Demetri Kofinas:

00:00

Today's episode of Hidden Forces is made possible by listeners like you. For
more information about this week's episode, or for easy access to related
programming, visit our website at hiddenforces.io and subscribe to our free
email list. If you listen to the show on your Apple podcast app, remember, you
can give us a review. Each review helps more people find the show and join our
amazing community. And with that, please enjoy this week's episode.

Demetri Kofinas:

00:29

What's up everybody? My guest on this episode of Hidden Forces is Charles
Kupchan, a Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, a Professor of
International Affairs at Georgetown University and served as Special Assistant to
the President for National Security Affairs in the Obama White House, and also
served on the National Security Council under President Bill Clinton. He's here
today to talk about the subject of his latest book, Isolationism: A History of
America's Efforts to Shield Itself from the World. Professor Kupchan, welcome
to Hidden Forces.

Charles Kupchan:

01:22

Very nice to be with you, Demetri.

Demetri Kofinas:

01:23

It's great having you on. So, for those who haven't read your book, because I
think ... Is it already officially out?

Charles Kupchan:

01:31

Yes, it officially came out on the 1st of October.

Demetri Kofinas:

01:34

Okay. So, we're actually recording this today on the 7th. For those who haven't
read your book, how would you describe it for our listeners? And what was your
objective in writing it?

Charles Kupchan:

01:45

I would say it's the first book to tell the story of isolationism across US history. I
start with the French and Indian wars in the 1760s, and go right up to the Trump
administration and the 2020 election that we're about to witness. So, for
starters, it's simply a historical overview of this impulse that has been with the
country since the very beginning. And that is to avoid for an entanglement to
operate on the principle that getting involved in the troubles of others only
invites them to come mess around with us. Nobody, interestingly enough, had
ever really told that story.

Charles Kupchan:

02:34

There's a story about the founders, there's a book on isolationism in the 30s.
Actually many books. There's a book about Woodrow Wilson, and the defeat of
his effort to bring the country into the United Nations. But nobody kind of did
the soup to nuts book. And my purpose was really to bring this history to
Americans at a time when I think we all need to know more about the country's
foreign policy before Pearl Harbor. I started this book almost a decade ago,
because I began to sense that there was an inward turn in the United States.

Charles Kupchan:

03:14

It started after the end of the Cold War. I sensed it when I was in the Clinton
White House. It was put into abeyance to some extent by 9/11. But then came
back in spades once the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan didn't go so well, to put it
mildly. And I began to wonder this robust internationalism, this willingness to
run the world, this America with almost 800 military bases, is this more fragile
than it looks like? And that's really the question that I wanted to explore. And I
decided to do so by going back and trying to tell the story of the American

experience through the lens of the isolationist impulse. That's what the book is
really meant to do.
Demetri Kofinas:

04:05

Well, that was actually going to be my next question or one of my next
questions, which was when did you we and when did you first began to see
signs of a return of isolationists sentiments in the US? And the period for me,
where I saw it was really I put between 2004 and 2007. Exactly to your point
when the war in Iraq started not going so well, or the public opinion began to
turn a bit against the war, and right up until the surge. And also in the early 90s,
I think most notably with the popularity of Pat Buchanan's message. Those were
kind of the two periods that I remember. But when did you first begin to see
signs and what were those signs?

Charles Kupchan:

04:51

I think that the biggest clunk on the head for me was Clinton's reluctance to
engage in the Balkans. You'll remember that not soon after the Cold War ended,
Yugoslavia began to fall apart. And the George H. W. Bush administration
basically said, we don't have a dog in this fight. We're going to stay up out of the
Balkan Peninsula. Clinton, when he was a candidate said, we're not going to let
that happen. We're going to do something about this. This is a humanitarian
disaster. And then he gets into office, and I was there at the beginning, so really
the first couple of years, and he was quite reluctant to get involved.

Charles Kupchan:

05:41

There was a lot of pushback from the Pentagon. And eventually, he did get
involved. And we had the war for Bosnia and the Dayton accords, and
eventually, the intervention in Kosovo to push out the Yugoslav army and stop
the ethnic violence between ethnic Serbs and ethnic Albanians. But that's when
I began to say something's going on here. And you're right, Demetri, to point to
again, which a turning point, because I think that it's in the 1994 midterms when
the Republicans did well, that you really begin to see the collapse of what I call
in the book, the bipartisan compact between moderate Republicans and
moderate Democrats behind liberal internationalism.

Charles Kupchan:

06:33

Behind a formula of combining American power with partnership. Power plus
partnership, that was the formula of liberal internationalism that really emerged
under Roosevelt during World War II, and was alive and well right through the
Cold War up until the 1990s. That compact starts to come apart after the '94
midterms. And ever since then, I think Democrats and Republicans have really
gone in different directions on foreign policy, which is one of the reasons that I
think the country has been adrift. And one of the reasons that there is a kind of
isolationist comeback of a sort that that is very important, and I think it's quite
visible in Donald Trump's America First.

Charles Kupchan:

07:27

After all, when he said, America First, it's only America First. In his inaugural
address, he was going back to the mantra of interwar isolationism. The America
First Committee was born in 1940 to stop Roosevelt from sending aid to the
victims of Nazi aggression. They fought tooth and nail to keep the US out of
World War II. And so Trump harkening back to the America First days, was to
me a strong sign that the isolationism, the turn inward that I saw in the 1990s,
was really gaining steam, and in fact, taking root in the White House. And in my
mind, Trump is not the cause of it. He is more of the symptom, the visible

manifestations of a country that at least from his mind, wants to step away from
having bitten off more than it can chew.
Demetri Kofinas:

08:30

So isolationism has tended to have a bad name, certainly during this period of
liberal internationalism. I guess one of my questions is, is that merited, one?
Two, where does that narrative come from? And that maybe, three could open
the door to really explore the history before the 1940s, which you document so
well in all of these different stories, whether it's the Spanish-American War or
the Monroe Doctrine, and maybe, explore how isolationism actually served the
nation well during that period.

Charles Kupchan:

09:06

You're right to point out that isolationism is today a dirty word. And if someone
calls someone else as an isolationist, it's really an epithet. It's an attempt to
denigrate them and isolate them politically. And one of the things I wanted to
do in the book is to refurbish isolationism reputation, not because I'm an
isolationist, I'm not. I'm sure we'll get to that later. But because I think that the
country needs to have a searching, open debate about the future of its role in
the world. And that anybody who says, hey, let's lighten the load, let's step
back, let's let others do more, they shouldn't be called an isolationist.

Charles Kupchan:

09:57

So I think it does a disservice to the quality of debate in this country, to continue
to use the notion of pulling back of lightening our load abroad as some sort of
insult. But that's the way it's been since 1941. And that's because the
isolationists were pushed to the margins of American politics during World War
II. And were seen as the fringe elements who made the big mistake of keeping
the United States behind a moat fortress America, while fascism and militarism
and virulent nationalism and Nazism were sweeping Europe and Asia. And I
agree with that. I think that that isolationism of the 1930s was a diluted bout of
a search for strategic immunity, that led to a disaster, the bloodiest, most costly
war in the history of the world in which 400,000 Americans lost their lives. I
mean, it was a big mistake for the United States not to engage earlier.

Charles Kupchan:

11:11

That having been said, I think if you go back to the 19th century, you see a
brand of isolationism, which serve the country well. And the isolationist impulse
goes right back to the founding days. And the guiding advice came from
President George Washington in his farewell address of 1796, in which he said,
"The Great rule of conduct for us is to have commercial relations with
everybody and entangling alliances with no one." And for the rest of the 19th
century until the Spanish-American War, the United States stayed home. Now,
the US was extremely expansive in North America, trampled on Native
Americans, grabbed a whole lot of land from Mexico, tried several times to take
over Canada. But it didn't go further. And that's because there was a consensus
that the United States had no business expanding beyond North America.

Demetri Kofinas:

12:22

Actually, if I'm not mistaken, it was in your book, as I do so much reading for this
program, sometimes I confuse different authors. But I think in your book, you
made the argument that those who argue that westward expansion was a form
of internationalism were making a faulty argument, is that correct?

Charles Kupchan:

12:43

It's a form of internationalism, if internationalism is equated with expansion.
Because we certainly engaged in territorial expansion. It's not internationalism if

it means intermixing with foreign people. Because in general, the United States
western boundary followed the extension of white settlement. And there was a
racial quality to American identity, there still is for some Americans. And
therefore, the idea was that the Union would expand in step with the frontier of
white settlement. And then when it came to going beyond that, one of the
reasons that the government and the public kept saying no was in part because
they were not deemed to be part of the American experiment.
Charles Kupchan:

13:41

Blacks, Latin-Americans, Hawaiians, Asians, they were not American in the more
ethnic sense of the word. And as a consequence, that was a brake on expansion.
There were also other motivations, such as, we don't want to entangle
ourselves in great power politics, we want to be an exceptional nation and not
go down the path of empire. But certainly the question of race and who
participated in the American experiment was part of the explanation for why
the US went to the Pacific Coast, but did not go further.

Demetri Kofinas:

14:23

I mean, that part of the history is actually very fascinating, the racial
components because of America's history with racism, with slavery, and the
sorts of populations that existed in Latin-America. And I have a lot of really great
illustrations in the book from Puck and some from ... Are you familiar with these
illustrations of Dr. Seuss that he did during the interwar period.

Charles Kupchan:

14:47

No, I'm not. Do they have racial content?

Demetri Kofinas:

14:50

Well, those are not racial. Those are related to sort of isolationism and they
have these great images of ostrich putting their heads in the sand. And Uncle
Sam sleeping in a bed next to Europe as they're sort of suffering under Nazi
fever. But the racial component and xenophobia and the correlation between
isolationist impulses and those qualities I think is interesting and something to
explore. I want to actually drill in a bit more about this point about Western
expansion. And then that could maybe, lead us into a definition of isolationism.
How do we define isolationism? Because, again, for me, it's a bit complicated.

Demetri Kofinas:

15:29

Is it fair to say that the reason that the United States was fundamentally from
the beginning isolationist was because it had more than enough to chew on in
North America? If it wanted to expand territorially, which is one reason why
countries engage internationally, at least during that period of time, they could
do that. They had plenty of resources to extract from those territories. And they
were able to engage diplomatically with the Native American peoples in the
territory. So, there was some level of cohabitation with the external world and
engagement. And obviously, there was commercial engagement, which doesn't
speak to the political component. But how do we define isolationism in a way
that separates it from what I'm describing here?

Charles Kupchan:

16:17

The term means different things to different people. And there are historians
out there who would say that the United States never was isolationist because
number one, it was a trading state from the beginning. Number two, the US was
never culturally isolated. Ideas from Europe, from Asia, were coming and going.
And others would say that the US was expansionist in North America and that
disqualifies it as isolationist. For me, isolationism is a lack of readiness to extend
strategic commitments beyond the mothership.

Charles Kupchan:

17:01

And it has an enduring geopolitical slash geographic logic to it, which is ever
present during the founding era. And that is that the United States has to its
east and west, big flanking oceans. It has to its north and south, smaller,
relatively mild neighbors. And as a consequence, the United States should bank
on that natural security. Yes, during the early decades, we didn't have natural
security because we were surrounded by the British, the French, the Spanish,
and also the Russians that had the territory up in the north, Alaska.

Charles Kupchan:

17:47

And so part of realizing isolationism was to gradually push one by one, European
powers out of the Western Hemisphere. And that, to me, was really the sort of
double-edged goal of America over the 19th century. One, to expand westward
and become a formidable North American readout. And two, while that process
moves forward, to gradually unseat all European powers from their strategic
presence in North America. And that generally worked. The French left, early
on. The Spanish stuck around until 1898. But then we booted them out in the
Spanish-American War. And then the British left relatively early in the 20th
century, after Anglo-American rapprochement pulling out their last troops from
Canada right around 1905/1906.

Demetri Kofinas:

18:55

So what I actually the part of the book that I found most illuminating and
interesting is not the geographical or natural security conditions that would
make isolationism a viable or intelligent or strategically advantageous strategy,
but rather the way in which American political history and culture told stories
about itself and its own relationship to the world that ultimately became a selffulfilling prophecy. First of all, would you agree with that interpretation, that
this was the strongest source of the isolationist impulse in American life is
actually a cultural one?

Charles Kupchan:

19:39

I would agree with that. And culture is a slippery concept, and I think the
geographic dimension ended up being part of our culture and our identity. And
in my mind, it all can be wrapped up in the concept of American exceptionalism.
This is going to sound bizarre to most listeners, because ever since 1941,
American exceptionalism has basically been a justification for running the world.
The US sees further, the US knows better. Everybody in the world in the end of
the day wants to be a liberal Democrat, it's our responsibility to let them find
that outcome.

Charles Kupchan:

20:28

Before 1941, and certainly before 1898, American exceptionalism was exactly
the opposite. It was a justification for running away from the world because
Americans believed that even though they had an obligation to share their
experiment with others, that they would do so only through the power of their
example. And the fear was that anything more ambitious than playing in the
role of exemplar would threaten that experiment itself. One, because early
Americans were terrified of domestic tyranny. And they feared that if we
aspired to be a great power, we'd have an overweening federal government,
large military establishments, high taxation, and that our ambition abroad
would come at the expense of our liberty at home. And that, in many respects,
was one of the guiding lights.

Charles Kupchan:

21:31

Another part of the narrative that's very important here. And again, it is, I think,
captured by the notion of exceptionalism is that the United States is going to

defend not just liberty at home, but liberty abroad. Does not want to be
entangled, does not want to let other countries tell it what to do. And I'll just
give you two quick historical examples to demonstrate the degree to which
isolationism and this unilateralist impulse were very difficult to disentangle.
Charles Kupchan:

22:10

In 1778, we were losing the Revolutionary War. And even though the founders
were reluctant to look to others for help, they reached out to the French
because they were afraid that if they didn't find an ally, the war would fail. The
United States would remain under the tutelage of the British Empire. The
French say yes, they come across, and they help us defeat the British, and lo and
behold, the United States is born as an independent country. In 1793, Britain
and France go to war again. And the French say to the United States, you are
our ally, we took your chestnuts out of the fire in the Revolutionary War. Now
it's your turn to come help us.

Charles Kupchan:

23:04

What does George Washington do? He issues a proclamation of neutrality, in
which he basically says to the French, good night, and good luck, you're on your
own. This was a bald act of infidelity. That Alliance was on the books. The
French were right that they bailed us out and they expected us to do the same.
When Washington reneged on the French Alliance, it was the last Alliance that
the United States had until after World War II. That gives you some sense of
how averse successive administrations were to tying American foreign policy to
others.

Demetri Kofinas:

23:48

Do you think Washington would have terminated the Alliance had the French
monarchy not been toppled?

Charles Kupchan:

23:56

No. Basically, no. The issue was that Washington along with just about everyone
else, did not believe it was in the interests of the United States to get involved in
another war with Britain. Simply put. The other example is from Woodrow
Wilson, that we have in 1898 the turning point in which the narrative of
American exceptionalism shifts. And Admiral Mahan, Teddy Roosevelt, a
historian named Frederick Jackson Turner, they all argue that the United States
has made it to the Pacific, that the frontier has closed, and that if the United
States is going to maintain its exceptional character, it must take Manifest
Destiny abroad. It's time to go global.

Charles Kupchan:

24:55

That leads to the Spanish-American War and also World War One, both of which
the United States won. But interestingly, despite the success, Woodrow Wilson
then tries to guide the United States into the League of Nations, a body that
would commit the United States to play a role abroad moving forward. And
what happens? He goes down in flames. The Senate voted three times on the
League of Nations, all three times it voted no. Then Wilson says, well, the
problem is that there are unilateralists and isolationists in the Republican Party,
so I'm going to take my case to the American people. And he said the 1920
election is a referendum on American internationalism.

Charles Kupchan:

25:47

The Democratic candidate, James Cox was in the Wilsonian camp. The
Republican candidate, Senator Warren Harding said, "Make my day. I stand for
the policies of George Washington. I stand against foreign entanglement." What
happened in that election? Warren Harding won in one of the most lopsided

elections in American history. So, basically, you go through this interregnum of
internationalism from 1898 to 1919. And then the American people say, hey, we
need this like a hole in the head. And that sets the stage for the stubborn
isolationism that you see in the 20s and the 30s.
Demetri Kofinas:

26:35

One of the things that came to mind while you were talking about Woodrow
Wilson in the League of Nations, which came after world war one, which is that
certainly, the experience of fighting two world wars must have driven some
percentage of the country towards the more isolationist. But then I also thought
about the Vietnam War, and that the reaction to that war was not so much
isolationism, but rather increased levels of pacifism. So, how do we think about
isolationism as it relates to things like pacifism? Like the desire not to engage in
foreign wars, but not a desire to pull away from the world. And why did, let's
say, the reaction to Vietnam elicit one but not the other?

Charles Kupchan:

27:20

Well, pacifism was part of the isolationist narrative from the get-go, particularly
in New England, where you had a lot of religious communities who did not
believe in the use of force. And they opposed the Revolutionary War. They
opposed the war of 1812. They opposed the Mexican-American war. Thoreau
famously went to jail in opposition to the Mexican-American War, because he
said he wasn't going to pay taxes to support a bloody act of aggression. But I
would say that over the course of American history of the various elements that
we've been talking about, the exception list narrative, Manifest Destiny, race,
liberty, and unilateralism, pacifism is probably the least influential.

Charles Kupchan:

28:18

And that's part because even though there are worse, large pacifist
communities in New England, much of the country was not pacifist. And as a
consequence, even though you had by the 1820s an American peace society,
you didn't really see a strong movement. The one exception would be after the
Spanish-American War, when the United States takes a whole lot of territories
from Spain, including the Philippines. And we end up with a very difficult
insurgency in the Philippines against the American occupation. Some 4,000
American soldiers died, hundreds of thousands of Filipinos died. That's when
you begin to see a strong pacifist movement that digs in right up interwar
period.

Charles Kupchan:

29:13

And one of the factors that led to the defeat of the League of Nations, as we
were talking about is this unusual alliance between the pacifist left and the
libertarian right. Interesting that we're beginning to see that kind of coalition
come back today. But we can get to that later. And in regard to the Vietnam
War, there was a pacifist movement, and there also was a stepping away, but I
wouldn't call it isolationism, I would call it retrenchment. Richard Nixon put
forth what was called the Guam Doctrine, which was we will let our partners
abroad do the fighting for themselves. And that led to the Vietnamization of the
war and the US essentially ending the fighting.

Charles Kupchan:

30:04

But I think it's safe to say that after the Cold War, isolationists were never really
able to get a foothold, there was a push at the end of the 1950s because of the
Korean War, because Truman decided that he was going to send several
divisions, army divisions to Europe. There was a push to try to get isolationism
back in the game. But that really died out by 1953 in 1954. And after that point,

isolationism was essentially in the same place that internationalism had been
before World War II. That is to say, it was really at the margins of American
politics.
Demetri Kofinas:

30:50

Do you think that if the Soviet threat had not emerged after the end of the
Second World War, that American politics would have allowed the sort of
expansion of military power that we saw during the course of the Cold War? In
other words, could the United States from its place where it was culturally and
politically in 1945, could it have seized a unipolar moment like it attempted to
seize in 1991 in the absence of the Soviet Union. Would Americans stood for
that?

Charles Kupchan:

31:24

It's an interesting counterfactual. And in some respects, the answer is that there
was a see change in American attitudes toward the world that took place during
World War II that was irreversible. I would point out that, in 1945, before the
Soviet threat emerged, the Senate passed the United Nations, the post-World
War II Order, The Bretton Woods institutions. What you witness there is that
the coming to life of the bipartisan center, with Republicans and Democrats
together, buying into a large peacetime presence abroad to help keep the
peace.

Charles Kupchan:

32:11

And this was in part because this exceptionalist narrative had, in fact, gone
global. And the Roosevelt era had basically taken the realist bent of the war of
1898, combined it with the Wilsonian idealism of World War I, and created this
amalgam of what we call liberal internationalism. Now, that having been said, if
you look at what was happening in the mid 1940s after the end of the war,
there was a clear downsizing of the defense budget, there was demobilization,
and then once the communist threat starts to emerge, Truman actually has to
scare Americans into taking it seriously. This was the Truman Doctrine when he
was asking for assistance to Greece and Turkey to prevent the spread of
communism.

Charles Kupchan:

33:08

So yes, there are signs that the US was settling back towards disengagement,
but that was stopped in its tracks by the Soviet threat. And the Soviet threat
also played an important role in silencing the libertarian right. Because the
America first movement during the interwar period, a lot of those people were
hardcore, right wing libertarians, American nationalists. What happened once
the Soviet threat came along was that anti-communism trumped antiinternationalism and it trumped this hard right libertarian sentiments.

Charles Kupchan:

33:51

So that's when you get the John Birch Society and these other kind of libertarian
leaning, and I would say, somewhat racist and anti-Semitic groups becoming
internationalist. They weren't multilateral. They didn't like the UN. They didn't
like alliances. But they were ready to send American soldiers abroad, because
they thought that the real threat was communism.

Demetri Kofinas:

34:17

Communism became the unifying force. Here's another thought experiment. Do
you believe that the United States could have entered either world war without
a cataclysmic event like Pearl Harbor or the sinking of American ships by the
Germans? Would we have entered either one of those wars without something
like that? Is that how powerful the isolationist impulse is?

Charles Kupchan:

34:40

Yes. Those are good examples in the sense that Wilson is remembered as this
idealist World War I, League of Nations. But from 1914 to 1917, he was a
hardcore isolationist outside the Western Hemisphere. One of the interesting
things about Wilson is that he was an imperialist and an interventionist in Latin
America in the Caribbean. That started in 1898 and it continued right through
the 1930s. Some would argue right through to today. But when it came to
commitments outside the Western Hemisphere, and in particular, to inserting
the United States into World War I, Wilson was, we don't have a dog in this
fight. I see moral equivalence in the Germans and the French and the Brits. This
is a garden variety war, basically, for money and greed. We're staying out of it.

Charles Kupchan:

35:40

And so all the isolationist tropes that guided American statecraft in the 19th
century, they were alive and well in the Wilson administration until 1917. And
then, Imperial Germany starts sinking boats, American ships that are crossing
the Atlantic to do business. Because the United States believed that neutrality
meant the ability to continue to trade with belligerents. But Germany said,
nope, we're not going to let that happen. And that's when Wilson says, we're
going to go to war. But he does so very much as an idealist. I would urge your
listeners to get on the internet and go read his request to Congress for a
declaration of war in April, 1917. It's remarkable.

Charles Kupchan:

36:33

It is all about principles and rights and saving the world for democracy. There's
not a word about the national interest. And in part, that's what got him into
trouble. He was too idealist. He said this is a fight for American values. And
ultimately, when your sons are dying in the trenches, you want to know that it's
more than a fight for American values. And the same would go for World War II,
Demetri. Especially when I began to dig into the 1930s, I was quite surprised by
the public image of Roosevelt that exists today, in the sense that yes, he was a
great wartime hero, he pulled off the New Deal. But over the course of the
1930s, he was right in the midst of the isolationist mainstream, guiding one
piece of neutrality law after another. And this was real tight neutrality.

Charles Kupchan:

37:35

This basically said that the United States could do no business with any
belligerent, because we don't want to run the risk that what took us into World
War I would happen again. He then changes his mind in 1939 after the fall of
most of Western Europe, and he does so because he thinks that if the Nazis
succeed in taking Britain, they will be powerful enough to come to the Western
Hemisphere. And that's when he convinces Congress to go ahead with what's
called cash and carry, which is that belligerents could bring their own ships and
pay in cash and buy goods from the United States. And then he goes ahead with
the Lend-Lease program in 1941, where the United States starts giving ships and
aircraft and other material to the victims of both Japanese and German
aggression.

Charles Kupchan:

38:31

But, and this is important, when he sold cash and carry and when he sold LendLease to the Congress and to the American people. He said, "I am doing this to
keep us out of the war. I am doing this so that we don't have to go fight, but we
will empower those people who are fighting for themselves." And even though
that was his position, the America First Committee fought him doggedly
because they believe that if we were supplying those that were fighting on the
allied side, we would eventually find ourselves at war. And that is, in fact, what

happened. Had it not been for Pearl Harbor, it's really quite questionable
whether the United States would have entered World War II.
Demetri Kofinas:

39:21

Well, I want to move the second part of our conversation to the overtime,
Professor. And I'd like to actually spend most of that time applying the lessons
of America's isolationist past to today. And whether or not we are ... I mean, you
write in the book that you make a case for what you call strategic retrenchment,
which is, I guess is a more thoughtful approach to isolationism. It's one way to
maybe, put it. But I've been thinking, I mentioned to you before we turned on
the microphone, that I spent the morning rereading parts of Barbara Tuchman's
book, The Guns of August.

Demetri Kofinas:

39:58

I've been thinking a lot, more and more in the last few months about
comparisons between the present time and both the pre-World War I era as
well as the interwar period. And I think there are commonalities and there are
differences. And some of those came up for me when I was reading your book.
Because, well, I mean, it speaks directly to the issue of internationalism or
isolationism. So, I'd like to delve into that dimension as well. And also given how
close we are to the November election, I think a discussion about the
candidates, their platforms and the implications of either a Biden or a Trump
presidency would also be worth discussing.

Demetri Kofinas:

40:42

For regular listeners, you know the drill. If you're new to the program, Hidden
Forces is listener supported. If you want access to the second part of my
conversation with Professor Kupchan, as well as to the transcripts and
rundowns to this episode, and every other episode we've ever done, head over
to patreon.com/hiddenforces. There's also a link in the summary page to this
episode with instructions on how to connect the overtime feed to your phone,
so you can listen to these extra conversations just like you listen to the regular
podcast. Professor, stick around, we're going to move the second part of our
conversation into the overtime.

Demetri Kofinas:

41:21

Today's episode of Hidden Forces was recorded in New York City. For more
information about this week's episode, or if you want easy access to related
programming, visit our website at hiddenforces.io and subscribe to our free
email list. If you want access to overtime segments, episode transcripts, and
show rundowns full of links and detailed information related to each and every
episode, check out our premium subscription available through the Hidden
Forces website, or through our Patreon page at patreon.com/hiddenforces.

Demetri Kofinas:

41:58

Today's episode was produced by me and edited by Stylianos Nicolaou . For
more episodes, you can check out our website at hiddenforces.io. Join the
conversation at Facebook, Twitter and Instagram @HiddenForcesPod or send
me an email. As always, thanks for listening. We'll see you next week.

