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“The Politics of the Forgotten and the Aggrieved: Remaking the World Order?” 
 

Robert Person and Thomas Sherlock 
 

“I think [the World Order] is under the biggest attack since World War II” 
 

Secretary of Defense James Mattis 
Senate Confirmation Hearing, January 12th, 2017 

 
 The 21st century has been a time of significant upheaval in international and national 
politics, which has weakened the prevailing system of global institutions, agreements, and norms 
largely created and supported by American power and influence. There has been a renewal of 
great power competition in places like Eastern Europe, South Asia, the Middle East and the 
South China Sea.  Simultaneously, the ability of non-state groups and individuals to affect 
politics among states has increased exponentially.  The spread of the internet into every aspect of 
modern life has created new opportunities and vulnerabilities that have challenged traditional 
economic, legal, and political structures.  The 2008 financial crisis significantly weakened the 
post-Cold War “Washington Consensus” on free markets, and in its wake, a range of state and 
non-state actors have questioned and criticized the institutions and norms of the “liberal world 
order.”  Critics include the United States itself, the traditional leader of that order.  Indeed, much 
of the discontent with the status quo comes from within the Western democracies that by many 
measures benefit most – at least in aggregate terms -- from the current system.  
 SCUSA 2017 investigates these issues and their implications with this year’s theme: “The 
Politics of the Forgotten and the Aggrieved: Remaking the World Order?”  The theme focuses on 
two core issues that affect both current dynamics of international relations and American 
domestic politics.  While the conference theme separates the concepts of “forgotten” and 
“aggrieved,” we fully recognize that they are often linked in practice.  A narrative (justified or 
not) of having been forgotten can itself lead to grievance.  Taken individually or together, the 
politics of the forgotten and the aggrieved are a common thread through many of the most 
pressing issues affecting American foreign policy today.   

Throughout the conference, we ask SCUSA delegates to consider the diverse 
manifestations of the politics of the forgotten and the aggrieved, the ways in which they interact, 
how they challenge the legitimacy and capacity of the liberal world order, and, ultimately, what 
the United States should do about these two important sources of domestic and international 
instability.  By the politics of the forgotten, we refer to the political environment (including 
policy responses) that encompasses those groups, both at home and abroad, that have been left 
behind in terms of economic or physical security as well as personal dignity.  Thus, our 
definition of the forgotten encompasses two types of people: those who experience deprivation of 
some important kind within the current world order and those whose interests have been 
marginalized in contemporary political discussions. These groups are often, but not always, one 
and the same. 

We define the aggrieved as groups (or states) who oppose, in whole or part, the current 
distribution of authority and power in international or national politics.  At the level of groups, 
grievances may derive from perceptions of economic deprivation, cultural vulnerability (identity 
politics), exclusion from political influence, or physical insecurity. This category includes groups 
as disparate as economic and cultural nationalists in Europe and the United States or rebellious 
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ethnic and religious minorities (like the Sunni or Kurds in Iraq). Once again, there is no 
necessary overlap between the forgotten and the aggrieved.  Imagined inequalities can create 
grievances as easily as real ones, and non-economic factors can inspire grievances as well.  For 
example, the desire to retrieve lost status, to make up for historical humiliations, or to achieve a 
grand ethno-religious or socio-economic vision that seems constrained by the current 
international order can all inspire grievance in groups of people. The same is true at the level of 
states. The governments of Russia, China, India, and other countries harbor significant 
grievances due to perceptions of the unfair distribution of wealth and power in the liberal 
international order.  We ask that delegates think deliberately about the politics of the forgotten 
and the aggrieved as separate categories before examining how they may (or may not) interact 
and overlap.   

In the remainder of this paper, we define and delineate the main contours of the liberal 
international order that was constructed in the aftermath of the Second World War.  We then 
discuss the politics of the forgotten and the aggrieved in more detail and point to some specific 
regional and topical issues that we hope the relevant roundtables will address.  Each roundtable 
will also have its own introductory paper that delves deeper into the specific questions raised by 
the theme.  We conclude this paper with a discussion of the ways in which the politics of the 
forgotten and the aggrieved may affect the liberal world order, which we ask delegates to 
consider as they craft policy recommendations for American foreign policy.          
 
Foundations of the Postwar International Order 
 
 It is worth remembering that the creation of a liberal world order was part of a deliberate 
national security strategy pursued by the United States in the aftermath of World War II.  G. 
John Ikenberry, one of the preeminent scholars on the liberal order, defines the order as such: 
 
 Liberal international order is defined as order that is open and loosely rule-based.   

Openness is manifest when states trade and exchange on the basis of mutual gain.  Rules 
and institutions operate as mechanisms of governance – and they are at least partially 
autonomous from the exercise of state power.  In its ideal form, liberal international order 
creates a foundation in which states can engage in reciprocity and institutionalized 
cooperation…In the twentieth century, it has been understood to entail more elaborate 
forms of rules and institutional cooperation.  Notions of cooperative security, democratic 
community, collective problem solving, universal rights, and shared sovereignty have 
also evolved…to inform the agenda of liberal order building.1 

 
Following the Second World War, the liberal order’s beating heart was intended to be the 

United Nations.  Recognizing that humanity could not afford continued recourse to “the scourge 
of war, which twice in our lifetime has brought untold sorrow to mankind,” the founding 
members pledged to collectively “reaffirm faith in fundamental human rights, in the dignity and 
worth of the human person, in the equal rights of men and women and of nations large and small, 
and to establish conditions under which justice and respect for the obligations arising from 
treaties and other sources of international law can be maintained, and to promote social progress 

																																																								
1 G. John Ikenberry.  Liberal Leviathan (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2011), 18-19. 
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and better standards of life in larger freedom.”2  Importantly, the architects of the postwar order 
recognized the inextricable link between security and economics: it is no accident postwar 
institution building – in the UN and elsewhere – paid close attention to both issues and their 
mutually-reinforcing nature.    

Challenges to this vision of an institutionalized global order of peace and prosperity 
emerged soon after its conception, following what would become familiar fault lines that cut 
across the Cold War era.  Though the Soviet Union and other communist countries remained 
active and embedded in the institutional framework of the UN, divisions between the world’s 
two superpowers, along with veto power in the Security Council, greatly limited the UN’s 
potential to meet its founders’ lofty ambitions.  Similarly, though Soviet representatives attended 
the 1944 Bretton Woods Conference that brought life to the economic architecture of the liberal 
order that survives to this day, the Soviet Union declined to ratify the final agreements on 
ideological grounds, effectively excluding themselves and their eventual satellites from the 
liberal economic elements of the postwar order. 

Nonetheless, the institutions of that liberal economic order would help facilitate an 
unprecedented period of economic development and interconnectedness that fueled American 
prosperity while enmeshing the United States in a global trading system that included developed 
and developing countries alike.  Organizations like the General Agreement on Trade and Tariffs 
(later the World Trade Organization) established common ground rules on trade and tariff 
policies to ensure that member states could trade freely and fairly with one another.3  The 
International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (later the World Bank), founded to help 
finance the post-WWII reconstruction of Europe, would later fund economic development 
projects across the developing world.4  And the International Monetary Fund, founded as a way 
to avoid the destabilizing exchange rate fluctuations and balance of payment problems that 
exacerbated the global Great Depression, would evolve into an organization critical to economic 
development, particularly through its capacity to loan funds to distressed economies.5   

Other institutions that comprised the postwar order were more regional in focus.  The 
European Coal and Steel Community would give rise to the European Economic Community 
which would eventually evolve into the European Union, perhaps the most advanced example of 
interstate institutionalization in history.6  The Organization for European Economic Cooperation, 
founded to administer aid to Europe through the Marshall Plan, would become the Organization 
for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) and expanded to include non-European 
states in its membership.7  And the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, though founded as a 
defensive alliance against the Soviet Union, nonetheless institutionalized security and defense 
cooperation among member states to a degree unprecedented in history.8  Although less 
developed than the Euro-centric institutions, regional economic and security institutions in the 

																																																								
2 United Nations Charter.  http://www.un.org/en/sections/un-charter/preamble/index.html 
3 World Trade Organization.  “Understanding the WTO: The GATT years.”  
https://www.wto.org/english/thewto_e/whatis_e/tif_e/fact4_e.htm   
4 The World Bank.  “History.”  http://www.worldbank.org/en/about/history 
5 International Monetary Fund.  “About the IMF.” http://www.imf.org/en/About 
6 European Union.  “The History of the European Union.” https://europa.eu/european-union/about-eu/history_en 
7 OECD.  “History.”  https://europa.eu/european-union/about-eu/history_en 
8 NATO.  “A Short History of NATO.”  http://nato.int/cps/en/natohq/declassified_139339.htm 
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Asia-Pacific region, the Americas, Africa, and the Middle East developed in the postwar decades 
with varying degrees of integration with the American-led global order and institutions. 

Thus, the postwar liberal order reveals itself less as a singular “order” as more of a 
patchwork of global and regional institutions, woven tightly together in some places and more 
loosely knit elsewhere.  Though the order can hardly be described as an exclusively “western” or 
“American” order, there can be little doubt that the order and its institutions have served 
American national interests well since 1945.  However, when viewed through lens of the politics 
of the forgotten and the aggrieved, we are reminded that the liberal world order has not served 
the interests of all states, nor has it benefitted all of the world’s inhabitants equally.  The tension 
that arises between the order and those who have been forgotten and who are aggrieved forms 
will drive many of the discussions and debates throughout SCUSA 2017. 
 
The Politics of the Forgotten 
 

The belief that one has been forgotten or left behind drives much of today’s domestic and 
international politics.  In many cases, this belief may be fully justified from an economic, social, 
or political standpoint.  We live in an era of extensive economic inequality both within and 
among states.  The global community also faces several ongoing refugee and migrant crises 
around the world, and more people are at risk of starvation in 2017 than at any point since 
WWII. However, we call the delegates’ attention to the possibility that some political actors may 
use the language of having been forgotten to justify particular policy choices, regardless of actual 
economic deprivation or political neglect.  Indeed, some political actors use the claim that they 
have been left behind to justify their refusal to help the most deprived and neglected members of 
society.  Yet it is those left furthest behind who are least able to advocate for themselves. 

While the economic growth of the Post-WWII liberal world order has brought 
widespread prosperity and development to many parts of the globe, a large percentage of the 
world’s population still lives in relative poverty.  Much of this poverty is concentrated in the 
least developed countries (LDCs).  Due to increasing technological, infrastructural, and 
educational barriers to entry into the global market, it has become harder and harder for LDCs to 
close the gap with the wealthiest countries.  Partly as a result, many LDCs find themselves 
caught in a cycle of domestic and sometimes inter-state political upheaval and violence that 
further limits their potential for economic growth.   

Lack of economic opportunity and accompanying socio-political tensions, sometimes 
leading to civil war, have led to widespread migration, internal displacement and refugees in 
many parts of the world.  Examples include the Syrian and Sudanese refugee crises and the 
continuing flow of migrants out of North Africa across the Mediterranean, as well as the more 
recent flight of hundreds of thousands of Rohingya Muslims from Myanmar.  This illustrates one 
of the intersections of the politics of the forgotten and the politics of the aggrieved: the situation 
of millions of forgotten people who are seeking better economic opportunity and safety for their 
families has inspired grievances among the populations of Europe and North America with 
significant political ramifications.  Concerns over legal and illegal immigration have interacted 
with economic inequality and slow growth in many countries to drive the rise of populist 
movements.  Even within the wealthiest states, domestic economic inequality has fueled 
grievances and driven the populist movements of the past decade.  The subsequent backlash 
against refugees and immigrants has only aggravated the condition of these “forgotten” people. 
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Although there is significant cause for concern about the condition of people left behind 
in the current historical moment, many states, organizations, and individuals have tried to 
address the situation of forgotten peoples.  For example, the United States government gives 
billions of dollars in official foreign aid annually, and the American private sector donated over 
$370 billion in 2016 alone, much it overseas.  However, scholars and practitioners alike have 
raised important questions about the effectiveness and second-order effects of foreign aid and 
development assistance.  Policy recommendations for how the United States might address the 
dynamics of forgotten people should take into account the complexities of conceptualization and 
execution involved in any foreign aid program.  

 
The Politics of the Aggrieved 
 
 The second core issue that SCUSA’s theme addresses is the politics of grievance.  From 
Beijing’s politicized condemnation of China’s “Century of Humiliation” and the broader colonial 
legacy to criticism by groups in the West that perceive the long-standing international 
commitments of their governments as useless or disadvantageous to their country, grievance is a 
central part of the international political dialogue today.  The influence of grievance on 
international affairs takes three primary forms in the modern era: geopolitical grievance, where 
states use the language of grievance deliberately to justify actions that advance their interests 
abroad; populism, where domestic interest groups capture or influence their state’s government 
through domestic politics in the name of rectifying some perceived grievance; and individual or 
community grievance, where non-state actors take action to remedy or respond to a perceived 
grievance.  The political use of grievances is not intrinsically positive or negative.  Indeed, 
movements towards democracy and the spread of human rights are based, by definition, on 
grievances with the status quo.  During SCUSA 2017, we ask delegates to think about how 
political actors use grievance to achieve a variety of ends within international and domestic 
politics. In the interest of crafting sound policy recommendations, SCUSA delegates should also 
attempt to evaluate the substance and legitimacy of such grievances as well as the capacity of 
their purveyors to challenge elements of the American-led liberal international order.  
 China’s recent actions in the South China Sea and Russia’s actions in Ukraine and 
beyond are prominent examples of countries using grievance to justify an action in the name of 
restoring something that was lost, such as territory, power, status, or reputation.  China 
frequently references its “Century of Humiliation” at the hands of Western colonial powers as 
justification for restoring its rightful place in its region and the world.  President Putin’s regime 
in Russia also uses the language of grievance against an encroaching NATO and unfair Western 
policies to justify its actions in Eastern Europe and elsewhere.  Iran and North Korea have built 
large portions of their national narratives around grievances against the United States and its 
allies.  Colonial grievances make regular appearances in the international dialogue between 
former colonizers and former colonies, as was recently seen in relations between the United 
States and the Philippines.  Foreign policy issues ranging from great power competition, to the 
security of trade routes, to the socio-economic development of LDCs involve questions of 
grievance.  
 To what extent are the grievances of certain states against the existing rules and structures 
of the international order legitimate?  To what extent, if at all, should the United States address 
such grievances?  Good policy-making requires a careful assessment of the motivations and 
goals of the agents of grievance.  Can aggrieved states be satisfied through reform of the current 
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liberal international order or are their complaints so fundamental that to satisfy them would 
challenge the very existence of the liberal international order?  
 The past three years have also seen the rapid rise of populist and nationalist movements 
in Europe and North America.  These movements share a common language of threat from 
outsiders, unfair deals, and the necessity of turning inwards.  This form of the politics of 
grievance differs from geopolitical grievance in that it begins with domestic political groups and 
movements that then influence the behavior of states on the international stage.  Likewise, the 
Arab Spring, the Color Revolutions in Western Europe, and popular movements in Myanmar and 
elsewhere all incorporate the language of grievance.  Many of these movements, such as 
BREXIT, threaten long standing political institutions, while others have resulted in civil wars 
that trigger further grievances within the affected country and beyond.  Ironically, it is the highly 
interdependent economic and political institutions set up by the post-World War II liberal order 
that allow the effects of these movements to be felt globally, potentially destabilizing the world 
order itself.   
 Finally, the advancement of technology, especially the internet, has allowed individuals 
and small groups to air their grievances on the international stage more effectively than at any 
other point in history.  International terrorism drove over a decade of American foreign policy 
after September 11th, 2001, and, more recently, ISIL-inspired terrorist attacks in Europe and the 
United States have further strengthened isolationist movements there.  Likewise, cybercrime and 
cyberwarfare have become critical security concerns in the modern era.  Networks increase the 
speed and efficiency of communication, information-sharing, and transactions while exposing 
everything from power grids to personal information to malicious actors.  This has created a 
situation where a single individual or small group can cause destruction on scales far exceeding 
traditional terrorist attacks.  States are also leveraging cyber tools to advance their interests in 
ways that would have previously required military force, blurring the lines between crime, 
espionage, and warfare.  In this context, individual grievances may be as important as national 
grievances. 

 
Remaking the World Order? 
 

When considered through the lens of the politics of the forgotten and the aggrieved, the 
liberal world order is revealed to be at once the origin, target, and tool of those who are forgotten 
and aggrieved.  In many – but by no mean all – instances, the grievances of certain states, 
individuals, and non-state actors can be traced back in one way or another to the order and its 
institutions.  While the economic institutions embedded in that order have promoted the 
globalization of trade and finance that has lifted billions out of poverty, many have still been left 
behind to seethe in grievances born of poverty, inequality, and corruption.  To the degree that the 
institutions of the liberal economic order are perceived to have “stacked the deck” against those 
left behind, the order itself becomes the object of blame for the aggrieved and forgotten.  

Nonetheless, there are indisputable signs that the fabric of the liberal order is fraying at 
the edges and even in its interior.  America’s position as the leading power (and greatest 
beneficiary) of this order and its institutions endured following the collapse of communism, but 
America’s continued primacy in that order is what gives rise to grievances among many states 
and groups on the margins of the liberal order.  Seeing the order and its institutions as thinly-
veiled vehicles for American unilateralism, states like Russia, North Korea, Iran, and others 
(possibly even China) have recently sought to undermine western institutions in some instances 
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and replace them with regional institutions that exclude the United States in others.  Thus, when 
Russian President Vladimir Putin calls for a “multipolar world,” it is a call born of frustration 
with the American-led order that extends Washington’s influence throughout the globe, often at 
the perceived expense of Russian interests. 
 If the liberal world order is seen by many individuals and states which have remained 
outside the order or on its margins as the source of their grievances, then it comes as little 
surprise that the order and its institutions have become a target for those who are aggrieved.  This 
phenomenon has manifested itself in the form of social movements across the globe.  What is 
striking is the degree to which these movements are nearly universally framed in oppositional 
terms: movements against globalization, against immigration, against trade, against political 
elites, against European integration.  Though counterexamples exist (movements in support of 
human rights, for example), to a large degree the politics of the forgotten and aggrieved are 
waged as political warfare in opposition to some target or “enemy.”  The liberal world order and 
its institutions stand as that target with increasing frequency in the 21st century, subject to overt 
and covert attacks by individuals and states alike. 
 One of the ironies of the SCUSA 2017 theme is that the very actors who take aim at the 
liberal world order simultaneously use that order and its achievements as tools in its dismantling.  
One cannot imagine the information age and its dizzying technologies without the foundation 
built by globalization and economic modernization.  Yet the flow of information made possible 
by globalization has enabled transnational terrorist networks to wage war against the West’s 
institutions, interests, and values.  The technology boom of the internet age has made our 
societies vulnerable to manipulation from within and without as actors seek to sway public 
opinion through misinformation.  And it has exposed our core democratic institutions – arguably 
the cornerstone of American politics and identity – to meddling by foreign powers who seek 
strategic or tactical advantage by any means.  They use the achievements of the liberal order to 
take aim at its leader, gradually eroding the order and its institutions in the process.  What will 
remain after these efforts, and how the United States should defend its interests and its order, are 
the subject of this conference and its constituent roundtables.   

SCUSA 2017 asks how the politics of the forgotten and the aggrieved will affect the 
current world order.  The open markets, institutions, and political norms of the post-WWII 
liberal order are under stress.  This stress stems in part from broader social, technological, 
environmental, and economic changes and in part from a deliberate assault by state and non-state 
actors following their own perceived interests.  The system of American alliances that 
maintained stability since the end of the Second World War has rarely seemed as weak as it does 
now.  The financial crisis of 2008 demonstrated that the global marketplace, for all its strengths, 
is also a means by which a national economic crisis can rapidly become a global disaster.  And 
the reality of climate change means that the political choices that states make now will have long 
term and potentially irreversible implications for future generations. 

 
The American Home Front 

 
In another great irony drawn from the SCUSA theme, the United States, the creator of the 

liberal international order and long its exemplar, now stands accused by many critics, both 
foreign and domestic, of acting to weaken that very order. Here the grievances are held by the 
defenders of the existing system. They indict what they see as disinterest, ambivalence or 
seeming opposition of the current administration toward maintaining robust security alliances, 
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expanding interstate trade agreements, fighting climate change in concert with global partners, 
and upholding transnational liberal political values and human rights.  

Advocates of an “America First” policy respond that American support for the liberal 
order has led to domestic economic decline for large segments of population and a significant 
depreciation of American global political power due to unequal trade agreements, the unfair 
burden of maintaining “obsolete” alliances and security commitments, the cultural and economic 
pressures of illegal immigration, and the high cost of foreign interventions to protect human 
rights and advance American democratic ideals.   

It should be emphasized that the battle lines in the struggle over the liberal international 
order are not neatly drawn.  American political and economic elites often favor elements of the 
globalized order, such as free trade, but might have little interest in efforts at global ecological 
policies or the spread of American democratic values abroad.  Other elites may strongly favor the 
promise of the Trump administration to cut taxes and regulations but have little in common with 
the cultural and economic grievances of the populist movements. The fragmentation of the 
American polity obviously did not emerge from nowhere during the 2016 election.  It had 
already been underway, from above and from below, for some time.  Yet it seems that the 
election of Donald Trump has brought long-developing cleavages and grievances to the forefront 
of American political discourse.      

These socio-economic and political fissures obviously complicate American efforts to 
exercise its longstanding role as the leader of the liberal international order.  It may now seem 
difficult to conceptualize the United States, as some scholars have long preferred, as a unitary 
actor guided by rational engagement with the external environment. Instead, it may be more 
useful to view American foreign policy-making today as a highly politicized, often ad hoc, 
process that at times lacks strategic vision.  The deepening of partisan warfare in Congress 
obviously plays a negative role. One is hard-pressed to find in America today the political 
attitudes and values of Arthur Vandenberg, the Republican who served as chairman of the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee at the dawn of the liberal international order seventy years ago.  In 
1947, he famously stated that partisan politics must stop “at the water’s edge.” Committed to 
consensus and compromise in foreign policy, Vandenberg cooperated closely with the 
Democratic administration of Harry Truman, helping to ensure bipartisan backing for crucial, 
initial components of the post-war order.  A forceful advocate for the creation of the United 
Nations in 1945, Vandenberg went on to support the Truman Doctrine, the passage of the 
Marshall Plan, and the formation of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO).   

Critics of the Trump administration argue that its inexperience as well as its core policy 
and political preferences further weaken the overall coherence and purpose of American foreign 
policy.   For example, these critics fear that the administration’s pursuit of planned cuts to the 
State Department on budgetary and political grounds, as well as its expressed lack of confidence 
in American intelligence agencies, are likely to limit the capacity of the government to craft 
optimum policies.  Concerned observers suggest that such steps will strengthen forces already 
eroding long-standing sources of expertise in foreign policy.   

Will the condition of the global “forgotten” worsen as expertise and advocacy atrophy 
within the specialized bureaucracies of the American government and other sources of non-
partisan empirically-based expertise?  Will the United States see a reduction in its capacity to 
make sound, mutually supportive, foreign policies and, if so, will that quicken other American 
steps (or stumbles) toward partial global disengagement?  Would such disengagement, even if 
hesitant, undermine the moral and normative standing of American leadership as other states, 
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such as Germany and Canada, appear more responsive to instances of international distress, 
including refugee crises?  

The perception that American global leadership is increasingly rudderless may of course 
be misplaced. It may be more appropriate to view American foreign policy today as undergoing a 
somewhat fitful, periodic cycle of adjustment or retrenchment.  Some analysts adopt still another 
perspective, maintaining that the foreign policy of the administration is being pulled by strong 
domestic and international forces in a more traditional direction that generally supports the 
liberal global order.  Such differing perspectives underscore the prevalent uncertainty over 
whether the United States has the will or the capacity to maintain the liberal order in its current 
contours.  Each perspective, in turn, requires us to envision different scenarios of threats and 
opportunities that the United States is likely to face in the external environment.   

Although it may be too soon to evaluate with precision the effect of the diverse 
challenges to the liberal international order, SCUSA 2017 should engage in scenario planning 
after first establishing an empirical foundation for policy-making. Will the different pressures 
examined above gradually intensify and combine to seriously undermine, in whole or part, the 
liberal international order?  And is this an outcome that the United States should welcome or at 
least accept?  If yes, the students of SCUSA 2017 must clearly articulate not only why but also 
recommend policies that will enable the United States to weather the decay of the liberal order.  
Others will hope that the existing liberal system summons the capacity for adjustment and reform 
that ensures its survival and perhaps renewal. Those who support this outcome at SCUSA 2017 
must specify not only why the current system should endure, but also identify steps in American 
policy toward that end. We invite all student and senior delegates to SCUSA 2017 to engage in 
thoughtful discussion about these issues, and to propose policy recommendations for the United 
States to safeguard its interests and values in a turbulent age.  
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