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In this issue, we turn to a subject about which our members and their President

know little. We tender here a provocative article by the retired diplomat Chas

Freeman, who very nearly became President Obama's National Security

Adviser.
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Off To Hell I Go!Off To Hell I Go!

Much to my chagrin, I found out this past weekend that both my wife and I
were headed to Hell.  This nice fellow, who apparently has his thumb on the
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pulse of God, told us by way of a bullhorn at the gates to the Museum of the
Shenandoah Valley in Winchester, Virginia.  A little way up the drive, a lady
who worked for the Museum gave us directions as to where we could possibly
find parking.  I asked whether they were having an event and she told me that
they were holding a large Pride festival, bringing the fellow at the gate into
focus.  I told her about our brief encounter and that we hoped to stay but if we
could not find a place to park on the way out I would tell our friend that we
were leaving because his words had converted us.  I think that it might have
provided her with the first chance to smile that day.

Fortunately, we did find somewhere to park and found the museum and those
that we got to spend the day with, top notch.  It had been some time since my
wife and I had gone to a place where the people seemed to exude such
unbridled joy and enthusiasm, in spite of their too having to have undoubtedly
faced Mr. Bullhorn.  It was the first time my wife or I (I asked her) had been
subjected to vitriol based on our perceived sexual preference.  I am sure that
for many of those there that day, such was not the case.  

Although I do not speak for all Christians, I think that most know that hate will
keep you from entering through the gates of Heaven.  How ironic that Mr.
Bullhorn should be standing on the outside of the gates to the Museum
likewise because of hate.

Just as there was no hate on display within the gates of the museum, so too it
is within the doors of the Bar Library.  What you will find are expansive
collections, access to a truly significant number of Westlaw databases as well
as people that are ready, willing and able to be of help to you.

I look forward to seeing you soon.

    Joe Bennett    
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Seven years ago, then President Trump launched a U.S. trade war on China.
In accordance with contemporary American praxis, this was a “forever war” – a
constantly widening and escalating campaign with an ever-heavier military
component, open-ended objectives, no criteria for judging success or failure,
and no strategy for its termination.



Seven years into open economic and technological war on China, it is surely
time to take stock of results to date. So, I want to address the many ways in
which Sino-American antagonism is changing China, Asia, the United States,
and the world politico-economic order.

The Biden administration has proclaimed three high-minded goals for U.S.
policy toward China:

“1) Invest: to invest in the foundations of our strength at home – our
competitiveness, our innovation, our resilience, our democracy,

“2) Align: to align our efforts with our network of allies and partners, acting with
common purpose and in common cause, and

“3) Compete: to compete responsibly with the PRC to defend our interests and
build our vision for the future.”

This agenda effectively plays to the crowd. It deems China to be an adversary
and conspicuously omits any reference to cooperation with it. Its three points
boil down to:

getting our national act back together,
convincing other countries to help us retard or reverse the rise of China and
blocking China from gaining international influence at the expense of our
continued global primacy.
How are we doing at this? It’s time for a point-by-point assessment.

First, are we becoming more competitive relative to China or less?
The World Economic Forum – the Swiss-based voice of financialized
capitalism – continues to rank the United States as the world’s most
competitive economy. Perhaps we deserve this ranking in terms of our capital
markets and financial services, though, as Woody Allen once complained: “not
only is there no God, just try to find a plumber on Sunday.”  But the most
relevant and comprehensive measure of “competitiveness” is the annual
ranking by the World Competitiveness Center at the International Institute of
Management Development (IMD). The IMD measures competitiveness by
factoring 340 distinct criteria over time.  In 2002, the IMD ranked the United
States number one in competitiveness. By 2020, it had downgraded us to
number ten. China’s current policies may, like ours, now be causing it to slip a
bit, but over the same period it rose from 28th to 17th. The trends seem clear,
and they do not favor us.

Of course, indices, even the best of them, are artificial. They fall into Mark
Twain’s category of lies, damn lies, and statistics. But the actual performance
of economies is not artificial. And, objectively – looking at national output – it is
hard to argue that the United States is in fact becoming more competitive with
China. China now accounts for a remarkable 36 percent of world industrial
production. We produce only about one-third of that. US manufacturing jobs
have declined by one-third since they peaked in 1979 even as the US
workforce has grown by 60 percent.

Gross comparisons aside, China’s real economy now outpaces the United
States in many sectors. Its grain output of seven hundred million tons is 1.2
times ours. Its power generation of 9.2 trillion kilowatts is 2.3 times larger.



China produces nineteen times more steel and twenty times more cement than
we do. Its auto production and sales figures are now triple ours. China’s
shipbuilding industry annually produces seventy times as much tonnage as
ours does, something reflected in a Chinese merchant fleet now second only to
that of Greece and the world’s largest navy.

China has displaced the United States as the top economic partner of most of
the world’s countries and is now by far the world’s largest trading country. The
efficiency of China’s transportation infrastructure, including high-speed trains,
superhighways, urban subway systems, modern ports, and airports, is the envy
of the world. China’s installed solar power already exceeds that of all other
countries combined. Its wind power installations now produce more power than
those of the next seven countries put together. China will meet its renewable
energy goals for 2030 five years early – in 2025 – next year. The clean energy
sector now contributes 40 percent of Chinese annual growth in GDP.

In short, in addition to its huge lead in industrial production, China is
indisputably becoming more rather than less economically competitive with the
US and other developed countries. This is reflected in its growing influence in
Pacific Asia, where the U.S. long dominated foreign investment but dropped
out of the Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP) in 2017, leaving expanded access to
the world’s fastest growing markets to others. Last year, Chinese investment in
the region was up by 37 percent and China logged a 14 percent increase in
construction contracts.

Second, to return to our stated goals, are we still more innovative than China?
In 2020 alone, China graduated 3.57 million scientists, technologists,
engineers, and mathematicians (STEM workers). That same year, we
graduated 820,000, about one- third of them foreigners, many of them
Chinese. For the past thirty years, China has dominated the international
Olympiads in biology, chemistry, physics, mathematics, and informatics. The
United States has more “unicorns” – startup companies with valuations of more
than $1 billion – than China but, despite its rejection of financialized capitalism,
China now has more billionaire entrepreneurs than we do.

Last year, the Australian Strategic Technology Institute’s (ASTI’s) “critical
technology tracker” reported that China has seized the lead in thirty-seven of
the forty-four technologies it tracks. Many of the technologies in which China is
now widely considered to be the global leader are those that will define the
world of the future. They include wireless communications like 5 and 6G,
electric vehicles, battery storage, fintech, quantum communications,
hypersonics, robotics, green hydrogen, nuclear fusion, and renewable energy.
Despite our efforts to deny China access to advanced semiconductors, it
remains neck and neck with the US in the development of artificial intelligence
and super computers.

China has just announced a ten percent increase in funding for science and
technology projects. Meanwhile, the latest US federal budget slashes spending
on science and technology, with an 8.3 percent contraction in funding for the
National Science Foundation (NSF), a 12 percent cut in appropriations for the
National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST), and a 5.9 percent
reduction in National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) science
programs. The United States is substituting strong rhetoric about competing
with China for strong and effective actions. This is not a winning strategy.



The prerequisites for continued American excellence in innovation include an
educational system that emphasizes STEM subjects and an immigration
system and domestic political atmosphere that attract the absolute best foreign
talent. Historically, about 30 percent of US Nobel Prize winners have been
foreign born. But even as foreign universities – notably the top schools in China
– gain ground, the continuing excellence of America’s top universities masks
the increasing inadequacy of American education at the elementary and high
school levels. The latest ranking by the Program for International Student
Assessment (PISA) puts China and Singapore at the top, with the United
States in 22nd place. Some German companies report that they need to give
US high school graduates a half-year of remedial instruction to bring them up
to the level of their German counterparts. Taiwanese and Korean efforts to
establish semiconductor fabs in the United States have been frustrated by
shortages of sufficiently skilled labor.

As the disproportionate number of Nobel Prize winners based in the US
suggests, our country has long been a magnet for the world’s best scientists.
But our immigration system is now broken and the subject of rancorous
political controversy. This, plus the special hostility of the US national security
state to Chinese STEM students and faculty, has had a measurably deleterious
effect on our ability to attract the most capable minds from abroad. Twenty
years ago, American universities enrolled 60 percent of the foreigners studying
in English-speaking countries. Now we get only about 40 percent. Meanwhile, a
growing number of prominent Chinese Americans – some of our most
innovative scientists and mathematicians – are responding to perceived
harassment by US national security agencies by relocating to China. We are in
danger of recreating the “Red Scare” in the 1950s that led Qian Xuesen (???),
an acclaimed aeronautical and cybernetic engineer at Caltech, to leave the
United States for China, where he became the father of the Chinese
intercontinental ballistic missile and space programs. Such losses in our
capacity to harness China’s best minds to our future ensure that a good many
of them will improve China’s scientific and technological progress rather than
ours.

Third, what is the evidence of US “resilience” and “the persistent strength of
US democracy?”
Both China and the United States seem to be suffering from an economic
version of “long COVID.”  The US has resorted to massive deficit spending to
recover faster than China from this. But, despite Washington’s embrace of
protectionism, subsidies, and industrial policies, our recovery has not produced
the intended “reshoring” of overseas production by American corporations. It
has instead lengthened and complicated supply chains by adding intermediary
stops in places like Vietnam and Mexico, both of which have seen explosive
growth in their exports to the US market. There has been a minor increase in
industrial jobs but, despite a tsunami of illegal immigration by people eager to
work, many jobs in the US have remained unfilled. Rents have risen, as have
interest rates on credit card debt. Price increases have outpaced wages. The
ranks of the disgruntled have grown.

Meanwhile, US pressure on China has encouraged it to become more
nationalistic and repressive. It is therefore a less attractive place than it was.
China has diminished “soft power.”  But its politics are not in crisis. Ours are.
We can’t seem to devise and implement strategies. China can.

In America, polarization has replaced consensus. Incivility precludes productive



debate of issues of public policy importance. Priorities therefore do not get set.
Previously unifying national myths have become divisive. The basic values that
underpin a decent and harmonious society are in dispute. A cult of personality
has taken hold in one of the two major American political parties, while the
other party is disorganized, despondent, and without a credible leadership
succession plan. American politics have been captured by competing
extremists and plutocrats.

Boastfulness about the resilience of the American spirit does not make up for
the lack of any tangible evidence of national rejuvenation. The public has very
little confidence in government institutions. No one expects the upcoming US
presidential election, which features a re-run between old men of dubious
competence, to restore national unity. It is unclear whether this election will be
followed by the usual peaceful transition of power. American democracy is now
best described as both decadent and dispirited. Happy talk about “the
persistent strength of US democracy” has no credibility either at home or
abroad.

To return to the list of US objectives. Fourth, are Americans “aligning” with
allies and partners in common purposes and causes?
The Ukraine War may have united the West against Russia, but it has
alienated the US, G7, and NATO from the rest of the world. Washington extolls
the current transatlantic consensus on the need to oppose Russia, but it
remains to be seen how long this will last after the war in Ukraine ends.

In any event, intensive US efforts to align NATO members against China have
registered only limited success. In many respects, the West seems bent on
isolating itself from the rising and resurgent powers in Asia, Africa, and Latin
America. They no longer accept the legitimacy of Western leadership of world
affairs, still less that of the United States.

The norms established in the European Enlightenment and imposed on the
world by five centuries of North Atlantic hegemony inspired the American-
designed post-World War II order. Various unilateral actions by the United
States – all of them condemned by China and other rising powers and many
barely tolerated by US allies – have now blatantly violated these norms. Such
US actions have included (but were sadly not limited to):

The use of force by the U.S. and NATO to wrest Kosovo from Serbia in 1999 in
violation of the UN Charter.
The resort to kidnapping, torture, and indefinite detention without charge at
Guantánamo as part of the so-called US “global war on terror” from 2001 on.
The unilaterally contrived US invasion and occupation of Iraq in 2003.
The NATO and US regime-change operation in Libya in 2011 and the
subsequent abandonment of that country to continuing anarchy and chaos.
Devastatingly destructive US regime-change operations in Syria from 2011 on.
The overt US role in the 2014 Euro-Maidan coup that overthrew the elected
government in Ukraine and replaced it with one subservient to American
strategic interests.
Repeated US unilateral bombing of government troops and facilities in Syria
beginning in 2016, and the overt US military occupation of Syrian territory and
plundering of Syrian oil reserves since 2017.
Unilateral American withdrawals from arms control treaties and carefully
negotiated agreements with other countries (for example, the nuclear accord
with Iran), despite these having been endorsed by the UN Security Council and



therefore become part of international law.
The progressive abandonment of the terms of Sino-American normalization by
once again taking sides in the Chinese civil war, maintaining relations with
Taipei that are now indistinguishable from official ties, restoring our military
presence in Taiwan, and renewing an overt defense commitment to the island.
Resistance to the repeated demands of the Iraqi government that US forces
withdraw and the conduct of repeated violations of Iraqi sovereignty, for
example, assassinations of anti-American politicians on Iraqi soil.
The contortions of Admiral Kirby and other administration spokespersons
notwithstanding, it is impossible to reconcile US support for Israel’s genocide in
Gaza, attacks on other countries’ diplomatic establishments, pogroms against
Palestinians in the occupied West Bank, or promiscuous assassination of its
foreign political opponents with either international law or human decency.
The two-decade-long US failure in Afghanistan, the inept US diplomacy that
provoked the Russian invasion of Ukraine in 2022, and the current US
enablement of Israel’s universally condemned genocidal war on Palestinians
have consolidated an extremely negative view of the United States outside the
West. This view sees the United States as amoral, cynically hegemonic, and
indifferent to the interests and strongly held views of other countries,
murderously devoted to the use of force rather than the peaceful resolution of
disputes, diplomatically incompetent, and self-righteously propagandistic.

Despite the widespread devaluation of the American image internationally, the
United States claims to have been successful in rallying China’s neighbors to
oppose it. Washington’s celebration of its ability to persuade these neighbors
to accept continuing American military protection even as it reduces its
economic and political engagement in their region is unwittingly revealing. It
imputes to China’s neighbors a level of apprehension about China they do not
share. Despite their concerns about China’s return to wealth and power, with
the notable exception of Japan, the countries of Pacific Asia have consistently
made it clear they do not welcome Sino-American confrontation and do not
want to have to align themselves with either Washington or Beijing. They all –
even Japan – want to leverage China’s rising prosperity to advance their own.
But the US not only ignores their desire to work out a safe and satisfactory
modus vivendi with China as it returns to its millennial centrality in its region,
but we actively oppose their efforts to do so.

No one is fooled by Washington’s assertion that it is not trying to force Pacific
Asian countries to choose it over Beijing. This claim is belied by US policy
statements and actions. The operative driver of US policy is clearly not the
defense of Pacific Asia against a putative military threat from China. It is an
obsessive desire to retain military primacy in the region. Ironically, the resulting
confrontation with China has imposed new defense requirements on Beijing
and provoked a massive military build-up by it. The result is a US arms race
with China that it, not the United States, gives every sign of winning.

Far from promoting willingness on the part of other countries to “align” with
Washington against its designated adversaries, including Beijing, recent US
military interventions in Europe and West Asia have had the effect of
discrediting the wisdom of contemporary American statecraft and impairing US
global and regional leadership. They have also destroyed faith in the United
Nations, where the United States is seen as having highhandedly abused our
veto power to override the strongly held views of all but a few other member
states, thereby preventing effective international responses to global and



regional crises and challenges.

Mounting dissatisfaction with the hegemonic US role in the global system is
inspiring the development of institutions with the potential to displace both the
US and the UN from the center of a unified international system. As the West –
composed of countries in the G7 and NATO stockades – exempts itself from
the rules it previously made and once enforced, the rest of the world is turning
to new regulatory structures in which China, not the United States, is typically
the largest and leading member.

Outside the West, the “rules-based order” espoused by the Biden
administration is seen as a thinly disguised effort to replace the regulation of
international affairs by the United Nations Charter and international law with
US primacy and the principle that American “might makes right.”  In this
perception, Washington – sometimes on its own, sometimes in consultation
with its followers in the G-7 club of former imperialist powers – now asserts the
right to make the rules, decide to whom they should and should not apply, and
to enforce them or not on the basis solely of the expediency of its own
interests.  This transparently revisionist approach to the regulation of
international affairs creates highly objectionable double standards. These are
resented and rejected by all but a few members of the international community.

On many issues, the US is now completely isolated. Recent votes in the UN
illustrate this. These include a 187 – 2 vote against the US embargo on Cuba
and a vote of 153 – 10 against US opposition to a ceasefire in Israel’s war on
the Palestinians. Objections to perceived US highhandedness account for
Washington’s inability to marshal support for NATO’s proxy war with Russia.

Given its inability to persuade other countries that its views merit their support,
Washington has embraced coercive diplomacy, notably unilateral sanctions, as
its preferred approach to statecraft. Sanctions are a form of economic warfare
that violate international law unless approved by the UN Security Council, but
they are now the principal measure short of war in the US foreign policy
toolbox. The US has been able to impose unilateral sanctions because the US
national currency is also the principal medium of international transaction
settlement.

Dollar-based sanctions now cover one-third of the world’s peoples. Those
subjected to such sanctions resent them as a humiliating American negation of
their sovereign right to decide their own foreign and domestic policies. Fear of
US unilateral actions has become the principal driver of a burgeoning global
movement to replace American dollar hegemony with a system in which the
sovereignty of foreign states and peoples is respected.

Washington has designated Beijing as its “peer competitor” and primary global
adversary. China has not surprisingly reacted by reaching out to other
countries to reduce its and their vulnerability to US coercion by building
alternative communities, organizations, and regulatory structures that are
multilateral but regional rather than global. These new structures – ever more
of them under the auspices of the so-called BRICS grouping – cover trade,
investment, and finance as well as quasi-judicial, political, and military matters.
Their implications for future American global primacy are dire.

The BRICS is an intergovernmental organization that is often characterized as
the counter to the G7 bloc of Western industrial democracies. The members of



this rapidly expanding grouping – which currently consists of Brazil, China,
Egypt, Ethiopia, India, Iran, Russia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa, and the United
Arab Emirates – account for about 45 percent of the world’s population and a
growing share of its GDP (now about one-third). By contrast, the G7 has about
nine percent of global population and generates a declining percentage of
world GDP (now less than 30 percent). But the former imperialist powers of the
G7 still hold sixty percent of the world’s wealth. BRICS members have
divergent national interests, but they share opposition to what they regard as
bullying and disdain for their views by the United States and other NATO and
G7 members.

As BRICS membership grows, the grouping could gradually achieve primacy in
the global political economy. In the long run, moreover, if great-power rivalries
continue to prevent the United Nations and related post-World War II
institutions from addressing international and transnational issues of concern
to the global majority, the BRICS has the potential to grow into an alternative
multilateral rule- and decision-making forum that could gradually sideline major
parts of the UN system.  This would prevent Washington from using its veto to
block global initiatives and enforcement actions and enable the BRICS to
offset, counter, and frustrate both US unilateralism and Western efforts to
remain in command of the international system.

For now, the primary economic security concern of China, Russia, Iran, and
other BRICS members is countering US national security-based protectionism.
Washington has sought to replace the liberal order enshrined in the World
Trade Organization’s (WTO’s) rules and regulations with bilateralism that
relegates dispute settlement to zero-sum contests of economic strength.

Global opposition to national security-based protectionism has found
expression in new multilateral bodies seeking to regulate international trade
and investment as well as in a growing network of regional free trade
agreements (FTAs). Many of these link other countries to China under the “Belt
and Road Initiative.”  There are already almost thirty such agreements with
China now in place. Another ten or so are under active negotiation. The China-
ASEAN FTA is in the process of being liberalized and upgraded. It already
facilitates a level of trade approaching the world’s largest bilateral economic
interactions: the US-Canada, US-Mexico, and US-EU.

The United States was historically the global leader in rule making and trade
liberalization through the WTO. It is now mostly disengaged from international
trade institutions and thus from policy formulation by them. American
protectionism and foreign emulation of it contributed to a fall of about 5 percent
in global trade in 2023.

Most countries remain committed to the WTO and its rules. But since 2019,
Washington has sought to exempt the US from international trade law by
preventing the WTO’s dispute settlement mechanisms from functioning. Other
countries, including China, which have prospered under the rules set in the
WTO, have responded to this sabotage by establishing alternative and ad hoc
arrangements to perpetuate them. Multilateral provisions for dispute resolution
are a feature of most of the sub-global groupings coming into being. One such,
the Regional Comprehensive Economic Partnership (RCEP), in which China is
the largest economy, already accounts for about one-third of global GDP.
Bilateral FTAs now routinely include provisions bypassing the WTO by creating
mechanisms for the adjudication or arbitration of disputes.



Earlier, after the US repeatedly rebuffed the recapitalization of American-
dominated global financial institutions, China responded by working with other
countries to launch new institutions to supplement the World Bank (IBRD) and
the International Monetary Fund (IMF). The Asian Infrastructure Investment
Bank (AIIB) complements the World Bank and the Asian Development Bank
(ADB). The New Development Bank does the same for both the World Bank
and – potentially – the IMF. The United States boycotted both new banks,
predicting that they would undermine prudent lending standards and adversely
affect established financial policies and practices. Washington urged US allies
to keep their distance from the AIIB. With the very significant exception of
Japan, they instead joined it.

The US has not been moved by the fact that the new banks have in fact
followed the Bretton Woods rules, often cofinancing projects with the World
Bank and ADB. The AIIB now has 109 members. By staying out of the new
international financial institutions, Washington has not isolated China. It has
instead denied itself a role in shaping the evolution of the newly emerging
global politico-economic order.

China and the other BRICS countries – as well as members of the Shanghai
Cooperation Organization (SCO) and the China-ASEAN Free Trade Area
(CAFTA) – are now actively instituting currency swap arrangements that
facilitate trade and transaction settlement digitally, in national currencies, or in
the renminbi rather than the dollar or euro. NATO-sponsored sanctions on
Russia and other countries have caused them to set up trade settlement
mechanisms that do not require going through SWIFT (the Brussels-based
Society for Worldwide Interbank Financial Telecommunications), which the
United States controls.

The dollar has long had a monopoly in global commodity markets. China is
now by a considerable margin the world’s largest consumer and importer of
raw materials and other commodities. This makes it vulnerable to US dollar-
based financial sanctions. So, China has begun to encourage the use of new
renminbi-denominated commodity and futures markets in Shanghai.

All this reflects a widening international – not just Chinese – view that it is time
to break the global hegemony of the dollar and replace it with a multi-nodal
financial system involving multiple currencies and trade settlement
mechanisms. It is not clear that Americans have an effective response to this
effort to dethrone our longstanding ability to use our currency to force our
policies on other countries.

This brings me to the last of the three elements of the administration’s declared
strategy: blocking China from a role in global governance comparable to our
own.

So, fifth: are we presenting a “vision for the future” that bolsters our claim to
global leadership over that of China and other countries?
Frankly, it is not clear what “vision for the future” the United States means to
build other than the perpetuation of our global military primacy. The Chinese
challenges to our global standing are primarily economic and diplomatic, not
military. But Washington’s answers to these challenges are almost entirely
military rather than economic or diplomatic.



China will attack the United States only if we attack it. A US war with China
would therefore be a war of choice, not necessity. It is entirely up to us to
decide whether we should risk such an attack by intervening in the unfinished
Chinese civil war to ensure Taiwan’s continued separation from the rest of
China, or by escalating our military support of non-Chinese claimants to the
disputed rocks and reefs in the South and East China Seas.  Quite aside from
the risk of a nuclear exchange that would devastate both the Chinese and
American homelands, the only certain result of a war between China and the
United States would be the destruction of Taiwan’s industrial capacity –
including its semiconductor production – and its democracy. A war over Taiwan
is very much not in Taiwan’s, China’s, ours, or the world’s interest.

Simulations of a Sino-American war by the Pentagon show that it would likely
cost  China and the United States the greater part of both our navies and air
forces. It could easily escalate to a nuclear exchange between the Chinese
and American homelands. Those in Washington who advocate policies that
could produce such a war have plainly not thought things through. I hope they
will. But I don’t propose to do that for them today.

I have briefly reviewed what seems to be happening in our economic and
technology competitions with China. They don’t seem to be going our way.
Unfortunately, at the same time, American actions have called the sagacity of
our statecraft and the soundness of our strategic reasoning into question to the
detriment of our influence abroad.

Diplomacy is how a country advances its strategic objectives by measures
short of war, influences the policies and practices of foreign countries,
advances its economic interests in markets beyond its own, safeguards its
citizens and their businesses abroad, and shapes the international system to
its benefit. This requires more than the denunciation of foreign governments
and their leaders, punitive economic measures, unilateral policy
pronouncements, occasional visits by officials from Washington, and threats to
use force. Diplomacy relies on building relationships with the governments and
peoples of other lands. This takes consistent effort over time and depends on
empathy informed by situational awareness and influence born of a long-term
diplomatic and consular presences on the ground.

Successful diplomacy depends on intelligent, affordable statecraft. In this
context we have become our own worst enemies. Political polarization and
dysfunction paralyze the Senate confirmation process. Many US
ambassadorial positions in important foreign capitals remain vacant,
sometimes for years. China keeps its diplomatic missions staffed on a timely
basis. Over the last decade, the Department of State and the US Foreign
Service have suffered huge budget cuts. By contrast, over the same period,
China’s spending on diplomacy has roughly doubled. China now has more
diplomatic representation in more places abroad than any other country,
including ours. The current Chinese budget includes a further increase in
spending on diplomacy of 6.4 percent.

Meanwhile, we repeatedly resort to force rather than diplomatic dialogue to
deal with foreign lands. That is proving both ruinously expensive and
ineffectual. We need to rediscover the merits of peaceful engagement and
coexistence with other nations and peoples, including the Chinese.

Let me conclude.



The Biden administration is right about one thing, even if it is doing far too little
to achieve it. Americans do need to get our national act back together. Doing
so is the sine qua non – the unavoidable requirement – for competing
effectively with China and other rising and resurgent powers.

China is now by a considerable margin the world’s largest industrial power and
its biggest trading economy. We cannot isolate it as we did the Soviet Union.
Tariffs will isolate us, not China. Installing crude facsimiles of Chinese
industrial policies at home will not enable us to surpass China. More
fundamental reforms in our economic structure will be required. Cooperation
with China and welcoming Chinese investment in the United States could
boost our prosperity. Politically inspired economic protectionism will not do this.

China now has the world’s largest population of scientists and engineers and is
emerging as a major source of scientific and technological innovation. The
United States does not have the power to hold it down or push it back. What
we are doing is depriving China of reasons to buy our goods and services,
encouraging it to engage in import substitution, and driving it to collaborate
with everyone other than us. The Chinese STEM workforce is young and
ambitious. Necessity is the mother of invention. We are not holding China back
so much as incentivizing it to develop its own technologies without regard to
us. We are thereby depriving ourselves of advances in technology that
everyone but Americans will have access to. This weakens us even as it
strengthens China and its relations with other countries.

China can and will take care of itself. It’s taking risks and making progress. We
should do the same. Criticizing China and gloating at its mishaps while ignoring
our own failings and doing next to nothing about them is a politically
performative approach to competition with no prospect of succeeding. China-
bashing will not restore our constitutional order, resurrect the rule of law, revive
competition in an American economy now dominated by oligopolies, fix the
financial capitalism that leads companies to export jobs rather than retrain
workers to be more productive, or reindustrialize America. It will not revamp
our educational system, cure our addiction to opioids, or repair our broken
politics. These are things that only we Americans can do.

China recognizes that it needs a peaceful international environment, openness
to foreigners and their ideas, and a commitment to continuous self-
improvement to realize its potential. So do we. We have a great deal more
going for us than China, but we should be exploring ways to leverage China’s
advancing prosperity to our own, not preparing for a war with it that neither of
us can hope to “win.”

It’s indeed time to demonstrate our resilience and the strength of our
democracy. Lofty talk and belligerent posturing appeal to domestic populists.
But neither is a substitute for strategic vision, political courage, and effective
action. Where are they?
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