
he thinks the treaties were ever drafted, 
approved. and ratified. There is some hint 
that he believes it h a p p e d  through a com- 
bination of “the march of history” and the 
skill and political will of a number of ca- 
pable people in the United States and Pan- 
ama. To make the first point would have 
required some elaboration. What had 
changed in Panama, in the United States. 
or in the international system to permit the 
unthinkable to be ratified by two-thirds of 
the U.S. Senate despite the opposition of 
public opinion? Were (he Canal treaties yet 
another sign of the relative decline of U .S. 
power or, alternatively, the assertion of a 
vision, placing U.S. policy on a sounder 
footing for the future? 1 suspect Jorden be- 
lieves the latter, but he has not quite dem- 
onstrated it. 

And surely Joxden also believes that bright 
and good people made a difference in the 
outcome. The scholarly literature on the 
beaties is replete with “objective” causal 
explanations, such as legislativeexecutive 
relatiom (from Jotden’s narrative this would 
appear to be a major explanatory factor for 
the behavior of the House of Representa- 
tives-which gets a lot less space in this 
book than it deserves, especially when one 
considers that the House’s actions have al- 
ready created problems of implementation) 
or bureaucratic and organizational politics 
(of course much of what the Pentagon and 
the State Department argued about may be 
explained within this approach). Yet Jorden 
would have made a contribution to this body 
of scholarship had he explained under what 
circumstances some people were able to rise 
above their bureaucratic roles. The lack of 
a discussion of individual factors, indepen- 
dent of the organizational context. makes 
Jorden’s book more the raw material for 
other scholars. 

Scholarly hopes or pendantry. however, 
should not detract from an evaluation of 
this book’s accomplishments. It tells a first- 
rate story in a first-rate way. It sheds light 
on how to conduct diplomatic negotiations. 
It is informative on politics in Panama and 
in the United States. And it is a remarkable 
account of one of the more significant in- 
ternational and domestic political battles in 
recentyears. NYl  
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”he uneasy relationship between the Amer- 
ican people and intemational power politics 
has been a source of puzzlement for Amer- 
ica-watchers h m  Tocqueville to Hunting- 
ton. With this book Rutgers historian Lloyd 
Gardner joins the analytic fray. 

Like many of its predecessors, the book 
begins by identifying a fundamental para- 
dox of U.S. foreign policy. Americans since 
the country’s birth have tended to view 
themselves as a breed apart. While others 
played power politics in the conduct of for- 
eign affairs, the United States. it was ar- 
gued, would behave differently; America 
would show the world the value of mod- 
eration and democracy. In the process it 
would provide the U.S. with intemational 
security. On the other hand, the U.S. has 
often practiced realpolitik in an intema- 
tional system that encourages coercive be- 
havior. lt has built arsenals, overthrown 
govemments, negotiated treaties, and of- 
fered food, money, and weapons to gain 
favor. 

The question for Gardner is how Amer- 
ican presidents have sought to reconcile these 
two seemingly contradictory impulses. At 
first blush his answer is promising. For 
America’s first century or so. presidents 
could largely afford to ignore the paradox. 
With such distractions at home as the In- 
dustrial Revolution, the Civil War, and 
“Winning the West,” and with British pro- 
tection on the high seas and Europe’s preoc- 
cupation with colonialism, there was simply 
no need for the U.S. to act forcefully abroad. 
It could, so it seemed, influence and lead 
by example rather than by involvement. 

In the early 1900s. Gardner explains, 
this international order began to crumble. 
Growing militarism among European Great 
Powers threatened to spill over into armed 
conflict. The rise of working-class social- 
ism within each of the Great Powers threat- 
ened to spill over into revolution. Together, 
these developments were a fundamental 
challenge to American liberalism. War 
would cut off the U.S. from the intema- 
tional markets upon which its economic 
prosperity, and therefore its domestic order, 
was built. Revolution would cut to the core 
of liberalism’s ideological legitimacy. As 
a result, the strategy of leaving well enough 
alone could no longer work. “A much bolder 

approach was needed,” writes Gardner. 
Enter Woodrow Wilson. Faced with rev- 

olutions in Mexico and Russia and with the 
Great War in Europe, Wilson was the first 
American president to confront the need for 
global activism. His task: to construct an 
international order that mirrored the coun- 
try’s liberal domestic order. Embodied in 
a League of Nations, this new regime would 
place a premium on compromise and self- 
determination. To achieve it, Wilson would 
take the diplomatic route. But it scan be- 
came apparent that diplomacy alone would 
not suffice. According to Gardner, Wilson 
concluded that the U.S. had to be prepared 
to back its ideals with Force. Argued Wil- 
son: “A nation, which by the standard of 
other nations, however mistaken those stan- 
dards may be-, is regarded as helpless, is 
apt in general counsel to be regarded as 
negligible.” Such was the beginning of Wil- 
son’s convenant with power. 

Having described well the underlying di- 
lemma of American foreign policy and Wil- 
son’s attempt to resolve it, Gardner moves 
on to examine how presidents since Wilson 
have struggled to construct their own cov- 
enants. In principle, such an analysis should 
uncover a number of useful insights. In 
practice, the review of suchevents as FDR’s 
decision to declare war, the conflicts in Ko- 
rea and Vietnam, and U.S.-Soviet detente 
never quite delivers. The insights we get- 
for example, into the enduring influence of 
Wilson’s presidency or into the long-stand- 
ing mismatch between the condition of Third 
World conflict and American ideals and 
methods-are scattered and unfocused. 

Like many revisionist accounts, the book 
appears preoccupied with failure. It takes 
American shortsightedness as a given, and 
it is largely devoid of sympathy for the 
predicaments of presidents and their advi- 
sors. Rarely is an eye cast toward the bu- 
reaucratic, political, and diplomatic obsta- 
cles they confront; where and why they have 
performed better; and how they might tackle 
more effectively the problems that lie ahead. 

A second problem has to do with the 
book’s method. In the attempt to be “pro- 
vocative more than persuasive,” Gardner 
dispenses with most references-a frustra- 
tion for anyone seeking a context for the 
myriad quotations and assertions. More im- 
portant, he displays a strong tendency to- 
ward overstatement. About Vietnam, for 
example. Gardner writes: “(It] became the 
ultimate test of national will and credibility, 
a war that would determine the outcome of 
the American Revolution.” About super- 
power politics: “The Russian-American 
confrontation has long since become a nu- 



clear stalemate. The test of wills continues 
to escalate, however, with its demands that 
Americans load more and more missiles on 
board a ship ready to set sail on a quest to 
take back the missing limb from liberal the- 
ory that Lenin passed on to Mao and he to 
Ho.” Such statements too frequently sub- 
stitute for hard analysis. 

With more sympathy and precision, A 
Convenaw With Power could have turned 
a promising premise into a significant con- 
tribution. It stands instead as an opportunity 
largely missed. [WVI 
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Why is the Middle East such a daqgerous 
place? Why has the history of thekegion 
become a train of unsettled disputes: wars, 
dislocations. and death? An inquiring glance 
at the day’s newspapers provides some par- 
tial answers: the implacable hostility of the 
Arab-Israeli conflict and the uniquely in- 
soluble binationalist struggle between Israel 
and the Palestinians. There is also the stra- 
tegic importance of the region’s oil exports 
and reserves and the inscrutable fury of Is- 
lamic fundamentalism. The great merit of 
Carl Brown’s new book is that the author 
offers a persuasive and parsimonious thesis 
that organizes all of these factors and places 
them in coherent perspectives. 

An interpretive essay in diplomatic his- 
tory, Brown’s book makes an argument that 
is at once structural and cultural: The re- 
gional state system of today’s Middle East 
is highly unstable and conflict-prone be- 
cause it is characterized by extreme mul- 
tilateralism and chronic foreign interven- 
tion. Brown traces the mots of the problem 
to the “Eastern Question,” the name nine- 
teenth-century European statesmen and.their 
academic chroniclers gave to the byzantine 
gamesmanship that attended the gradual 
dismantling of a senescent Ottoman Empire 
by provincial warlords, nationalist move- 
ments, and expanding European powers. A 
unique “diplomatic culture” resulted from 
these. confusing struggles, one that survived 
the demise of the Sick Man of Europe and 
has been reinforced by the persistent mul- 
tilateral meddling of foreign powers. Given 
the area’s strategic centrality between East 
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and West, and its great ethnic and geo- 
graphic diversity, no regional contender or 
external power could unite or organize the 
region. Attempts at hegemony-Brown ex- 
amines Britain’s “Arab Policy,” Nasser’s 
Pan-Arabist project, and more recent Amer- 
ican unilateral diplomacy-have foundered 
on this structural fact. In the meantime, 
internal contenders have continued to settle 
accounts, while great powers have pursued 
grand designs in the region and only suc- 
ceeded in frustrating those of others. 

Professor Brown is no doubt correct to 
rank the Middle East as the most “pene- 
trated” of the world’s regional diplomatic 
arenas. “A penetrated political system is 
neither effectively absorbed by the outside 
challenger nor later released from the out- 
sider’s smothering embrace. .. .The degree 
of penetration is best measured by the extent 
to which differences between local, na- 
tional, regional, and international politics 
becomes blurred. That is, the politics of a 
thoroughly penetrated society is not ade- 
quately explain-ven at the local level- 
without reference to the influence of the 
intrusive outside system.” The hallmark of 
Middle Eastem “penetration” is a pervasive 
multilateralism. Local leaders and conflicts 
mesh with national and superpower actors 
and rivalries in an ever-changing pattern of 
confounding complexity. A coup attempt 
in Amman can provoke civil strife in Tyre, 
or a local dispute over water rights can 
prompt imperial improvisation in Washing- 
ton. Penetration and multilateralism were 
at the heart of the Eastem Question in the 
nineteenth century; and Brown argues that 
the lessons in realpolitik which European 

powers gave Middle Eastern elites in the 
nineteenth century impressed upon them a 
“bitter sense of their relative powerlessness 
in a kaleidoscopic, Hobbesian world” and 
f o s t e d  a‘kynicism and manipulative spirit 
which, in turn, helped to sustain the very 
system that oppressed them.” 

Carl Brown is at his best when he ana- 
lyzes the ramifications and dynamics of this 
system. He cites episodes from the succes- 
sive “Syrian Crises” of the mid-nineteenth 
century, the Balkan wars of national lib- 
eration, and the Arab-Israeli conflict to show 
the congruities and enduring features that 
characterize all these struggles. But the el- 
egance of his argument is often cluttered 
by involved digressions and trivial c o m  
lations. For example, Brown embarks on a 
discussion of nineteenth-century Islamic 
movements, and he develops a cogent anal- 
ysis of the modernization programs of Ot- 
toman autocrats; but those are at best ex- 
tended foomotes to his diplomatic thesis. 
Brown also devotes a whole chapter to re- 
hearsing the American habit of seeing So- 
viet trickery in essentially local or regional 
disputes. His point: The region’s paranoid 
style of politics infects superpowers as well 
as ministates. But it is just as characteristic 
of American diplomacy throughout the Third 
World in the cold war period. 

Professor Brown in more on target when 
he discusses the interaction of atrophying 
Ottoman institutions and the indelicate in- 
strusions of European powers. He notes that 
the weakness of modem Arab states in the 
fertile crescent derives in part from the Ot- 
toman system of confessional home rule, 
whereby Constantinople deputized reli- 
gious and tribal dignitaries to regulate tax- 
ation and justice within their communities. 
This “millet” system was an ingenious re- 
sponse to the ethnic diversity and seg- 
mented social structure of the region; but 
it prompted myriad insular and umbrageous 
particularisms in the empire and proved rad- 
ically at odds with the secularist model of 
the liberal nation-state, a model that Arab 
nationalists sought to adopt in the decades 
following the collapse of Ottoman rule. 

The development of stable Arab nation- 
states was also hamstrung by the mandate 
system, which replaced Ottoman govem- 
ment in the interwar period. At Versailles 
the victorious Allies appointed themselves 
custodians of Wilsonian democracy in the 
Ottoman provinces of Arab Asia. Britain 
and France were mandated to consult with 
local populations and oversee the orderly 
establishment of viable national institutions 
in their mandatories. In fact, they pressed 
de facto protectorates on their charges, pur- 
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