Ron Forthofer on U.S. Foreign Policy  12/29/2018
It's a pleasure to be with you tonight.

I am going to cover US imperial foreign policy from colonial days until the present in order that we might better understand US policy. I'm attempting to do this in 50 minutes or so which means I'll have to omit many important events. 

Here in the US, we have been led to believe that we are an exceptional people and the indispensable nation. During our lifetime we have been exposed to lots of other myths about the US, particularly about how it is always on the side of good. I'll challenge many of these myths tonight using the words of US political and military leaders among others. 

It's important to understand our history so that we are better able to stand up to politicians' and media pundits' false claims when they try to build support for another illegal and aggressive war.

Overview

The US was founded on two original sins: genocide of American Indians and slavery of Blacks. Unfortunately we have never atoned for these sins and, in fact, we continue the oppression of these two groups today. 

Note that US thefts of lands and resources and killing and exploiting people are, disturbingly, nothing new. Many other nations/empires have committed similar crimes throughout history. Morality, legality or altruism are not considerations that apply to the acts of powerful nations. The US is the most recent and perhaps the most successful incarnation of empire that uses its military, assassinations and interventions in foreign elections, foreign puppet leaders, international organizations, US NGOs, coercion through financial means, and propaganda and fake news on the US public and the world, to expand, consolidate and to maintain its control.

Foreign policy on what became the 48-state version of the US

Doctrine of Discovery -- papal bulls of the 15th century; Pope Nicholas V in 1452 for Portugal and Pope Alexander VI in 1493 for Spain; assumed by other Christian European nations

Papal Bulls of the 15th century gave Christian explorers the right to claim lands they “discovered” and lay claim to those lands for their Christian Monarchs. Any land that was not inhabited by Christians was available to be “discovered”, claimed, and exploited. If the “pagan” inhabitants could be converted, they might be spared. If not, they could be enslaved or killed.
John Marshall, 1823 Supreme Court decision Johnson vs M'Intosh; The case essentially was about whether American Indians had the same rights as other humans to own land. Marshall had a vested financial interests in the decision, but did not remove himself from the case. The unanimous Court decision used the Doctrine of Discovery among other arguments to deny American-Indian rights of ownership -- they were merely occupants of their land.

Monroe Doctrine -- 1823

Manifest Destiny -- Indian Wars/slaughters/massacres

A century of Dishonor by Helen Hunt Jackson 1881

Mexican-American War -- 1846-48

Ulysses S. Grant --

In the 1880s, however, he wrote that the war was "unjust." He wrote in his memoirs about the war against Mexico: "I was bitterly opposed to the measure, and to this day, regard the war, which resulted, as one of the most unjust ever waged by a stronger against a weaker nation." - See more at: http://thomaslegion.net/usgrantmexicanamericanwarhistory.html#sthash.iQ9o8MrA.dpuf

Abraham Lincoln gained notoriety when he lashed out against the Mexican War, calling it immoral, proslavery, and a threat to the nation's republican values. Spot resolutions.

Slavery

On July 5, 1852, Douglass gave a speech at an event commemorating the signing of the Declaration of Independence, held at Rochester's Corinthian Hall. It was biting oratory, in which the speaker told his audience, "This Fourth of July is yours, not mine. You may rejoice, I must mourn." And he asked them, "Do you mean, citizens, to mock me, by asking me to speak to-day?"
What, to the American slave, is your 4th of July? I answer: a day that reveals to him, more than all other days in the year, the gross injustice and cruelty to which he is the constant victim. To him, your celebration is a sham; your boasted liberty, an unholy license; your national greatness, swelling vanity; your sounds of rejoicing are empty and heartless; your denunciations of tyrants, brass fronted impudence; your shouts of liberty and equality, hollow mockery; your prayers and hymns, your sermons and thanksgivings, with all your religious parade, and solemnity, are, to him, mere bombast, fraud, deception, impiety, and hypocrisy — a thin veil to cover up crimes which would disgrace a nation of savages. There is not a nation on the earth guilty of practices, more shocking and bloody, than are the people of these United States, at this very hour.
Foreign Policy outside North American continent

1890s -- conquest on steroids,

Hawaii -- coup in 1893 supported by US Marines. Annexation in 1898.

Philippines 1898 Spanish-American War; 1899-1902 Philippines-American War; undercut Cuba's and Philippine's efforts for independence; Puerto Rico and Guam too. The US slaughter of independence fighters in the Philippines was horrific. An anti-imperialist movement was created in the US and Mark Twain was a leading spokesperson. His War Prayer is a particularly powerful indictment of war.

Major General Smedley Butler

US Marine Corps legend Major General Smedley Butler described his early 20th-century experiences in a powerful and telling speech in 1933.

“War is just a racket. A racket is best described, I believe, as something that is not what it seems to the majority of people. Only a small inside group knows what it is about. It is conducted for the benefit of the very few at the expense of the masses." ...
"I wouldn't go to war again as I have done to protect some lousy investment of the bankers. There are only two things we should fight for. One is the defense of our homes and the other is the Bill of Rights." ...

"I spent thirty-three years and four months in active military service as a member of this country's most agile military force, the Marine Corps. I served in all commissioned ranks from Second Lieutenant to Major-General. And during that period, I spent most of my time being a high class muscle-man for Big Business, for Wall Street and for the Bankers. In short, I was a racketeer, a gangster for capitalism."

After WWII Oil -- a great prize

A 1945 memorandum to President Truman written by the Chief of the Division of Near Eastern Affairs in the U.S. State Department, Gordon Merriam, stated: “In Saudi Arabia, where the oil resources constitute a stupendous source of strategic power, and one of the greatest material prizes in world history, a concession covering this oil is nominally in American control.”
Adolf A. Berle, one of Franklin Roosevelt’s closest advisers, particularly in relation to the construction of the post-WWII world, later remarked that controlling the oil reserves of the Middle East would mean obtaining “substantial control of the world."

The US and its oil industry have worked assiduously to extend their influence over nations with large supplies of oil and natural gas or along possible pipeline routes.

Maintaining US standard of living

A 1948 State Department Policy Planning Paper by George Kennan, architect of the ‘containment’ policy toward the USSR, discussed the rationale behind US foreign policy. Kennan explained that, following World War II, America held 50% of the world’s wealth, yet had only 6.3% of the world’s population. According to Kennan, the real task for America:

"is to devise a pattern of relationships which will permit us to maintain this position of disparity without positive detriment to our national security. To do so, we will have to dispense with all sentimentality and day-dreaming; and our attention will have to be concentrated everywhere on our immediate national objectives. We need not deceive ourselves that we can afford today the luxury of altruism and world-benefaction."

In contrast, in early 1953 President Eisenhower stated some nice ideals for the US: 

“The way chosen by the United States was plainly marked by a few clear precepts, which govern its conduct in world affairs.

First: No people on earth can be held, as a people, to be enemy, for all humanity shares the common hunger for peace and fellowship and justice.

Second: No nation’s security and well-being can be lastingly achieved in isolation but only in effective cooperation with fellow-nations.

Third: Any nation’s right to form of government and an economic system of its own choosing is inalienable.

Fourth: Any nation’s attempt to dictate to other nations their form of government is indefensible.

And fifth: A nation’s hope of lasting peace cannot be firmly based upon any race in armaments but rather upon just relations and honest understanding with all other nations.”

Unfortunately, the US did not choose to follow this path and instead continued its pursuit of advancing US economic interests. Here are some other views of what the US actually did and does, consistent with General Butler's comments.

http://thirdworldtraveler.com/Blum/US_Interventions_WBlumZ.html

William Blum, a former State Department employee who resigned in protest in 1967 over Vietnam, became a strong critic of US foreign policy.

In looking at the period from 1945 to 1999, Blum concluded that the engine of American foreign policy has been fueled not by a devotion to any kind of morality, but rather by the necessity to serve other imperatives, which can be summarized as follows:

* making the world safe for American corporations;

* enhancing the financial statements of defense contractors at home who have contributed generously to members of congress;

* preventing the rise of any society that might serve as a successful example of an alternative to the capitalist model;

* extending political and economic hegemony over as wide an area as possible, as befits a "great power."

This in the name of fighting a supposed moral crusade against what cold warriors convinced themselves, and the American people, was the existence of an evil International Communist Conspiracy, which in fact never existed, evil or not.

The United States carried out extremely serious interventions into more than 70 nations in this period.

Mason Gaffney https://bsahely.com/2018/09/02/corporate-power-and-expansive-u-s-military-policy-by-mason-gaffney/

Military defense is generally treated in economics texts as a “public good” because the benefits are presumed to be shared by all citizens. However, defense spending by the United States cannot legitimately be classified as public good, since the primary purpose of those expenditures has been to project power in support of private business interests. Throughout the course of the 20th century, U.S. military spending has been largely devoted to protecting the overseas assets of multinational corporations that are based in the U.S. or allied nations.

The global “sprawl” of extractive companies has been the catalyst of U.S. foreign policy for the past century. The U.S. Department of Defense provides a giant subsidy to companies operating overseas, and the cost is borne by the taxpayers of the U.S., not the corporate beneficiaries.

Defining military spending as a “public good” has been a mistake with global ramifications, leading to patriotic support for imperialist behavior.

Political scientist John Mearsheimer argues that liberal discourse notwithstanding, U.S. foreign policy is actually guided by realist logic.

http://thediplomat.com/2013/09/the-realpolitik-of-the-american-people/

“It should be obvious to intelligent observers,” Mearsheimer writes, “that the United States speaks one way and acts another.” He goes on to contend that while the duplicity of American foreign policy is obvious to foreigners, the American public believes that the U.S. acts based on its moral principles.

The reason for this, according to Mearsheimer, is two-fold. First, in certain cases, such as the Cold War, U.S. values and realism coincide so that while the U.S. is motivated by its national interest, it can reasonably claim to be supporting liberal principles. However, sometimes America’s values and interests do conflict. In these cases, American elites become spin doctors who weave together a liberal, value-based narrative to explain the country’s foreign policy to the public. The American people, in turn, readily accept this narrative “because liberalism is so deeply rooted in their culture.”  --

For example, remember how the US population cheered "Shock and Awe" in the March 2003 illegal aggression against Iraq or how the US pundits cheered Trump when he bombed Syria in 2018. Apparently we, the U.S. public, long ago reached the point that widespread killing of the other became so acceptable that it didn't even warrant discussion. According to J. Robert Oppenheimer (father of the atomic bomb), before the approval of the use of the atomic bomb, Secretary of War Henry Stimson struggled with the moral issues raised by WWII and expressed dismay at the "appalling" lack of conscience and compassion ushered in by the war. Stimson stated that he was disturbed by the "complacency, the indifference, and the silence with which we greeted the mass bombings in Europe, and, above all, Japan."

Returning to the other views of the US approach to foreign relations.
Former UN Secretary General Boutros Boutros-Ghali provided his take on the US

It would be some time before I fully realized that the United States sees little need for diplomacy; power is enough. Only the weak rely on diplomacy. This is why the weak are so deeply concerned with the democratic principle of the sovereign equality of states, as a means of providing some small measure of equality for that which is not equal in fact. Coming from a developing country, I was trained extensively in international law and diplomacy and mistakenly assumed that the great powers, especially the United States, also trained their representatives in diplomacy and accepted the value of it. But the Roman Empire had no need for diplomacy. Nor does the United States. Diplomacy is perceived by an imperial power as a waste of time and prestige and a sign of 

Unvanquished : A U.S. - U.N. Saga (1999), p. 198.

https://www.commondreams.org/views/2019/01/03/hidden-structure-us-empire by

Nicolas J S Davies
stratified sovereignty
In the introduction to his 1965 book, Neo-Colonialism: the Last Stage of Imperialism, President Kwame Nkrumah of Ghana wrote, “The essence of neo-colonialism is that the State which is subject to it is, in theory, independent and has all the outward trappings of international sovereignty. In reality its economic system and thus its political policy is directed from outside.”
Darryl Li quoted Nkrumah’s verdict that this is, “…the worst form of imperialism. For those who practice it, it means power without responsibility, and for those who suffer from it, it means exploitation without redress.”
Nkrumah was deposed in a military coup orchestrated by the CIA the year after his words were published, but his critique remains, begging serious questions, “How long will the world tolerate this irresponsible form of empire?"  Or even, " Will we allow this 'last stage of imperialism' to be the last stage of our civilization?"
Thomas Friedman

In a 1999 column, New York Times columnist Thomas Friedman also echoed General Butler's comments when he admitted the linkage between the military and the ability of US corporations to thrive internationally. Friedman wrote: “For globalization to work, America can't be afraid to act like the almighty superpower that it is...The hidden hand of the market will never work without a hidden fist--McDonald’s cannot flourish without McDonnell Douglas, the builder of the F-15. And the hidden fist that keeps the world safe for Silicon Valley’s technologies is called the United States Army, Air Force Navy and Marine Corps.”
===========================

General David M. Shoup, Commandant of the MC, is another military figure who echoed Smedley Butler and was a sharp critic of the US aggression in Vietnam. Shoup said:

I believe that if we had and would keep our dirty, bloody, dollar-soaked fingers out of the business of these nations so full of depressed, exploited people, they will arrive at a solution of their own—and if unfortunately their revolution must be of the violent type because the "haves" refuse to share with the "have-nots" by any peaceful method, at least what they get will be their own, and not the American style, which they don't want and above all don't want crammed down their throats by America.

In April 1969, along with retired Colonel James Donovan, he broadened his criticism to national security policy. In an article published in Atlantic Monthly, he accused America of becoming militaristic and aggressive, and was a country ready to "execute military contingency plans and to seek military solutions to problems of political disorder and potential Communist threats in areas of our interest."[66] He said that anticommunism had given way to a new, aggressive defense establishment in the United States.[1]
The US public pays an enormous price for this aggressive interventionist policy in terms of human rights such as medical care, housing, food, education, etc. There is never enough money in the budget to fund these rights whereas there is apparently no shortage of funds for the military or for tax cuts. President Eisenhower also addressed this point in his 1953 Cross of Iron speech:

"Every gun that is made, every warship launched, every rocket fired signifies, in the final sense, a theft from those who hunger and are not fed, those who are cold and are not clothed.
This world in arms in not spending money alone.
It is spending the sweat of its laborers, the genius of its scientists, the hopes of its children.
The cost of one modern heavy bomber is this: a modern brick school in more than 30 cities.
It is two electric power plants, each serving a town of 60,000 population. 
It is two fine, fully equipped hospitals.
It is some 50 miles of concrete highway.
We pay for a single fighter with a half million bushels of wheat.
We pay for a single destroyer with new homes that could have housed more than 8,000 people."

In 1957, another of the leading US military figures during the 20th century, General Douglas MacArthur, explained the support for increasing military budgets.

"Our swollen budgets constantly have been misrepresented to the public. Our government has kept us in a perpetual state of fear ... with the cry of grave national emergency. Always there has been some terrible evil at home or some monstrous foreign power that was going to gobble us up if we did not blindly rally behind it by furnishing the exorbitant funds demanded. Yet, in retrospect, these disasters seem never to have happened, seem never to have been quite real."

Despite the collapse of the Soviet Union, politicians continue to use fear, that is, the threat of an attack by either Iraq, Islamic terrorists, North Korea, Iran, Russia or China and now by alleged terrorist hiding among refugees fleeing from US supported violence in Central America. 

Both major political parties strongly support the continuing increases in an already hugely bloated military budget, a budget by the way, that has not been routinely audited and in 2015 the Defense Department's Office of Inspector General reported that there was $6.5 trillion worth of unaccounted-for spending in that single year. Investigation of similar reports between 1998 and 2015 found a total of $21 trillion worth of unaccounted-for spending, an amount greater than the US GDP.

============================

Consistent with Kennan's warning, the US used the Central Intelligence Agency to overthrow democratically elected leaders who were not in sync with US interests. More recently, the Agency for International Development and non-governmental organizations such as the National Endowment for Democracy prepare the ground for coups. 

Amazingly, leaders more amenable to the US usually came to power after these coups! Coups welcomed by the US include Iran (1953), Guatemala (1954), Congo (1960), Brazil (1964), Indonesia (1965), Ghana (1966), Chile (1973), Honduras (2009) and Ukraine (2014).

William Blum's book Killing Hope: U.S. Military and CIA Intervention Since World War II examines this topic in detail.

Henry Kissinger on Chile:

http://web.mit.edu/hemisphere/events/kissinger-chile.shtml

“I don't see why we need to stand by and watch a country go communist due to the irresponsibility of its people. The issues are much too important for the Chilean voters to be left to decide for themselves.” 

In addition, John Perkins -- Economic Hit Man; 

http://www.globalissues.org/issue/786/aid

Ecuador -- Jaime Roldos; Panama -- General Omar Torrijos both in 1981

IMF/World Bank Expansion of corporate power through misnamed trade deals such as NAFTA, WTO, CAFTA; US banks

Sanctions; Cuba, Iraq, Iran, Russia, Venezuela that hit the people hardest are used; all these steps used before military confrontations.

US military attacks represented another way of trying to put compliant leaders in power. For example, North Korea, with the aid of China, fought a US-UN led invasion to a stalemate. In addition, Southeast Asia (Vietnam, Laos, Cambodia) also paid a price, but the Vietnamese were able to drive out the French and US forces.

Cuba also stood up to US sanctions and terrorist attacks used in an attempt to oust the Castro government. It's interesting to read excerpt from a speech by John F. Kennedy at an Oct. 6th fundraising speech in Cincinnati. The speech addressed reasons for the rise of Castro after addressing the risks of a Communist Cuba

http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=25660

Cuba -- First, we refused to help Cuba meet its desperate need for economic progress. ... we used the influence of our Government to advance the interests of and increase the profits of the private American companies, which dominated the island's economy. At the beginning of 1959 U.S. companies owned about 40 percent of the Cuban sugar lands - almost all the cattle ranches - 90 percent of the mines and mineral concessions - 80 percent of the utilities - and practically all the oil industry - and supplied two-thirds of Cuba's imports....


Administration spokesmen publicly praised Batista - hailed him as a stanch ally and a good friend - at a time when Batista was murdering thousands, destroying the last vestiges of freedom, and stealing hundreds of millions of dollars from the Cuban people, and we failed to press for free elections. ...


It is no wonder, in short, that during these years of American indifference the Cuban people began to doubt the sincerity of our dedication to democracy. They began to feel that we were more interested in maintaining Batista than we were in maintaining freedom - that we were more interested in protecting our investments than we were in protecting their liberty - that we wanted to lead a crusade against communism abroad but not against tyranny at home.

Not mentioned directly above, another force driving forces for US foreign policy is Israel.
For example, in 1947 before the Partition Plan for Palestine was approved by the UN General Assembly, Loy Henderson, director of the State Department’s Office of Near Eastern and African Affairs, warned: 

"The UNSCOP [U.N. Special Committee on Palestine] Majority Plan is not only unworkable; if adopted, it would guarantee that the Palestine problem would be permanent and still more complicated in the future." 

Henderson added: “The proposals contained in the UNSCOP plan … are in definite contravention to various principles laid down in the [U.N.] Charter as well as to principles on which American concepts of Government are based. 

“These proposals, for instance, ignore such principles as self-determination and majority rule. They recognize the principle of a theocratic racial state and even go so far in several instances as to discriminate on grounds of religion and race against persons outside of Palestine."

President Truman went against his Secretary of State and WWII hero George Marshall and most of the State Department's vehement oppostion in approving the partition plan. Earlier, in a Nov. 10, 1945, meeting with American diplomats brought in from their posts in the Middle East to urge Truman not to heed Zionist urgings, Truman had bluntly explained his motivation: "I'm sorry, gentlemen, but I have to answer to hundreds of thousands who are anxious for the success of Zionism. I do not have hundreds of thousands of Arabs among my constituents." http://www.ihr.org/other/trumandecision_curtiss.html

https://newrepublic.com/article/116215/was-harry-truman-zionist -- John Judis Jan. 2014

Unfortunately, history has shown the wisdom of Henderson's warning and the creation of Israel has led to loss of lives, enormous suffering and the theft of Palestinian lands by the Israelis. The brutal illegal Israeli Occupation of the Palestinian West Bank and subsequent crimes against human rights pale in comparison with the unspeakable Israeli crime, the illegal siege of Gaza, that makes Gaza a living hell.

The US has since provided the political cover for Israeli war crimes, harming the US image throughout the Middle East and elsewhere. Israeli Prime Minister Netanyahu's constant fear mongering against Iran has also played a role in the US position on the non-existent Iranian nuclear weapons threat.
Neo-cons, mostly left over from the George H.W. Bush administration, formed a think tank, the Project for the New American Century. In September 2000, PNAC proposed Rebuilding America's Defenses (RAD). This plan called for an aggressive and unilateral military approach to expand US control and for the prevention of any other nation(s) from being able to challenge the US. RAD also discussed the need for regime change. "American military preeminence will continue to rest in significant part on the ability to maintain sufficient land forces to achieve political goals such as removing a dangerous and hostile regime when necessary."
After the appalling criminal attacks on 9/11, it appears as if the Bush administration adopted some of the ideas in RAD. According to General Wesley Clark, the Pentagon had Iraq in its sights immediately after 9/11. Clark added that a few weeks later that he was told of a plan to take out seven nations (Iraq, Syria, Lebanon, Libya, Somalia, Sudan and Iran) over five years.

This program has also played a role in US positions since then with Russia and China being key targets.

 provocations to Russia -- NATO expansion

Ukraine/Eastern Europe -- colored revolutions; expansion of NATO

==========================================================
Not for use

Louisiana Purchase,

Florida -- Adams-Onis Treaty 1819, 1821; Georgia slave owners; Seminoles and Blacks

The plaintiff Johnson had inherited land, originally purchased from the Piankeshaw tribes. Defendant McIntosh claimed the same land, having purchased it under a grant from the United States. It appears that in 1775 members of the Piankeshaw tribe sold certain land in the Indiana Territory to Lord Dunmore, royal governor of Virginia and others. In 1805 the Piankeshaw conveyed much of the same land to William Henry Harrison, governor of the Indiana Territory, thus giving rise to conflicting claims of title.[5] In reviewing whether the courts of the United States should recognize land titles obtained from Native Americans prior to American independence, the court decided that they should not. Chief Justice John Marshall had large real estate holdings that would have been affected if the case were decided in favor of Johnson. Rather than remove himself from the case, however, the chief justice wrote the decision for a unanimous US Supreme Court.[6]
Twain's War Prayer -- pieces dropped out

Mark Twain -- anti-imperialist -- The War Prayer -- 1904-05; first published in 1923

https://warprayer.org/

an excerpt -- the second prayer implicit in the first prayer for victory; hypocrisy of the church re war and violence

“Lord our Father, our young patriots, idols of our hearts, go forth into battle — be Thou near them! With them — in spirit — we also go forth from the sweet peace of our beloved firesides to smite the foe. O Lord our God, help us tear their soldiers to bloody shreds with our shells; help us to cover their smiling fields with the pale forms of their patriot dead; help us to drown the thunder of the guns with the shrieks of their wounded, writhing in pain; help us to lay waste their humble homes with a hurricane of fire; help us to wring the hearts of their unoffending widows with unavailing grief; help us to turn them out roofless with their little children to wander unfriended in the wastes of their desolated land in rags and hunger and thirst, sports of the sun flames in summer and the icy winds of winter, broken in spirit, worn with travail, imploring thee for the refuge of the grave and denied it —...... We ask it, in the spirit of love, of Him Who is the Source of Love, and Who is the ever-faithful refuge and friend of all that are sore beset and seek His aid with humble and contrite hearts. Amen.


For our sakes who adore Thee, Lord, blast their hopes, blight their lives, protract their bitter pilgrimmage, make heavy their steps, water their way with their tears, stain the white snow with the blood of their wounded feet!

Colombia -- Panama 1903

Smedley Butler -- pieces dropped out

"I helped make Mexico, especially Tampico, safe for American oil interests in 1914. I helped make Haiti and Cuba a decent place for the National City Bank boys to collect revenues in. I helped in the raping of half a dozen Central American republics for the benefits of Wall Street. The record of racketeering is long. I helped purify Nicaragua for the international banking house of Brown Brothers in 1909-1912. I brought light to the Dominican Republic for American sugar interests in 1916. In China I helped to see to it that Standard Oil went its way unmolested.

"During those years, I had, as the boys in the back room would say, a swell racket. Looking back on it, I feel that I could have given Al Capone a few hints. The best he could do was to operate his racket in three districts. I operated on three continents.”

General Shoup -- pieces omitted
In a book titled Militarism U.S.A. (1970), Shoup and Donovan elaborated their criticisms.[79] Shoup said the country was seeking military solutions to issues that could be resolved politically. He accused military leaders of propagating the war for their own career advancement, and accused the veterans group Veterans of Foreign Wars of propagandizing for the armed forces establishment. Shoup blamed the American education system for what he saw as discouraging independent thought and stressing obedience.[76]
Harry S. Truman -- in his memoirs, 1956

"The demagogues, crackpots and professional patriots had a field day pumping fear into the American people. ... Many good people actually believed that we were in imminent danger of being taken over by the Communists and that our government in Washington was Communist riddled. So widespread was this campaign that it seemed no one would be safe from attack. This was the tragedy and shame of our time."

Through economic agreements

In 1944, a conference of the 44 Allied nations was held at Bretton Woods, New Hampshire to establish regulation of the international monetary and financial systems after the war. Britain and the US had competing versions for a reserve currency and other issues. Due to overwhelming US power and wealth, the nations went along with the US version that effectively resulted in making the US dollar the reserve currency, a decision with major implications for the world. See Linda McQuaig's excellent book The Cult of Impotence: Selling the Myth of Powerlessness in the Global Economy, pages 214-224 for more on Bretton Woods and the role played by the US banking industry. 

The International Monetary Fund and the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (now part of the World Bank) were also created at Bretton Woods. The US has used these institutions and their structural adjustment programs along with its trade policies and foreign aid to, in effect, keep third-world nations as colonies. These policies simultaneously expanded the power of  Western corporations and Wall Street banks. See Confessions of an Economic Hit Man by John Perkins for more information.

https://original.antiwar.com/Ted_Snider/2018/11/27/rogue-america-and-the-post-unipolar-world/

The Rogue Nation
In the soap opera that is Washington, and the tabloids that are the mainstream media, two of the most stunning moves in American history went practically unnoticed. America announced to the world that it is no longer accountable to the world, that it is hoisting itself outside of and above the world order.

When the United States reimposed sanctions on Iran following Trump’s illegal termination of the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA) nuclear agreement, Iran accused the U.S. of violating their 1955 Treaty of Amity agreement and of "naked economic aggression." Despairing of rational diplomacy with America, Iran took its case instead to the International Court of Justice, the judicial organ of the UN that settles legal disputes between member states. The International Court decided in favor of Iran. Rather than honoring the ruling of the court, the US instead withdrew from the treaty. That is not the response of the hegemon of an international order but the response of a rogue state: if international law says you are not honoring a treaty, don’t modify your behavior, withdraw from the treaty.

When the Palestinians took the United States to the International Criminal Court over the relocation of its embassy from Tel Aviv to Jerusalem, the United States withdrew from the Optional Protocol to the Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Relations, Concerning the Compulsory Settlement of Disputes, which removes America from the obligation to resolve disputes peacefully through international means. 

When the International Criminal Court ruled against the US on a treaty, the US pulled out of the treaty; when the Palestinians took the US to the International Court, the US pulled out of the court. Donald Trump and the United States no longer seem to recognize America’s accountability to the international order. That is not a hegemon who leads the international order, but a rogue state who exists outside of the international order.

https://www.counterpunch.org/2019/01/02/the-true-nature-of-us-interventions/ by John Perry

Plot to Control the World: How the US Spent Billions to Change the Outcome of Elections Around the World by Dan Kovalik
September 24, 2014 "ICH" - "HP" - - by Ian Sinclair -- Though it's rarely mentioned in polite company, Harold Pinter's 2005 Nobel Prize in Literature acceptance speech continues to resonate nearly ten years later.
"It never happened. Nothing ever happened. Even while it was happening it wasn't happening. It didn't matter. It was of no interest", Pinter explained about the death and destruction caused by the United States across the globe. He went on: "The crimes of the United States have been systematic, constant, vicious, remorseless, but very few people have actually talked about them."

How can something not happen even while it was happening, you ask? Let me explain.
In June 2012 the New York Times, published a report headed 'CIA Said To Aid In Steering Arms To Syrian Opposition.' According to the report "a small number of CIA officers are operating secretly in southern Turkey" coordinating the delivery of arms to rebels in Syria, including "automatic rifles, rocket-propelled grenades, ammunition and some antitank weapons." In March 2013 the New York Times published another report, titled 'Arms Airlift to Syria Rebels Expands, With Aid From CIA'. This report noted the arms deliveries had "grown to include more than 160 military cargo flights by Jordanian, Saudi and Qatari military-style cargo planes". According to the New York Times the size of the arms transfers were such they "correlated with shifts in the war within Syria, as rebels drove Syria's army from territory by the middle of last year."
So, to summarise, in mid-2012 the most influential newspaper in the world reported the US was helping to arm the rebels - a fact confirmed by subsequent stories in the New York Times itself as well as numerous reports in other mainstream news outlets around the world.
But in mid 2013 and later, leading mainstream media in the US and Britain claimed the opposite, that the US hadn't armed the moderate opposition forces in Syria.

Powerful U.S. forces work against pullout of troops from Syria by Robert Olson

https://www.kentucky.com/opinion/op-ed/article223782170.html#navlink=Lead


Robert Olson wrote this past December that Stephen Walt, a respected analyst of U.S. international relations, argues in his recent, “The Hell of Good Intentions: America’s Foreign Policy Elite and the Decline of U.S Primacy,” that U.S. foreign-policy elites have implemented a strategy of “liberal hegemony” since the end of WWII to impose U.S. dominance.

“Liberal hegemony” is implementing of the ideology of democracy via democratic institutions, liberal values, diplomacy, military might, the establishment of some 750 military bases around the globe, and the removal of dictatorial regimes, such as in Afghanistan, Iraq, Libya, Syria and Somalia, etc.

It was also implemented through an “interlocking web of think tankers, corporate lobbyists, congressional allies and foreign policy officials who depend of preserving liberal hegemony’s — hegemony,” Walt wrote.

Oson added: This policy included Sunday talk shows, newspapers — including the New York Times, Washington Post, Wall Street Journal and their op-ed and editorial pages. In the decades after WWII, there was little criticism from these sources of the mounting defense and intelligence agencies’ budgets, which by the first two decades of the 2000s was reaching $1 trillion.

