in cases where no real common interest exists, and infusing into one the enmities of the
other, betrays the former into a participation in the quarrels and Wars of the latter without
adequate inducement or justification: It leads also to concessions to the favourite Nation of
priviledges denied to others, which is apt doubly to injure the Nation making the concessions; by
unnecessarily parting with what ought to have been retained; and by exciting jealousy, ill will,
and a disposition to retaliate, in the parties from whom eql. priviledges are withheld…
Such an attachment of a small or weak, towards a great and powerful Nation, dooms the
former to be the satellite of the latter. Against the insidious wiles of foreign influence (I conjure
you to believe me fellow citizens) the jealousy of a free people ought to be constantly awake. …
Excessive partiality for one foreign nation and excessive dislike of another, cause those whom
they actuate to see danger only on one side, and serve to veil and even second the arts of
influence on the other. Real Patriots, who may resist the intrigues of the favourite, are liable to
become suspected and odious; while its tools and dupes usurp the applause and confidence of the
people, to surrender their interests.
The Great rule of conduct for us, in regard to foreign Nations is in extending our
commercial relations to have with them as little political connection as possible. So far as we
have already formed engagements let them be fulfilled, with perfect good faith. Here let us stop.
Europe has a set of primary interests, which to us have none, or a very remote relation.
Hence she must be engaged in frequent controversies, the causes of which are essentially foreign
to our concerns. Hence therefore it must be unwise in us to implicate ourselves, by artificial ties,
in the ordinary vicissitudes of her politics, or the ordinary combinations and collisions of her
friendships, or enmities:
Our detached and distant situation invites and enables us to pursue a different course. If
we remain one People, under an efficient government, the period is not far off, when we may
defy material injury from external annoyance; when we may take such an attitude as will cause
the neutrality we may at any time resolve upon to be scrupulously respected; when belligerent
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nations, under the impossibility of making acquisitions upon us, will not lightly hazard the giving
us provocation; when we may choose peace or war, as our interest guided by justice shall
Counsel.
Why forego the advantages of so peculiar a situation? Why quit our own to stand upon
foreign ground? Why, by interweaving our destiny with that of any part of Europe, entangle our
peace and prosperity in the toils of European Ambition, Rivalship, Interest, Humour or Caprice?
‘Tis our true policy to steer clear of permanent Alliances, with any portion of the foreign
world. So far, I mean, as we are now at liberty to do it, for let me not be understood as capable of
patronising infidelity to existing engagements (I hold the maxim no less applicable to public than
to private affairs, that honesty is always the best policy). I repeat it therefore, let those
engagements be observed in their genuine sense. But in my opinion, it is unnecessary and would
be unwise to extend them.
Taking care always to keep ourselves, by suitable establishments, on a respectably
defensive posture, we may safely trust to temporary alliances for extraordinary emergencies.
Harmony, liberal intercourse with all Nations, are recommended by policy, humanity,
and interest. …[But] ‗tis folly in one Nation to look for disinterested favors from another; that it
must pay with a portion of its Independence for whatever it may accept under that character; that
by such acceptance, it may place itself in the condition of having given equivalents for nominal
favours and yet of being reproached with ingratitude for not giving more. There can be no
greater error than to expect or calculate upon real favours from Nation to Nation…
In relation to the still subsisting War in Europe, my Proclamation of the 22d. of April
1793 is the index to my Plan. … After deliberate examination with the aid of the best lights I
could obtain I was well satisfied that our Country, under all the circumstances of the case, had a
right to take, and was bound in duty and interest, to take a Neutral position. Having taken it, I
determined, as far as should depend upon me, to maintain it, with moderation, perseverance and
firmness. …
The inducements of interest for observing that conduct will best be referred to your own
reflections and experience. With me, a predominant motive has been to endeavour to gain time to
our country to settle and mature its yet recent institutions, and to progress without interruption, to
that degree of strength and consistency, which is necessary to give it, humanly speaking, the
command of its own fortunes…

James Monroe, Seventh Annual Message to Congress, 2 December 1823
[The Monroe Doctrine is included in President Monroe’s seventh annual message to Congress]
At the proposal of the Russian Imperial Government, made through the minister of the
Emperor residing here, a full power and instructions have been transmitted to the minister of the
United States at St. Petersburg to arrange by amicable negotiation the respective rights and
interests of the two nations on the northwest coast of this continent. A similar proposal has been
made by His Imperial Majesty to the Government of Great Britain, which has likewise been
acceded to. The Government of the United States has been desirous by this friendly proceeding
of manifesting the great value which they have invariably attached to the friendship of the
Emperor and their solicitude to cultivate the best understanding with his Government.
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In the discussions to which this interest has given rise and in the arrangements by which
they may terminate the occasion has been judged proper for asserting, as a principle in which the
rights and interests of the United States are involved, that the American continents, by the free
and independent condition which they have assumed and maintain, are henceforth not to be
considered as subjects for future colonization by any European powers. . .
The citizens of the United States cherish sentiments the most friendly in favor of the
liberty and happiness of their fellow-men on that side of the Atlantic. In the wars of the European
powers in matters relating to themselves we have never taken any part, nor does it comport with
our policy to do so. It is only when our rights are invaded or seriously menaced that we resent
injuries or make preparation for our defense. With the movements in this hemisphere we are of
necessity more immediately connected, and by causes which must be obvious to all enlightened
and impartial observers. The political system of the allied powers is essentially different in this
respect from that of America. This difference proceeds from that which exists in their respective
Governments; and to the defense of our own, which has been achieved by the loss of so much
blood and treasure, and matured by the wisdom of their most enlightened citizens, and under
which we have enjoyed unexampled felicity, this whole nation is devoted. We owe it, therefore,
to candor and to the amicable relations existing between the United States and those powers to
declare that we should consider any attempt on their part to extend their system to any portion of
this hemisphere as dangerous to our peace and safety. With the existing colonies or
dependencies of any European power we have not interfered and shall not interfere. But with the
Governments who have declared their independence and maintain it, and whose independence
we have, on great consideration and on just principles, acknowledged, we could not view any
interposition for the purpose of oppressing them, or controlling in any other manner their
destiny, by any European power in any other light than as the manifestation of an unfriendly
disposition toward the United States. In the war between those new Governments and Spain we
declared our neutrality at the time of their recognition, and to this we have adhered, and shall
continue to adhere, provided no change shall occur which, in the judgement of the competent
authorities of this Government, shall make a corresponding change on the part of the United
States indispensable to their security.
The late events in Spain and Portugal shew that Europe is still unsettled. Of this
important fact no stronger proof can be adduced than that the allied powers should have thought
it proper, on any principle satisfactory to themselves, to have interposed by force in the internal
concerns of Spain. To what extent such interposition may be carried, on the same principle, is a
question in which all independent powers whose governments differ from theirs are interested,
even those most remote, and surely none of them more so than the United States. Our policy in
regard to Europe, which was adopted at an early stage of the wars which have so long agitated
that quarter of the globe, nevertheless remains the same, which is, not to interfere in the internal
concerns of any of its powers; to consider the government de facto as the legitimate government
for us; to cultivate friendly relations with it, and to preserve those relations by a frank, firm, and
manly policy, meeting in all instances the just claims of every power, submitting to injuries from
none. But in regard to those continents circumstances are eminently and conspicuously different.
It is impossible that the allied powers should extend their political system to any portion
of either continent without endangering our peace and happiness; nor can anyone believe that
our southern brethren, if left to themselves, would adopt it of their own accord. It is equally
impossible, therefore, that we should behold such interposition in any form with indifference. If
we look to the comparative strength and resources of Spain and those new Governments, and
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their distance from each other, it must be obvious that she can never subdue them. It is still the
true policy of the United States to leave the parties to themselves, in hope that other powers will
pursue the same course…

John Quincy Adams, Independence Day Address to Congress, 1821
And now, friends and countrymen, if the wise and learned philosophers of the elder
world, the first observers of nutation and aberration, the discoverers of maddening ether and
invisible planets, the inventors of Congreve rockets and Shrapnel shells, should find their hearts
disposed to enquire what has America done for the benefit of mankind?
Let our answer be this: America, with the same voice which spoke herself into existence
as a nation, proclaimed to mankind the inextinguishable rights of human nature, and the only
lawful foundations of government. America, in the assembly of nations, since her admission
among them, has invariably, though often fruitlessly, held forth to them the hand of honest
friendship, of equal freedom, of generous reciprocity.
She has uniformly spoken among them, though often to heedless and often to disdainful
ears, the language of equal liberty, of equal justice, and of equal rights. She has, in the lapse of
nearly half a century, without a single exception, respected the independence of other nations
while asserting and maintaining her own. She has abstained from interference in the concerns of
others, even when conflict has been for principles to which she clings, as to the last vital drop
that visits the heart.
She has seen that probably for centuries to come, all the contests of that Aceldama the
European world, will be contests of inveterate power, and emerging right. Wherever the standard
of freedom and Independence has been or shall be unfurled, there will her heart, her benedictions
and her prayers be. But she goes not abroad, in search of monsters to destroy. She is the wellwisher to the freedom and independence of all. She is the champion and vindicator only of her
own. She will commend the general cause by the countenance of her voice, and the benignant
sympathy of her example.
She well knows that by once enlisting under other banners than her own, were they even
the banners of foreign independence, she would involve herself beyond the power of extrication,
in all the wars of interest and intrigue, of individual avarice, envy, and ambition, which assume
the colors and usurp the standard of freedom. The fundamental maxims of her policy would
insensibly change from liberty to force.... She might become the dictatress of the world. She
would be no longer the ruler of her own spirit....
[America's] glory is not dominion, but liberty. Her march is the march of the mind. She
has a spear and a shield: but the motto upon her shield is, Freedom, Independence, Peace. This
has been her Declaration: this has been, as far as her necessary intercourse with the rest of
mankind would permit, her practice.
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Charles Merriam, “Recent Tendencies,”
from A History of American Political Theories, 1903
[Charles Merriam was one of the founders of the kind of political science that dominates today’s
universities. In this chapter, Merriam outlines the principles of what was in 1903 the new
political science. The rejection of the principles of the founding is a prominent theme.]
[305] In the last half of the nineteenth century there appeared in the United States a group of
political theorists differing from the earlier thinkers in respect to method and upon many
important doctrines of political science. The new method was more systematic and scientific than
that which preceded it, while the results reached showed a pronounced reaction from the
individualistic philosophy of the early years of the century…
The significant fact about it is the change from the rather haphazard style of discussing
political theory in earlier days to a more scientific way of approaching the questions of politics.
A far more thorough knowledge of history and a broader comparative view of political
institutions are conspicuous in the new system.
[307] The doctrines of these men differ in many important respects from those earlier
entertained. The individualistic ideas of the ―natural right‖ school of political theory, indorsed in
the Revolution, are discredited and repudiated. The notion that political society and government
are based upon a contract between independent individuals and that such a contract is the sole
source of political obligation, is regarded as no longer tenable…
In the refusal to accept the contract theory as the basis for government, practically all the
political scientists of note agree. The old explanation no longer seems sufficient, and is with
practical [309] unanimity discarded. The doctrines of natural law and natural rights have met a
similar fate…
[311] The present tendency, then, in American political theory is to disregard the once
dominant ideas of natural rights and the social contract, although it must be admitted that the
political scientists are more agreed upon this point than is the general public. The origin of the
state is regarded, not as the result of a deliberate agreement among men, but as the result of
historical development, instinctive rather than conscious; and rights are considered to have their
source not in nature, but in law. This new point of view involves no disregard of or contempt for
human liberty, but only a belief that the earlier explanation and philosophy of the state was not
only false but dangerous and misleading…It is of vital importance to notice, however, that
liberty is not a natural right which belongs to every human being without regard to the state or
society under which he lives. On the contrary, it is logically true and may be historically
demonstrated that ―the state is the source of individual liberty.‖ It is the state that makes liberty
possible, determines what its limits shall be, guarantees and protects it. In Burgess‘s view, then,
men do not begin with complete liberty and organize government by sacrificing certain parts of
this liberty, but on the contrary they obtain liberty only through the organization of political
institutions. The state does not take away from civil liberty, but is the creator of liberty — the
power that makes it possible.
Liberty, moreover, is not a right equally enjoyed by all. It is dependent upon the degree of
civilization reached by the given people, and increases as this advances. The idea that liberty is a
natural right is abandoned, and the inseparable connection between political liberty and political
capacity is strongly emphasized. After an examination of the principle of nationality, and the
characteristic qualities of various nations or races, the conclusion is drawn that the Teutonic
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nations are particularly endowed with political capacity. Their mission in the world is the
political civilization of mankind.
[314] From this as a premise are deduced further conclusions of the utmost importance. The
first of these is that in a state composed of several nationalities, the Teutonic element should
never surrender the balance of power to the others. Another is that the Teutonic race can never
regard the exercise of political power as a right of man, but it must always be their policy to
condition the exercise of political rights on the possession of political capacity. A final
conclusion is that the Teutonic races must civilize the politically uncivilized. They must have a
colonial policy. Barbaric races, if incapable, may be swept away; and such action ―violates no
rights of these populations which are not petty and trifling in comparison with its transcendent
right and duty to establish political and legal order everywhere.‖ On the same principle,
interference with the affairs of states not wholly barbaric, but nevertheless incapable of effecting
political organization for themselves, is fully justified. Jurisdiction may be assumed over such a
state, and political civilization worked out for those who are unable to accomplish this unaided.
This propaganda of political civilization, it is asserted, is not only the right and privilege, but the
mission and duty, the very highest obligation incumbent on the Teutonic races, including the
United States. Such action is not unwarrantable or unjustifiable interference with the affairs of
those who should [315] rightly be left unmolested, but is the performance of the part marked out
for the Teutonic nations in the world‘s development.
[332] In conclusion, it appears that recent political theory in the United States shows a
decided tendency away from many doctrines that were held by the men of 1776. The same forces
that have led to the general abandonment of the individualistic philosophy of the eighteenth
century by political scientists elsewhere have been at work here and with the same result. The
Revolutionary doctrines of an original state of nature, natural rights, the social contract, the idea
that the function of the government is limited to the protection of person and property, — none
of these finds wide acceptance among the leaders in the development of political science. The
great service rendered by these doctrines, under other and earlier conditions, is fully recognized,
and the presence of a certain element of truth in them is freely admitted, but they are no longer
generally received as the best explanation for political phenomena. Nevertheless, it must be said
that thus far the rejection of these doctrines is a scientific tendency rather than a popular
movement. Probably these ideas continue to be [333] articles of the popular creed, although just
how far they are seriously adhered to it is difficult to ascertain…

Senate Debate on Governing the Philippines, 9 January 1900
[Debate between Senators Albert J. Beveridge and George F. Hoar. Source: Congressional
Record, 56 Cong., I Sess., pp. 704-712.]
[Senator Beveridge:] MR. PRESIDENT, the times call for candor. The Philippines are
ours forever, "territory belonging to the United States," as the Constitution calls them. And just
beyond the Philippines are China‘s illimitable markets. We will not retreat from either. We will
not repudiate our duty in the archipelago. We will not abandon our opportunity in the Orient. We
will not renounce our part in the mission of our race, trustee, under God, of the civilization of
the world. And we will move forward to our work, not howling out regrets like slaves whipped
to their burdens but with gratitude for a task worthy of our strength and thanksgiving to
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Almighty God that He has marked us as His chosen people, henceforth to lead in the
regeneration of the world…
To retreat at all is to admit that we are wrong. And any quiet so secured will be delusive
and fleeting. And a false peace will betray us; a sham truce will curse us. It is not to serve the
purposes of the hour, it is not to salve a present situation that peace should be established. It is
for the tranquillity of the archipelago forever. It is for an orderly government for the Filipinos for
all the future. It is to give this problem to posterity solved and settled, not vexed and involved. It
is to establish the supremacy of the American republic over the Pacific and throughout the East
till the end of time.
It has been charged that our conduct of the war has been cruel. Senators, it has been the
reverse. I have been in our hospitals and seen the Filipino wounded as carefully, tenderly cared
for as our own. Within our lines they may plow and sow and reap and go about the affairs of
peace with absolute liberty. And yet all this kindness was misunderstood, or rather not
understood. Senators must remember that we are not dealing with Americans or Europeans. We
are dealing with Orientals. We are dealing with Orientals who are Malays. We are dealing with
Malays instructed in Spanish methods. They mistake kindness for weakness, forbearance for
fear. It could not be otherwise unless you could erase hundreds of years of savagery, other
hundreds of years of Orientalism, and still other hundreds of years of Spanish character and
custom. . .
But, senators, it would be better to abandon this combined garden and Gibraltar of the
Pacific, and count our blood and treasure already spent a profitable loss than to apply any
academic arrangement of self-government to these children. They are not capable of selfgovernment. How could they be? They are not of a self-governing race. They are Orientals,
Malays, instructed by Spaniards in the latter‘s worst estate.
They know nothing of practical government except as they have witnessed the weak,
corrupt, cruel, and capricious rule of Spain. What magic will anyone employ to dissolve in their
minds and characters those impressions of governors and governed which three centuries of
misrule has created? What alchemy will change the Oriental quality of their blood and set the
self-governing currents of the American pouring through their Malay veins? How shall they, in
the twinkling of an eye, be exalted to the heights of self-governing peoples which required a
thousand years for us to reach, Anglo-Saxon though we are?
Let men beware how they employ the term "self-government." It is a sacred term. It is the
watchword at the door of the inner temple of liberty, for liberty does not always mean selfgovernment. Self-government is a method of liberty - the highest, simplest, best - and it is
acquired only after centuries of study and struggle and experiment and instruction and all the
elements of the progress of man. Self-government is no base and common thing to be bestowed
on the merely audacious. It is the degree which crowns the graduate of liberty, not the name of
liberty‘s infant class, who have not yet mastered the alphabet of freedom. Savage blood, Oriental
blood, Malay blood, Spanish example - are these the elements of self-government?...
In all other islands our government must be simple and strong. It must be a uniform
government. Different forms for different islands will produce perpetual disturbance because the
people of each island would think that the people of the other islands are more favored than they.
In Panay I heard murmurings that we were giving Negros an American constitution. This is a
human quality, found even in America, and we must never forget that in dealing with the
Filipinos we deal with children…
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Cain was the first to violate the divine law of human society which makes of us our
brother’s keeper...
Administration of good government is not denial of liberty. For what is liberty? It is not
savagery. It is not the exercise of individual will. It is not dictatorship. It involves government,
but not necessarily self-government. It means law. First of all, it is a common rule of action,
applying equally to all within its limits. Liberty means protection of property and life without
price, free speech without intimidation, justice without purchase or delay, government without
favor or favorites. What will best give all this to the people of the Philippines - American
administration, developing them gradually toward self-government, or self-government by a
people before they know what self-government means?
The Declaration of Independence does not forbid us to do our part in the regeneration of
the world. If it did, the Declaration would be wrong, just as the Articles of Confederation,
drafted by the very same men who signed the Declaration, was found to be wrong. The
Declaration has no application to the present situation. It was written by self-governing men for
self-governing men. It was written by men who, for a century and a half, had been experimenting
in self-government on this continent, and whose ancestors for hundreds of years before had been
gradually developing toward that high and holy estate.
The Declaration applies only to people capable of self-government. How dare any man
prostitute this expression of the very elect of self-governing peoples to a race of Malay children
of barbarism, schooled in Spanish methods and ideas? And you who say the Declaration applies
to all men, how dare you deny its application to the American Indian? And if you deny it to the
Indian at home, how dare you grant it to the Malay abroad?
The Declaration does not contemplate that all government must have the consent of the
governed. It announces that man‘s "inalienable rights are life, liberty, and the pursuit of
happiness; that to secure these rights governments are established among men deriving their just
powers from the consent of the governed; that when any form of government becomes
destructive of those rights, it is the right of the people to alter or abolish it." "Life, liberty, and
the pursuit of happiness" are the important things; "consent of the governed" is one of the means
to those ends.
If "any form of government becomes destructive of those ends, it is the night of the
people to alter or abolish it," says the Declaration. "Any forms" includes all forms. Thus the
Declaration itself recognizes other forms of government than those resting on the consent of the
governed…And so the Declaration contemplates all forms of government which secure the
fundamental rights of life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. Self-government, when that will
best secure these ends, as in the case of people capable of self-government; other appropriate
forms when people are not capable of self-government. And so the authors of the Declaration
themselves governed the Indian without his consent; the inhabitants of Louisiana without their
consent; and ever since the sons of the makers of the Declaration have been governing not by
theory but by practice, after the fashion of our governing race, now by one form, now by another,
but always for the purpose of securing the great eternal ends of life, liberty, and the pursuit of
happiness, not in the savage but in the civilized meaning of those terms - life, according to
orderly methods of civilized society; liberty regulated by law; pursuit of happiness limited by the
pursuit of happiness by every other man.
If this is not the meaning of the Declaration, our government itself denies the Declaration
every time it receives the representative of any but a republican form of government, such as that
of the sultan, the czar, or other absolute autocrats, whose governments, according to the
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opposition‘s interpretation of the Declaration, are spurious governments because the people
governed have not "consented" to them…
Mr. President, this question is deeper than any question of party politics; deeper than any
question of the isolated policy of our country even; deeper even than any question of
constitutional power. It is elemental. It is racial. God has not been preparing the Englishspeaking and Teutonic peoples for a thousand years for nothing but vain and idle selfcontemplation and self-admiration. No! He has made us the master organizers of the world to
establish system where chaos reigns. He has given us the spirit of progress to overwhelm the
forces of reaction throughout the earth. He has made us adepts in government that we may
administer government among savage and senile peoples. Were it not for such a force as this the
world would relapse into barbarism and night. And of all our race He has marked the American
people as His chosen nation to finally lead in the regeneration of the world. This is the divine
mission of America, and it holds for us all the profit, all the glory, all the happiness possible to
man. We are trustees of the world’s progress, guardians of its righteous peace. The judgment of
the Master is upon us: "Ye have been faithful over a few things; I will make you ruler over many
things."
What shall history say of us? Shall it say that we renounced that holy trust, left the savage
to his base condition, the wilderness to the reign of waste, deserted duty, abandoned glory, forget
our sordid profit even, because we feared our strength and read the charter of our powers with
the doubter‘s eye and the quibbler‘s mind? Shall it say that, called by events to captain and
command the proudest, ablest, purest race of history in history‘s noblest work, we declined that
great commission? Our fathers would not have had it so. No! They founded no paralytic
government, incapable of the simplest acts of administration. They planted no sluggard people,
passive while the world‘s work calls them. They established no reactionary nation. They
unfurled no retreating flag.
That flag has never paused in its onward march. Who dares halt it now - now, when
history’s largest events are carrying it forward; now, when we are at last one people, strong
enough for any task, great enough for any glory destiny can bestow? How comes it that our first
century closes with the process of consolidating the American people into a unit just
accomplished, and quick upon the stroke of that great hour presses upon us our world
opportunity, world duty, and world glory, which none but the people welded into an invisible
nation can achieve or perform?
Blind indeed is he who sees not the hand of God in events so vast, so harmonious, so
benign. Reactionary indeed is the mind that perceives not that this vital people is the strongest of
the saving forces of the world; that our place, therefore, is at the head of the constructing and
redeeming nations of the earth; and that to stand aside while events march on is a surrender of
our interests, a betrayal of our duty as blind as it is base. Craven indeed is the heart that fears to
perform a work so golden and so noble; that dares not win a glory so immortal…
Who would tear from that sacred banner the glorious legends of a single battle where it
has waved on land or sea? What son of a soldier of the flag whose father fell beneath it on any
field would surrender that proud record for the heraldry of a king? In the cause of civilization, in
the service of the republic anywhere on earth, Americans consider wounds the noblest
decorations man can win, and count the giving of their lives a glad and precious duty.
Pray God that spirit never falls. Pray God the time may never come when Mammon and
the love of ease shall so debase our blood that we will fear to shed it for the flag and its imperial
destiny. Pray God the time may never come when American heroism is but a legend like the
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story of the Cid. American faith in our mission and our might a dream dissolved, and the glory of
our mighty race departed.
And that time will never come. We will renew our youth at the fountain of new and
glorious deeds. We will exalt our reverence for the flag by carrying it to a noble future as well as
by remembering its ineffable past. Its immortality will not pass, because everywhere and always
we will acknowledge and discharge the solemn responsibilities our sacred flag, in its deepest
meaning, puts upon us. And so, senators, with reverent hearts, where dwells the fear of God, the
American people move forward to the future of their hope and the doing of His work…

U.S. Senate, Platt Amendment to the Cuban Constitution, 1901
[The United States occupied Cuba for five years after 1898. In 1901 Secretary of War Elihu Root
drafted a set of articles (later known as the Platt Amendment) as guidelines for future United
States-Cuban relations. Despite considerable Cuban resistance, they became a part of the 1902
Cuban Constitution. In following years the United States used the amendment several times to
send troops to maintain or place friendly governments in power and to protect investments. The
amendment was abrogated in 1934.]
"I. That the government of Cuba shall never enter into any treaty or other compact with
any foreign power or powers which will impair or tend to impair the independence of Cuba, nor
in any manner authorize or permit any foreign power or powers to obtain by colonization or for
military or naval purposes or otherwise, lodgement in or control over any portion of said island."
"II. That said government shall not assume or contract any public debt, to pay the interest
upon which, and to make reasonable sinking fund provision for the ultimate discharge of which,
the ordinary revenues of the island, after defraying the current expenses of government shall be
inadequate."
"III. That the government of Cuba consents that the United States may exercise the right
to intervene for the preservation of Cuban independence, the maintenance of a government
adequate for the protection of life, property, and individual liberty, and for discharging the
obligations with respect to Cuba imposed by the treaty of Paris on the United States, now to be
assumed and undertaken by the government of Cuba."…
"VII. That to enable the United States to maintain the independence of Cuba, and to
protect the people thereof, as well as for its own defense, the government of Cuba will sell or
lease to the United States lands necessary for coaling or naval stations at certain specified points
to be agreed upon with the President of the United States."

Theodore Roosevelt, Annual Message to Congress, 6 December 1904
[This address includes Roosevelt’s Corollary to the Monroe Doctrine – CB]
The steady aim of this Nation, as of all enlightened nations, should be to strive to bring
ever nearer the day when there shall prevail throughout the world the peace of justice. There are
kinds of peace which are highly undesirable, which are in the long run as destructive as any war.
Tyrants and oppressors have many times made a wilderness and called it peace. Many times
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peoples who were slothful or timid or shortsighted, who had been enervated by ease or by
luxury, or misled by false teachings, have shrunk in unmanly fashion from doing duty that was
stern and that needed self-sacrifice, and have sought to hide from their own minds their
shortcomings, their ignoble motives, by calling them love of peace. The peace of tyrannous
terror, the peace of craven weakness, the peace of injustice, all these should be shunned as we
shun unrighteous war. The goal to set before us as a nation, the goal which should be set before
all mankind, is the attainment of the peace of justice, of the peace which comes when each nation
is not merely safe-guarded in its own rights, but scrupulously recognizes and performs its duty
toward others. Generally peace tells for righteousness; but if there is conflict between the two,
then our fealty is due-first to the cause of righteousness. Unrighteous wars are common, and
unrighteous peace is rare; but both should be shunned. The right of freedom and the
responsibility for the exercise of that right can not be divorced…
It is not true that the United States feels any land hunger or entertains any projects as
regards the other nations of the Western Hemisphere save such as are for their welfare. All that
this country desires is to see the neighboring countries stable, orderly, and prosperous. Any
country whose people conduct themselves well can count upon our hearty friendship. If a nation
shows that it knows how to act with reasonable efficiency and decency in social and political
matters, if it keeps order and pays its obligations, it need fear no interference from the United
States. Chronic wrongdoing, or an impotence which results in a general loosening of the ties of
civilized society, may in America, as elsewhere, ultimately require intervention by some
civilized nation, and in the Western Hemisphere the adherence of the United States to the
Monroe Doctrine may force the United States, however reluctantly, in flagrant cases of such
wrongdoing or impotence, to the exercise of an international police power. If every country
washed by the Caribbean Sea would show the progress in stable and just civilization which with
the aid of the Platt amendment Cuba has shown since our troops left the island, and which so
many of the republics in both Americas are constantly and brilliantly showing, all question of
interference by this Nation with their affairs would be at an end…While they thus obey the
primary laws of civilized society they may rest assured that they will be treated by us in a spirit
of cordial and helpful sympathy. We would interfere with them only in the last resort, and then
only if it became evident that their inability or unwillingness to do justice at home and abroad
had violated the rights of the United States or had invited foreign aggression to the detriment of
the entire body of American nations. It is a mere truism to say that every nation, whether in
America or anywhere else, which desires to maintain its freedom, its independence, must
ultimately realize that the right of such independence can not be separated from the responsibility
of making good use of it.
In asserting the Monroe Doctrine, in taking such steps as we have taken in regard to
Cuba, Venezuela, and Panama, and in endeavoring to circumscribe the theater of war in the Far
East, and to secure the open door in China, we have acted in our own interest as well as in the
interest of humanity at large. …

Woodrow Wilson, War Message to Congress, 2 April 1917
The present German submarine warfare against commerce is a warfare against mankind.
It is a war against all nations. American ships have been sunk, American lives taken, in ways
which it has stirred us very deeply to learn of, but the ships and people of other neutral and
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friendly nations have been sunk and overwhelmed in the waters in the same way. There has been
no discrimination. The challenge is to all mankind. Each nation must decide for itself how it will
meet it. The choice we make for ourselves must be made with a moderation of counsel and a
temperateness of judgment befitting our character and our motives as a nation. We must put
excited feeling away.
Our motive will not be revenge or the victorious assertion of the physical might of the
nation, but only the vindication of right, of human right, of which we are only a single
champion…
With a profound sense of the solemn and even tragical character of the step I am taking
and of the grave responsibilities which it involves, but in unhesitating obedience to what I deem
my constitutional duty, I advise that the Congress declare the recent course of the Imperial
German Government to be in fact nothing less than war against the government and people of the
United States; that it formally accept the status of belligerent which has thus been thrust upon it;
and that it take immediate steps not only to put the country in a more thorough state of defense
but also to exert all its power and employ all its resources to bring the Government of the
German Empire to terms and end the war…
While we do these things, these deeply momentous things, let us be very clear, and make
very clear to all the world what our motives and our objects are…I have exactly the same things
in mind now that I had in mind when I addressed the Senate on the 22nd of January last; the same
that I had in mind when I addressed the Congress on the 3rd of February and on the 26th of
February. Our object now, as then, is to vindicate the principles of peace and justice in the life of
the world as against selfish and autocratic power and to set up amongst the really free and selfgoverned peoples of the world such a concert of purpose and of action as will henceforth ensure
the observance of those principles.
Neutrality is no longer feasible or desirable where the peace of the world is involved and
the freedom of its peoples, and the menace to that peace and freedom lies in the existence of
autocratic governments backed by organized force which is controlled wholly by their will, not
by the will of their people. We have seen the last of neutrality in such circumstances….
We are now about to accept gauge of battle with this natural foe to liberty and shall, if
necessary, spend the whole force of the nation to check and nullify its pretensions and its power.
We are glad, now that we see the facts with no veil of false pretence about them, to fight thus for
the ultimate peace of the world and for the liberation of its peoples, the German peoples
included: for the rights of nations great and small and the privilege of men everywhere to choose
their way of life and of obedience. The world must be made safe for democracy. Its peace must
be planted upon the tested foundations of political liberty.
We have no selfish ends to serve. We desire no conquest, no dominion. We seek no
indemnities for ourselves, no material compensation for the sacrifices we shall freely make. We
are but one of the champions of the rights of mankind. We shall be satisfied when those rights
have been made as secure as the faith and the freedom of nations can make them…
It is a distressing and oppressive duty, Gentlemen of the Congress, which I have
performed in thus addressing you. There are, it may be, many months of fiery trial and sacrifice
ahead of us. It is a fearful thing to lead this great peaceful people into war, into the most terrible
and disastrous of all wars, civilization itself seeming to be in the balance. But the right is more
precious than peace, and we shall fight for the things which we have always carried nearest our
hearts,—for democracy, for the right of those who submit to authority to have a voice in their
own governments, for the rights and liberties of small nations, for a universal dominion of right
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by such a concert of free peoples as shall bring peace and safety to all nations and make the
world itself at last free.
To such a task we can dedicate our lives and our fortunes, everything that we are and
everything that we have, with the pride of those who know that the day has come when America
is privileged to spend her blood and her might for the principles that gave her birth and happiness
and the peace which she has treasured. God helping her, she can do no other.
Lyndon B. Johnson, “Viet-Nam: The Third Face of the War,” 13 May 1965
The war in Viet-Nam has many faces.
There is the face of armed conflict - of terror and gunfire - of bomb-heavy planes and
campaign-weary soldiers….
The second face of war in Viet-Nam is the quest for a political solution - the face of
diplomacy and politics - of the ambitions and the interests of other nations. We know, as our
adversaries should also know, that there is no purely military solution in sight for either side. We
are ready for unconditional discussions…Communist China apparently desires the war to
continue whatever the cost to their allies. Their target is not merely South Viet-Nam; it is Asia.
Their objective is not the fulfillment of Vietnamese nationalism; it is to erode and to discredit
America's ability to help prevent Chinese domination over all of Asia….
The third face of war in Viet-Nam is, at once, the most tragic and most hopeful. It is the
face of human need. It is the untended sick, the hungry family, and the illiterate child. It is men
and women, many without shelter, with rags for clothing, struggling for survival in a very rich
and a very fertile land.
It is the most important battle of all in which we are engaged.
For a nation cannot be built by armed power or by political agreement. It will rest on the
expectation by individual men and women that their future will be better than their past.
It is not enough to just fight against something. People must fight for something, and the
people of South Viet-Nam must know that after the long, brutal journey through the dark tunnel
of conflict there breaks the light of a happier day. And only if this is so can they be expected to
sustain the enduring will for continued strife. Only in this way can long run stability and peace
come to their land….
It is, therefore, our task to show that freedom from the control of other nations offers the
surest road to progress, that history and experience testify to this truth. But it is not enough to
call upon reason or point to examples. We must show it through action and we must show it
through accomplishment, and even were there no war - either hot or cold - we would always be
active in humanity's search for progress.
This task is commanded to us by the moral values of our civilization, and it rests on the
inescapable nature of the world that we have now entered. For in that world, as long as we can
foresee, every threat to man's welfare will be a threat to the welfare of our own people. Those
who live in the emerging community of nations will ignore the perils of their neighbors at the
risk of their own prospects…
We began in 1954, when Viet-Nam became independent, before the war between the
North and the South. Since that time we have spent more than $2 billion in economic help for the
16 million people of South Viet-Nam. And despite the ravages of war, we have made steady,

18

continuing gains. We have concentrated on food, and health, and education, and housing, and
industry.
Like most developing countries, South Viet-Nam's economy rests on agriculture. Unlike
many, it has large uncrowded areas of very rich and very fertile land. Because of this, it is one of
the great rice bowls of the entire world. With our help, since 1954, South Viet-Nam has already
doubled its rice production, providing food for the people as well as providing a vital export for
that nation.
We have put our American farm know-how to work on other crops. This year, for
instance, several hundred million cuttings of a new variety of sweet potato, that promises a
sixfold increase in yield, will be distributed to these Vietnamese farmers. Corn output should rise
from 25,000 tons in 1962 to 100,000 tons by 1966. Pig production has more than doubled since
1955. Many animal diseases have been eliminated entirely.
Disease and epidemic brood over every Vietnamese village. In a country of more than 16
million people with a life expectancy of only 35 years, there are only 200 civilian doctors. If the
Vietnamese had doctors in the same ratio as the United States has doctors, they would have not
the 200 that they do have but they would have more than 5,000 doctors.
We have helped vaccinate, already, over 7 million people against cholera, and millions
more against other diseases. Hundreds of thousands of Vietnamese can now receive treatment in
the more than 12,000 hamlet health stations that America has built and has stocked. New clinics
and surgical suites are scattered throughout that entire country; and the medical school that we
are now helping to build will graduate as many doctors in a single year as now serve the entire
population of South Viet-Nam.
Education is the keystone of future development in Viet-Nam. It takes a trained people to
man the factories, to conduct the administration, and to form the human foundation for an
advancing nation. More than a quarter million young Vietnamese can now learn in more than
4,000 classrooms that America has helped to build in the last 2 years; and 2,000 more schools are
going to be built by us in the next 12 months. The number of students in vocational schools has
gone up four times. Enrollment was 300,000 in 1955, when we first entered there and started
helping with our program. Today it is more than 1,500,000. The 8 million textbooks that we have
supplied to Vietnamese children will rise to more than 15 million by 1967.
Agriculture is the foundation. Health, education, and housing are the urgent human needs.
But industrial development is the great pathway to their future…
We have our own heroes who labor at the works of peace in the midst of war. They toil
unarmed and out of uniform. They know the humanity of their concern does not exempt them
from the horrors of conflict, yet they go on from day to day. They bring food to the hungry over
there. They supply the sick with necessary medicine. They help the farmer with the crops,
families to find clean water, villages to receive the healing miracle of electricity. These are
Americans who have joined our AID program, and we welcome others to their ranks.
For most Americans this is an easy war. Men fight and men suffer and men die. But the
lives of most of us, at least those of us in this room and those listening to me this morning, are
untroubled. Prosperity rises, abundance increases, the nation flourishes…
What a difference it would make if we could only call upon a small fraction of our
unmatched private resources - businesses and unions, agricultural groups and builders - if we
could call them to the task of peaceful progress in Viet-Nam. With such a spirit of patriotic
sacrifice we might well strike an irresistible blow for freedom there and for freedom throughout
the world.
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I therefore hope that every person within the sound of my voice in this country this
morning will look for ways - and those citizens of other nations who believe in humanity as we
do, I hope that they will find ways to help progress in South Viet-Nam.
This, then, is the third face of our struggle in Viet-Nam. It was there - the illiterate, the
hungry, the sick - before this war began. It will be there when peace comes to us - and so will we
- not with soldiers and planes, not with bombs and bullets, but with all the wondrous weapons of
peace in the 20th century. And then, perhaps, together, all of the people of the world can share
that gracious task with all the people of Viet-Nam, North and South alike.

Lyndon B. Johnson, State of the Union Address, 12 January 1966
We will continue to meet the needs of our people by continuing to develop the Great
Society…I believe that we can continue the Great Society while we fight in Vietnam…
In a world that has grown small and dangerous, pursuit of narrow aims could bring decay
and even disaster. An America that is mighty beyond description--yet living in a hostile or
despairing--world would be neither safe nor free to build a civilization to liberate the spirit of
man.
In this pursuit we helped rebuild Western Europe. We gave our aid to Greece and Turkey,
and we defended the freedom of Berlin. In this pursuit we have helped new nations toward
independence. We have extended the helping hand of the Peace Corps and carried forward the
largest program of economic assistance in the world. And in this pursuit we work to build a
hemisphere of democracy and of social justice…
[1.] The first principle is strength…
[2.] A second principle of policy is the effort to control, and to reduce, and to ultimately
eliminate the modern engines of destruction. We will vigorously pursue existing proposals--and
seek new ones--to control arms and to stop the spread of nuclear weapons…
[3.] A third major principle of our foreign policy is to help build those associations of
nations which reflect the opportunities and the necessities of the modern world…
[4.] A fourth enduring strand of policy has been to help improve the life of man…
We will conduct a worldwide attack on the problems of hunger and disease and
ignorance. We will place the matchless skill and the resources of our own great America, in
farming and in fertilizers, at the service of those countries committed to develop a modern
agriculture.
We will aid those who educate the young in other lands, and we will give children in
other continents the same head start that we are trying to give our own children. To advance
these ends I will propose the International Education Act of 1966.
I will also propose the International Health Act of 1966 to strike at disease by a new
effort to bring modern skills and knowledge to the uncared-for, those suffering in the world, and
by trying to wipe out smallpox and malaria and control yellow fever over most of the world
during this next decade; to help countries trying to control population growth, by increasing our
research--and we will earmark funds to help their efforts. In the next year, from our foreign aid
sources, we propose to dedicate $1 billion to these efforts, and we call on all who have the means
to join us in this work in the world.
[5.] The fifth and most important principle of our foreign policy is support of national
independence--the right of each people to govern themselves--and to shape their own
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institutions. For a peaceful world order will be possible only when each country walks the way
that it has chosen to walk for itself…
History is on the side of freedom and is on the side of societies shaped from the genius of
each people. History does not favor a single system or belief--unless force is used to make it
so…
Tonight, as so many nights before, the American Nation is asked to sacrifice the blood of
its children and the fruits of its labor for the love of its freedom…
The people of Vietnam, North and South, seek the same things: the shared needs of man,
the needs for food and shelter and education--the chance to build and work and till the soil, free
from the arbitrary horrors of battle--the desire to walk in the dignity of those who master their
own destiny. For many painful years, in war and revolution and infrequent peace, they have
struggled to fulfill those needs. It is a crime against mankind that so much courage, and so much
will, and so many dreams, must be flung on the fires of war and death. To all of those caught up
in this conflict we therefore say again tonight: Let us choose peace, and with it the wondrous
works of peace, and beyond that, the time when hope reaches toward consummation, and life is
the servant of life. In this work, we plan to discharge our duty to the people whom we serve…
The war in Vietnam is not like these other wars. Yet, finally, war is always the same. It is
young men dying in the fullness of their promise. It is trying to kill a man that you do not even
know well enough to hate. Therefore, to know war is to know that there is still madness in this
world.
Many of you share the burden of this knowledge tonight with me. But there is a
difference. For finally I must be the one to order our guns to fire, against all the most inward
pulls of my desire. For we have children to teach, and we have sick to be cured, and we have
men to be freed. There are poor to be lifted up, and there are cities to be built, and there is a
world to be helped…The work must be our work now. Scarred by the weaknesses of man, with
whatever guidance God may offer us, we must nevertheless and alone with our mortality, strive
to ennoble the life of man on earth.

Bill Clinton, Address to Nation on Kosovo Action, 10 June 1999
My fellow Americans, tonight for the first time in 79 days, the skies over Yugoslavia are
silent. The Serb army and police are withdrawing from Kosovo. The one million men, women
and children driven from their land are preparing to return home. The demands of an outraged
and united international community have been met.
I can report to the American people that we have achieved a victory for a safer world, for
our democratic values and for a stronger America. Our pilots have returned to base. The air
strikes have been suspended. Aggression against an innocent people has been contained, and is
being turned back.
When I ordered our armed forces into combat, we had three clear goals: to enable the
Kosovar people, the victims of some of the most vicious atrocities in Europe since the Second
World War, to return to their homes with safety and self-government; to require Serbian forces
responsible for those atrocities to leave Kosovo; and to deploy and international security force,
with NATO at its core, to protect all the people of that troubled land -- Serbs and Albanians,
alike. Those goals will be achieved. Unnecessary conflict has been brought to a just and
honorable conclusion.
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The result will be security and dignity for the people of Kosovo, achieved by an alliance
that stood together in purpose and resolve, assisted by the diplomatic efforts of Russia. This
victory brings a new hope that when a people are singled out for destruction because of their
heritage and religious faith, and we can do something about it, the world will not look the other
way…
I want to speak with you for a few moments tonight about why we fought, what we
achieved and what we have to do now to advance the peace, and together with the people of the
Balkans, forge a future of freedom, progress and harmony.
We should remember that the violence we responded to in Kosovo was the culmination
of a 10-year campaign by Slobodan Milosevic, the leader of Serbia, to exploit ethnic and
religious differences in order to impose his will on the lands of the former Yugoslavia. That's
what he tried to do in Croatia and in Bosnia, and now in Kosovo. The world saw the terrifying
consequences. Five hundred villages burned. Men of all ages separated from their loved ones to
be shot and buried in mass graves; women raped; children made to watch their parents die. A
whole people forced to abandon, in hours, communities their families had spent generations
building.
For these atrocities, Mr. Milosevic and his top aides have been indicted by the
International War Crimes Tribunal for war crimes and crimes against humanity…
Finally, we have averted the wider war this conflict might well have sparked. The
countries of southeastern Europe backed the NATO campaign, helped the refugees and showed
the world there is more compassion than cruelty in this troubled region. This victory makes it all
the more likely that they will choose a future of democracy, fair treatment of minorities and
peace.
Now we're entering a new phase: building that peace -- and there are formidable
challenges. First, we must be sure the Serbian authorities meet their commitments. We are
prepared to resume our military campaign should they fail to do so.
Next, we must get the Kosovar refugees home safely: mine fields will have to be cleared;
homes destroyed by Serb forces will have to be rebuilt; homeless people in need of food and
medicine will have to get them; the fate of the missing will have to be determined; the Kosovar
Liberation Army will have to demilitarize, as it has agreed to do. And we in the peacekeeping
force will have to ensure that Kosovo is a safe place to live for all its citizens…
A third challenge will be to put in place a plan for lasting peace and stability in Kosovo
and through all the Balkans. For that to happen, the European Union and the United States must
plan for tomorrow, not just today. We must help to give the democracies of Southeastern Europe
a path to a prosperous, shared future -- a unifying magnet more powerful than the pull of hatred
and destruction that has threatened to tear them apart. Our European partners must provide most
of the resources for this effort, but it is in America's interest to do our part, as well. A final
challenge will be to encourage Serbia to join its neighbors in this historic journey to a peaceful,
democratic, united Europe…
My fellow Americans, all these challenges are substantial, but they are far preferable to
the challenges of war and continued instability in Europe. We have sent a message of
determination and hope to all the world. Think of all the millions of innocent people who died in
this bloody century because democracies reacted too late to evil and aggression. Because of our
resolve, the 20th century is ending not with helpless indignation, but with a hopeful affirmation
of human dignity and human rights for the 21st century.
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In a world too divided by fear among people of different racial, ethnic and religious
groups, we have given confidence to the friends of freedom, and pause to those who would
exploit human difference for inhuman purposes…

George W. Bush, Second Inaugural, 20 January 2005
…We have seen our vulnerability - and we have seen its deepest source. For as long as
whole regions of the world simmer in resentment and tyranny - prone to ideologies that feed
hatred and excuse murder - violence will gather, and multiply in destructive power, and cross the
most defended borders, and raise a mortal threat. There is only one force of history that can
break the reign of hatred and resentment, and expose the pretensions of tyrants, and reward the
hopes of the decent and tolerant, and that is the force of human freedom.
We are led, by events and common sense, to one conclusion: The survival of liberty in
our land increasingly depends on the success of liberty in other lands. The best hope for peace in
our world is the expansion of freedom in all the world.
America's vital interests and our deepest beliefs are now one. From the day of our
Founding, we have proclaimed that every man and woman on this earth has rights, and dignity,
and matchless value, because they bear the image of the Maker of Heaven and earth. Across the
generations we have proclaimed the imperative of self-government, because no one is fit to be a
master, and no one deserves to be a slave. Advancing these ideals is the mission that created our
Nation. It is the honorable achievement of our fathers. Now it is the urgent requirement of our
nation's security, and the calling of our time.
So it is the policy of the United States to seek and support the growth of democratic
movements and institutions in every nation and culture, with the ultimate goal of ending tyranny
in our world.
This is not primarily the task of arms, though we will defend ourselves and our friends by
force of arms when necessary. Freedom, by its nature, must be chosen, and defended by citizens,
and sustained by the rule of law and the protection of minorities. And when the soul of a nation
finally speaks, the institutions that arise may reflect customs and traditions very different from
our own. America will not impose our own style of government on the unwilling. Our goal
instead is to help others find their own voice, attain their own freedom, and make their own way.
The great objective of ending tyranny is the concentrated work of generations. The
difficulty of the task is no excuse for avoiding it. America's influence is not unlimited, but
fortunately for the oppressed, America's influence is considerable, and we will use it confidently
in freedom's cause.
My most solemn duty is to protect this nation and its people against further attacks and
emerging threats. Some have unwisely chosen to test America's resolve, and have found it firm.
We will persistently clarify the choice before every ruler and every nation: The moral
choice between oppression, which is always wrong, and freedom, which is eternally right.
America will not pretend that jailed dissidents prefer their chains, or that women welcome
humiliation and servitude, or that any human being aspires to live at the mercy of bullies.
We will encourage reform in other governments by making clear that success in our
relations will require the decent treatment of their own people. America's belief in human dignity
will guide our policies, yet rights must be more than the grudging concessions of dictators; they
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are secured by free dissent and the participation of the governed. In the long run, there is no
justice without freedom, and there can be no human rights without human liberty.
Some, I know, have questioned the global appeal of liberty - though this time in history,
four decades defined by the swiftest advance of freedom ever seen, is an odd time for doubt.
Americans, of all people, should never be surprised by the power of our ideals. Eventually, the
call of freedom comes to every mind and every soul. We do not accept the existence of
permanent tyranny because we do not accept the possibility of permanent slavery. Liberty will
come to those who love it.
Today, America speaks anew to the peoples of the world:
All who live in tyranny and hopelessness can know: the United States will not ignore
your oppression, or excuse your oppressors. When you stand for your liberty, we will stand with
you.
Democratic reformers facing repression, prison, or exile can know: America sees you for
who you are: the future leaders of your free country.
The rulers of outlaw regimes can know that we still believe as Abraham Lincoln did:
"Those who deny freedom to others deserve it not for themselves; and, under the rule of a just
God, cannot long retain it."
The leaders of governments with long habits of control need to know: To serve your
people you must learn to trust them. Start on this journey of progress and justice, and America
will walk at your side…
Our country has accepted obligations that are difficult to fulfill, and would be
dishonorable to abandon. Yet because we have acted in the great liberating tradition of this
nation, tens of millions have achieved their freedom. And as hope kindles hope, millions more
will find it. By our efforts, we have lit a fire as well - a fire in the minds of men. It warms those
who feel its power, it burns those who fight its progress, and one day this untamed fire of
freedom will reach the darkest corners of our world…
America has need of idealism and courage, because we have essential work at home - the
unfinished work of American freedom. In a world moving toward liberty, we are determined to
show the meaning and promise of liberty…
In America's ideal of freedom, the public interest depends on private character - on
integrity, and tolerance toward others, and the rule of conscience in our own lives. Selfgovernment relies, in the end, on the governing of the self. That edifice of character is built in
families, supported by communities with standards, and sustained in our national life by the
truths of Sinai, the Sermon on the Mount, the words of the Koran, and the varied faiths of our
people. Americans move forward in every generation by reaffirming all that is good and true that
came before - ideals of justice and conduct that are the same yesterday, today, and forever.
In America's ideal of freedom, the exercise of rights is ennobled by service, and mercy,
and a heart for the weak. Liberty for all does not mean independence from one another. Our
nation relies on men and women who look after a neighbor and surround the lost with love.
Americans, at our best, value the life we see in one another, and must always remember that even
the unwanted have worth. And our country must abandon all the habits of racism, because we
cannot carry the message of freedom and the baggage of bigotry at the same time.
From the perspective of a single day, including this day of dedication, the issues and
questions before our country are many. From the viewpoint of centuries, the questions that come
to us are narrowed and few. Did our generation advance the cause of freedom?...
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We go forward with complete confidence in the eventual triumph of freedom. Not
because history runs on the wheels of inevitability; it is human choices that move events. Not
because we consider ourselves a chosen nation; God moves and chooses as He wills. We have
confidence because freedom is the permanent hope of mankind, the hunger in dark places, the
longing of the soul. When our Founders declared a new order of the ages; when soldiers died in
wave upon wave for a union based on liberty; when citizens marched in peaceful outrage under
the banner "Freedom Now" - they were acting on an ancient hope that is meant to be fulfilled.
History has an ebb and flow of justice, but history also has a visible direction, set by liberty and
the Author of Liberty…
Barack Obama, “Nobel Lecture,” 10 December 2009
Your Majesties, Your Royal Highnesses, Distinguished Members of the Norwegian
Nobel Committee, citizens of America, and citizens of the world: I receive this honor with deep
gratitude and great humility. It is an award that speaks to our highest aspirations - that for all the
cruelty and hardship of our world, we are not mere prisoners of fate. Our actions matter, and can
bend history in the direction of justice.
And yet I would be remiss if I did not acknowledge the considerable controversy that
your generous decision has generated. In part, this is because I am at the beginning, and not the
end, of my labors on the world stage. Compared to some of the giants of history who have
received this prize - Schweitzer and King; Marshall and Mandela - my accomplishments are
slight. And then there are the men and women around the world who have been jailed and beaten
in the pursuit of justice; those who toil in humanitarian organizations to relieve suffering; the
unrecognized millions whose quiet acts of courage and compassion inspire even the most
hardened of cynics. I cannot argue with those who find these men and women - some known,
some obscure to all but those they help - to be far more deserving of this honor than I.
But perhaps the most profound issue surrounding my receipt of this prize is the fact that I
am the Commander-in-Chief of a nation in the midst of two wars. One of these wars is winding
down. The other is a conflict that America did not seek; one in which we are joined by forty
three other countries - including Norway - in an effort to defend ourselves and all nations from
further attacks.
Still, we are at war, and I am responsible for the deployment of thousands of young
Americans to battle in a distant land. Some will kill. Some will be killed. And so I come here
with an acute sense of the cost of armed conflict - filled with difficult questions about the
relationship between war and peace, and our effort to replace one with the other.
These questions are not new. War, in one form or another, appeared with the first man. At
the dawn of history, its morality was not questioned; it was simply a fact, like drought or disease
- the manner in which tribes and then civilizations sought power and settled their differences.
Over time, as codes of law sought to control violence within groups, so did philosophers,
clerics, and statesmen seek to regulate the destructive power of war. The concept of a "just war"
emerged, suggesting that war is justified only when it meets certain preconditions: if it is waged
as a last resort or in self-defense; if the forced used is proportional, and if, whenever possible,
civilians are spared from violence.
For most of history, this concept of just war was rarely observed. The capacity of human
beings to think up new ways to kill one another proved inexhaustible, as did our capacity to
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exempt from mercy those who look different or pray to a different God. Wars between armies
gave way to wars between nations - total wars in which the distinction between combatant and
civilian became blurred. In the span of thirty years, such carnage would twice engulf this
continent. And while it is hard to conceive of a cause more just than the defeat of the Third Reich
and the Axis powers, World War II was a conflict in which the total number of civilians who
died exceeded the number of soldiers who perished.
In the wake of such destruction, and with the advent of the nuclear age, it became clear to
victor and vanquished alike that the world needed institutions to prevent another World War.
And so, a quarter century after the United States Senate rejected the League of Nations - an idea
for which Woodrow Wilson received this Prize - America led the world in constructing an
architecture to keep the peace: a Marshall Plan and a United Nations, mechanisms to govern the
waging of war, treaties to protect human rights, prevent genocide, and restrict the most
dangerous weapons.
In many ways, these efforts succeeded. Yes, terrible wars have been fought, and atrocities
committed. But there has been no Third World War. The Cold War ended with jubilant crowds
dismantling a wall. Commerce has stitched much of the world together. Billions have been lifted
from poverty. The ideals of liberty, self-determination, equality and the rule of law have
haltingly advanced. We are the heirs of the fortitude and foresight of generations past, and it is a
legacy for which my own country is rightfully proud.
A decade into a new century, this old architecture is buckling under the weight of new
threats. The world may no longer shudder at the prospect of war between two nuclear
superpowers, but proliferation may increase the risk of catastrophe. Terrorism has long been a
tactic, but modern technology allows a few small men with outsized rage to murder innocents on
a horrific scale.
Moreover, wars between nations have increasingly given way to wars within nations. The
resurgence of ethnic or sectarian conflicts; the growth of secessionist movements, insurgencies,
and failed states; have increasingly trapped civilians in unending chaos. In today's wars, many
more civilians are killed than soldiers; the seeds of future conflict are sewn, economies are
wrecked, civil societies torn asunder, refugees amassed, and children scarred.
I do not bring with me today a definitive solution to the problems of war. What I do know
is that meeting these challenges will require the same vision, hard work, and persistence of those
men and women who acted so boldly decades ago. And it will require us to think in new ways
about the notions of just war and the imperatives of a just peace.
We must begin by acknowledging the hard truth that we will not eradicate violent conflict
in our lifetimes. There will be times when nations - acting individually or in concert - will find
the use of force not only necessary but morally justified.
I make this statement mindful of what Martin Luther King said in this same ceremony
years ago - "Violence never brings permanent peace. It solves no social problem: it merely
creates new and more complicated ones." As someone who stands here as a direct consequence
of Dr. King's life's work, I am living testimony to the moral force of non-violence. I know there
is nothing weak -nothing passive - nothing naïve - in the creed and lives of Gandhi and King.
But as a head of state sworn to protect and defend my nation, I cannot be guided by their
examples alone. I face the world as it is, and cannot stand idle in the face of threats to the
American people. For make no mistake: evil does exist in the world. A non-violent movement
could not have halted Hitler's armies. Negotiations cannot convince al Qaeda's leaders to lay
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down their arms. To say that force is sometimes necessary is not a call to cynicism - it is a
recognition of history; the imperfections of man and the limits of reason.
I raise this point because in many countries there is a deep ambivalence about military
action today, no matter the cause. At times, this is joined by a reflexive suspicion of America, the
world's sole military superpower.
Yet the world must remember that it was not simply international institutions - not just
treaties and declarations - that brought stability to a post-World War II world. Whatever mistakes
we have made, the plain fact is this: the United States of America has helped underwrite global
security for more than six decades with the blood of our citizens and the strength of our arms.
The service and sacrifice of our men and women in uniform has promoted peace and prosperity
from Germany to Korea, and enabled democracy to take hold in places like the Balkans. We
have borne this burden not because we seek to impose our will. We have done so out of
enlightened self-interest - because we seek a better future for our children and grandchildren, and
we believe that their lives will be better if other peoples' children and grandchildren can live in
freedom and prosperity.
So yes, the instruments of war do have a role to play in preserving the peace. And yet this
truth must coexist with another - that no matter how justified, war promises human tragedy. The
soldier's courage and sacrifice is full of glory, expressing devotion to country, to cause and to
comrades in arms. But war itself is never glorious, and we must never trumpet it as such.
So part of our challenge is reconciling these two seemingly irreconcilable truths - that
war is sometimes necessary, and war is at some level an expression of human feelings.
Concretely, we must direct our effort to the task that President Kennedy called for long ago. "Let
us focus," he said, "on a more practical, more attainable peace, based not on a sudden revolution
in human nature but on a gradual evolution in human institutions."
What might this evolution look like? What might these practical steps be?
To begin with, I believe that all nations - strong and weak alike - must adhere to
standards that govern the use of force. I - like any head of state - reserve the right to act
unilaterally if necessary to defend my nation. Nevertheless, I am convinced that adhering to
standards strengthens those who do, and isolates - and weakens - those who don't…
Furthermore, America cannot insist that others follow the rules of the road if we refuse to
follow them ourselves. For when we don't, our action can appear arbitrary, and undercut the
legitimacy of future intervention - no matter how justified.
This becomes particularly important when the purpose of military action extends beyond
self defense or the defense of one nation against an aggressor. More and more, we all confront
difficult questions about how to prevent the slaughter of civilians by their own government, or to
stop a civil war whose violence and suffering can engulf an entire region.
I believe that force can be justified on humanitarian grounds, as it was in the Balkans, or
in other places that have been scarred by war. Inaction tears at our conscience and can lead to
more costly intervention later. That is why all responsible nations must embrace the role that
militaries with a clear mandate can play to keep the peace.
America's commitment to global security will never waiver. But in a world in which
threats are more diffuse, and missions more complex, America cannot act alone. This is true in
Afghanistan. This is true in failed states like Somalia, where terrorism and piracy is joined by
famine and human suffering. And sadly, it will continue to be true in unstable regions for years
to come…
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Where force is necessary, we have a moral and strategic interest in binding ourselves to
certain rules of conduct. And even as we confront a vicious adversary that abides by no rules, I
believe that the United States of America must remain a standard bearer in the conduct of war.
That is what makes us different from those whom we fight. That is a source of our strength. That
is why I prohibited torture. That is why I ordered the prison at Guantanamo Bay closed. And that
is why I have reaffirmed America's commitment to abide by the Geneva Conventions. We lose
ourselves when we compromise the very ideals that we fight to defend. And we honor those
ideals by upholding them not just when it is easy, but when it is hard.
I have spoken to the questions that must weigh on our minds and our hearts as we choose
to wage war. But let me turn now to our effort to avoid such tragic choices, and speak of three
ways that we can build a just and lasting peace.
First, in dealing with those nations that break rules and laws, I believe that we must
develop alternatives to violence that are tough enough to change behavior - for if we want a
lasting peace, then the words of the international community must mean something. Those
regimes that break the rules must be held accountable. Sanctions must exact a real price.
Intransigence must be met with increased pressure - and such pressure exists only when the
world stands together as one.
One urgent example is the effort to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons, and to seek a
world without them. In the middle of the last century, nations agreed to be bound by a treaty
whose bargain is clear: all will have access to peaceful nuclear power; those without nuclear
weapons will forsake them; and those with nuclear weapons will work toward disarmament. I am
committed to upholding this treaty. It is a centerpiece of my foreign policy. And I am working
with President Medvedev to reduce America and Russia's nuclear stockpiles.
But it is also incumbent upon all of us to insist that nations like Iran and North Korea do
not game the system. Those who claim to respect international law cannot avert their eyes when
those laws are flouted. Those who care for their own security cannot ignore the danger of an
arms race in the Middle East or East Asia. Those who seek peace cannot stand idly by as nations
arm themselves for nuclear war.
The same principle applies to those who violate international law by brutalizing their own
people. When there is genocide in Darfur; systematic rape in Congo; or repression in Burma there must be consequences. And the closer we stand together, the less likely we will be faced
with the choice between armed intervention and complicity in oppression.
This brings me to a second point - the nature of the peace that we seek. For peace is not
merely the absence of visible conflict. Only a just peace based upon the inherent rights and
dignity of every individual can truly be lasting.
It was this insight that drove drafters of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights after
the Second World War. In the wake of devastation, they recognized that if human rights are not
protected, peace is a hollow promise.
And yet all too often, these words are ignored. In some countries, the failure to uphold
human rights is excused by the false suggestion that these are Western principles, foreign to local
cultures or stages of a nation's development. And within America, there has long been a tension
between those who describe themselves as realists or idealists - a tension that suggests a stark
choice between the narrow pursuit of interests or an endless campaign to impose our values.
I reject this choice. I believe that peace is unstable where citizens are denied the right to
speak freely or worship as they please; choose their own leaders or assemble without fear. Pent
up grievances fester, and the suppression of tribal and religious identity can lead to violence. We
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also know that the opposite is true. Only when Europe became free did it finally find peace.
America has never fought a war against a democracy, and our closest friends are governments
that protect the rights of their citizens. No matter how callously defined, neither America's
interests - nor the world's -are served by the denial of human aspirations…
Let me also say this: the promotion of human rights cannot be about exhortation alone. At
times, it must be coupled with painstaking diplomacy. I know that engagement with repressive
regimes lacks the satisfying purity of indignation. But I also know that sanctions without
outreach - and condemnation without discussion - can carry forward a crippling status quo. No
repressive regime can move down a new path unless it has the choice of an open door…
Third, a just peace includes not only civil and political rights - it must encompass
economic security and opportunity. For true peace is not just freedom from fear, but freedom
from want.
It is undoubtedly true that development rarely takes root without security; it is also true
that security does not exist where human beings do not have access to enough food, or clean
water, or the medicine they need to survive. It does not exist where children cannot aspire to a
decent education or a job that supports a family. The absence of hope can rot a society from
within.
And that is why helping farmers feed their own people - or nations educate their children
and care for the sick - is not mere charity. It is also why the world must come together to
confront climate change. There is little scientific dispute that if we do nothing, we will face more
drought, famine and mass displacement that will fuel more conflict for decades. For this reason,
it is not merely scientists and activists who call for swift and forceful action - it is military
leaders in my country and others who understand that our common security hangs in the balance.
Agreements among nations. Strong institutions. Support for human rights. Investments in
development. All of these are vital ingredients in bringing about the evolution that President
Kennedy spoke about. And yet, I do not believe that we will have the will, or the staying power,
to complete this work without something more - and that is the continued expansion of our moral
imagination; an insistence that there is something irreducible that we all share.
As the world grows smaller, you might think it would be easier for human beings to
recognize how similar we are; to understand that we all basically want the same things; that we
all hope for the chance to live out our lives with some measure of happiness and fulfillment for
ourselves and our families.
And yet, given the dizzying pace of globalization, and the cultural leveling of modernity,
it should come as no surprise that people fear the loss of what they cherish about their particular
identities - their race, their tribe, and perhaps most powerfully their religion. In some places, this
fear has led to conflict. At times, it even feels like we are moving backwards. We see it in
Middle East, as the conflict between Arabs and Jews seems to harden. We see it in nations that
are torn asunder by tribal lines.
Most dangerously, we see it in the way that religion is used to justify the murder of
innocents by those who have distorted and defiled the great religion of Islam, and who attacked
my country from Afghanistan. These extremists are not the first to kill in the name of God; the
cruelties of the Crusades are amply recorded. But they remind us that no Holy War can ever be a
just war. For if you truly believe that you are carrying out divine will, then there is no need for
restraint - no need to spare the pregnant mother, or the medic, or even a person of one's own
faith. Such a warped view of religion is not just incompatible with the concept of peace, but the

29

purpose of faith - for the one rule that lies at the heart of every major religion is that we do unto
others as we would have them do unto us.
Adhering to this law of love has always been the core struggle of human nature. We are
fallible. We make mistakes, and fall victim to the temptations of pride, and power, and
sometimes evil. Even those of us with the best intentions will at times fail to right the wrongs
before us.
But we do not have to think that human nature is perfect for us to still believe that the
human condition can be perfected. We do not have to live in an idealized world to still reach for
those ideals that will make it a better place. The non-violence practiced by men like Gandhi and
King may not have been practical or possible in every circumstance, but the love that they
preached - their faith in human progress - must always be the North Star that guides us on our
journey.
For if we lose that faith - if we dismiss it as silly or naïve; if we divorce it from the
decisions that we make on issues of war and peace - then we lose what is best about humanity.
We lose our sense of possibility. We lose our moral compass…
So let us reach for the world that ought to be - that spark of the divine that still stirs
within each of our souls. Somewhere today, in the here and now, a soldier sees he's outgunned
but stands firm to keep the peace. Somewhere today, in this world, a young protestor awaits the
brutality of her government, but has the courage to march on. Somewhere today, a mother facing
punishing poverty still takes the time to teach her child, who believes that a cruel world still has
a place for his dreams.
Let us live by their example. We can acknowledge that oppression will always be with
us, and still strive for justice. We can admit the intractability of depravation, and still strive for
dignity. We can understand that there will be war, and still strive for peace. We can do that - for
that is the story of human progress; that is the hope of all the world; and at this moment of
challenge, that must be our work here on Earth
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