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Dear Friends,

This is a special issue for us. We are delighted to partner with the Concordia Summit for both this edition of 
the quarterly and their conference in New York during the United Nations General Assembly. Concordia is 
dedicated, as we are, to improving the global dialogue and bringing principled, non-partisan analysis to bear on 
the most challenging problems — much like the Octavian Report, the summit gives experts in all �elds a platform 
to reach a sophisticated, world-spanning community. 

There is perhaps no more di�cult global issue than the refugee crisis. There are currently some 25 million 
refugees in the world; we spoke with International Rescue Committee president David Milliband about the steps 
that need to be taken. Intimately connected to the refugee issue is modern slavery — and who better to delve 
into that crisis than Andrew Forrest and Grace Forrest, founders of the Walk Free Foundation? They bring to 
light the ugly contamination of even the highest-end goods with slave labor. In the past year and a half, anti-
Semitism has made its ugly presence felt with renewed force. We spoke to Abe Foxman, a legendary crusader 
against bigotry, about how to understand the oldest hatred in our contemporary political climate. 

That climate is characterized by a deep confusion about America’s role in the world. We spoke with former 
Undersecretary of Defense Michèle Flournoy about how we can clarify our policy thinking and reassure our allies. 
The eminent Yale historian John Lewis Gaddis has a new book out that might help illuminate this question: On Grand 
Strategy. In it, he chronicles thinkers from Thucydides to Lincoln (and, of course, our namesake) to explain how 
great strategies are developed. At the top of geopolitical analysts’ concerns is nuclear-armed Pakistan, which recently 
saw the elevation of Imran Khan as prime minister. So we convened a roundtable of some of the smartest thinkers on 
the region to assess what this means: Alyssa Ayres, C. Christine Fair, Farahnaz Ispahani, and Aparna Pande. 

All is not totally grim, however. Award-winning Washington Post sta� writer Christian Davenport’s new book 
The Space Barons highlights the exciting era of exploration we have entered with SpaceX and Blue Origin. 
Blockchain, for all its buzz, remains poorly understood. There’s no-one better than Tomicah Tillemann, chair 
of the Global Blockchain Business Council, to explain why this tech is being so widely adopted by big business. 
Some shocks are very salutary. One such was the thunderclap produced by Pablo Picasso’s Les Demoiselles 
d’Avignon. We caught up with Miles Unger, author of Picasso and the Painting That Shocked the World, about the 
painful genesis of the work and its enduring a�erlife. 

Best wishes for a peaceful and prosperous autumn. 

Sincerely,

Richard Hurowitz 
Publisher
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OCTAVIAN REPORT: Some observers draw a draw a 
parallel between the refugee crisis now and what 
happened in the 1930’s. Is that an accurate parallel, in 
your opinion?

DAVID MILLIBAND: I think there are many di�erences, 
the biggest di�erence being is that we've had the 1930’s 
behind us so we have that in our historical memory. And 
it's there as a chastening warning that we can use today. 
Secondly, I think that the shape of the world is very 
di�erent than it was in the 1930's. You can try and draw 
parallels between how Russia feels it was treated at the 
end of the Cold War with how Germany was treated a�er 
the First World War, for example, but it doesn't really 
hold. I think that the geopolitics are di�erent.

And I think that it's also the case that in various ways, 
the international system is much stronger than it was 
in the interwar period. So I don't think one should reach 
for those comparisons.

Yet there are some very obvious parallels. Above all, 
the demonization of people who are actually innocent 
victims, not malign perpetrators of evil. I don't like 
the attacks on the media, I don't like the attacks on 
the judiciary, I don't like the trends that one can see in 
parts of eastern Europe, in Turkey, and in some ways 
in the U.S., and I think it's serious enough without 
it being called the 1930’s action replay. There was an 
interesting article suggesting that it's more like the 20’s 
at the moment than the 30’s, and I think that's quite 
a powerful point. It's more like the age of Harding, 
Coolidge, and Hoover than the age of Roosevelt.

OR: Why do you think that, for the �rst time in decades, 
migration in general and refugees in particular have 
become such a hot button political issue?

MILLIBAND: The confusion between refugees and 
immigration is a big part of the story of the public 
dissatisfaction with governments on these issues. We 
know from the U.K., in the 1990’s, that when asylum 
issues and immigration issues get confused, it's not 
good either for immigrants or for asylum seekers. And 
certainly in the U.S. the “11 million undocumented” 
trope created conditions in which the arrival of Syrians 
became almost an example of that, despite the fact that 
refugee resettlement is the most documented, most 
vetted arrival route into the U.S.

The second thing is that I think that the scale of the 
refugee and internal displacement crisis — with one in 
every 110 people on the planet being currently displaced 
by con�ict or persecution — makes it frightening. It's 
easier to conjure up the image of a marauding horde 
when there are a lot of people, not a few people.

Thirdly, I don't think one should fall for economic 
determinism. But a�er the �nancial crisis, there's 
no question that the shrinking middle class creates 
a climate of fear where people are more vulnerable to 
political rabblerousing. I think those are all part of it.

I think there's a fourth thing as well: there was an 
element of complacency that somehow the case for 
refugee resettlement, in Western countries, had been 
won. Ronald Reagan resettled 200,000 refugees in 1981. 
George W. Bush restarted the refugee resettlement 
program two months a�er 9/11. I think there was a 
complacency that meant that the case wasn't made in a 
clear enough way. Put those four reasons together and 
you have the conditions for assault.

OR: Do you think that Angela Merkel’s decision on this 
issue was correct? Why do you think that Europe has 

There are 65 million people around the globe displaced by conflict or 
persecution. 25 million of them are refugees. David Milliband, Britain’s former 

Foreign Secretary and the current president of the International Rescue 
Commit tee, lays out the drivers of this crisis and what we can do to end it.



OCTAVIAN REPORT               7

had such di�culty in dealing with those refugees?

MILLIBAND: I defend it, but there's no question 
it was not perfect. The original sin in European 
policymaking was to ignore the refugee crisis in 
2012, 2013, and 2014. The systems for sharing out 
responsibility, for helping frontline states, were 
not put in place. And so by 2015 the system had 
already broken down. In a way what Mrs. Merkel 
did was recognize reality, that these people were in 
Germany. Because the frontline states were happy 
for them to transit using the Schengen internal 
movement arrangements. What she did was brave 
and principled. Technically, it's been shown to have 
been manageable. Germany has processed one and 
a half million asylum cases, it is integrating half a 
million people into its society, it is going through 
the process of removing those who don't meet the 
standard of a well-founded fear of persecution, 
which is the test of being a refugee.

Ironically, the political trouble in Europe is 
inversely related to the number of refugees 
arriving in Europe. So it's a much bigger political 
problem now in seven or eight countries than it 
was in 2015, when it was a bigger practical problem.

Turkey is bottling up people in the Middle East, and 
the Libyan system is stronger than it was. Now, none 
of that means that this is over as a roiling issue. And 
of course, I always say to people: when Europeans 
refer to a European refugee crisis or Americans 
refer to an American refugee crisis, people living in 
Uganda or Bangladesh or Lebanon have got good 
reason to laugh their heads o�. They are dealing with 
many times the number of refugees in countries 
with many fewer fractions of the annual income. 
Bangladesh has just received 750,000 or 700,000 
refugees from Myanmar this year.

The Rohingya are a good example. They are 
fearing for their lives, they're �eeing for their lives. 
There are 65 million people displaced by con�ict 
or persecution, 40 million of them are internally 
displaced, 25 million of them are refugees, three 
and a half million are asylum seekers. You've then 
got two and a half million people on the move for 

economic reasons.

There are examples of mixed migration, but 
when you think about the biggest refugee �ows 
at the moment — Rohingya into Bangladesh, 
south Sudanese into Uganda — you see they are 
con�ict-related.

Now, you've also got Venezuela exporting one and 
a half million refugees, and that's a much more 
mixed picture. It's partly political, partly economic. 
We're working in Columbia now. And obviously, 
it's di�erent if you're a Venezuelan doctor leaving 
Caracas than if you're a Sunni baker being bombed 
out of Dera’a. It's a di�erent situation.

OR: What do you think should be done? And how 
did you come to take up this issue a�er you le� 
government?

MILLIBAND: In a way the recipe for what needs to 
be done is easy to say and hard to do. So, one: the 
business of peacemaking has got to be restarted. 
Ultimately this is a crisis of diplomacy, that you've 
got 15 civil wars burning around the world and 
relatively weak peacemaking attempts. There 
needs to be a a quantum leap in the tools, the 
e�ort, the drive to stop the killing.

Secondly, the states that are hosting refugees need 
to be given far more support. Jordan is the second-
closest ally of the United States in the Middle East, 
and it's not true to say that it's on its own. But it's 
on skimpy rations not adequate to the strategic 
nature of the challenge the country faces with a 15 
percent increase in its population (and it is already 
a resource-stressed country). And all the evidence 
is that once refugees arrive, they stay. And so you 
need to think about it over 10 or 20 years, not just 
over 10 or 20 months.

Thirdly, I think richer Western countries have 
got to take seriously their responsibility. That’s as 
much for symbolic reasons as it is for substantive 
reasons. The case for the U.S. to take 90,000 
refugees, not the 21,000 that it looks like the 
Trump Administration's going to let in, is not 
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just that those are an extra 70,000 lives that get helped, but it's an act of standing in 
solidarity with countries like Jordan that are hosting the most refugees.

Now, all of that takes a degree of international coordination that is obviously not 
in the cards. What do I think will happen? The likelihood is that the trends driving 
the refugee and displacement numbers — weak states, a weak international system, 
roiling within the Islamic world about its engagement with itself and with the West 
— will continue. Those are trends, not blips. Two, beggar thy neighbor solutions are 
stronger than international coordination e orts. I always say to people: “What a 
tragic irony. The second half of the 20th Century was de�ned by tearing down walls, 
and we're in danger of the �rst half of the 21st Century being de�ned by building 
them.” And of course the point about walls is that however high they go, the more 
ingenious and the more expensive are the smuggling attempts to get around them.

OR: How do you make the case to populist nationalists for accepting refugees? How 
do you make it more generally, since as you say it needs doing?

MILLIBAND: I think there are three elements of it. The �rst one seems to me to be 
undeniable wherever you sit on the political spectrum, the second of which should 
be common ground, and the third of which is much more contested.

The undeniable element, and for an American audience, I think this is especially 
striking: 50,000 d Iraqis have at various points worked for the U.S. government or 
military and have expressed the request to come to the U.S. because they fear for 
retribution in Iraq. There is a debt of honor to those people. Yet since October the 
�rst last year, 36 Iraqis have been allowed to come to the U.S. Wherever you sit on 
the political spectrum, the case for honoring the commitment to those people seems 
to me very high indeed. Not least because they have stood literally a yard from 
generals and ambassadors, and so have had to be security-vetted up to the gills. I 
don't care where you are on the political spectrum, you should be able to honor that.

Secondly, I think that there is a very strong cross-party case to say that under 
international law hard-won a�er the Second World War, people who have a well-
founded fear of persecution need to be given due process and to be given haven. 
They shouldn't be returned home. That is not an immigration policy, that's a refugee 
policy, and I think that wherever you are on the spectrum, unless you simply believe 
that you don't want any foreigners in your country, you should be able to win that 
argument. And that’s one reason I think it's important to maintain the integrity of 
the refugee regime, for all of its gray areas (because there are gray areas).

Now, the third element (which is much more contested, obviously) is how much legal 
immigration is it good for a country to have, at what speed. There's room for di erent 
views on that. And within Europe, di erent countries have got di erent demographic 
needs, they've got di erent percentages of the population who are already foreign-
born, and it seems to me you can have legitimate give and take on that. I don't believe 
in open borders. I don't know many people who do, for immigration.

�e confusion 
between 
refugees and 
immigration is 
a big part of the 
story of public 
dissatisfaction 
on these issues.
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OR: Why do you think there have been some 
problems with integration or assimilation of 
Muslim immigrants in European countries?

MILLIBAND: It's perfectly legitimate to say the 
pace and scale of changes needs to be managed. 
All markets need to be managed. It's a perfectly 
sensible point. I do think it's really important 
though, not to pretend that you need to manage 
Muslim immigration in a di�erent way than you 
manage immigration by other religions. You know, 
there are three and a half thousand Muslims 
serving in the American military. I'm a great 
believer that identity can be plural, not singular. 
That's the great gi� of diverse communities.

Now, di�erent European countries have got 
di�erent experiences. It's ironic that the French 
commitment, which has been to assimilation, 
has on various indicators produced the least 
integration. So, the demand that new arrivals 
renounce all identities other than to be French 
has not actually made people more French. One 
doesn't want to generalize, but Trevor Noah's 
argument with the French ambassador about 
this is relevant to this. The French ambassador 
saying "We don't believe in hyphenated identities" 
highlights a danger: you don't actually get the 
sense of commonweal that is really important.

Roy Jenkins, whom I quote in my book, was the 
Home Secretary in the 1960's. He said, "I believe 
in integration, not assimilation." Because there's 
no such thing as a carbon copy that you're trying 
to reproduce from generation to generation. But 
that work of integration is hard; there's no point 
in pretending that it's easy. If you're arriving in a 
foreign country with a new language, new culture, 
that's challenging. But it's challenging if you're a 
Christian coming from south Sudan as well as if 
you're a Muslim coming from Jordan.

OR: Why do you think it is that in the 21st Century, 
a�er all the horrors of the 20th, refugees are still 
vili�ed when they're really the victims?

MILLIBAND: If you believe Stephen Pinker, it's not 

happening. Which would be nice.

But it is of course a very deep question as to why 
people should turn a blind eye, or even participate 
in appalling acts, rather than do something about 
it. I went to Bangladesh and talked to some of 
these Rohingya who have been driven out of 
Myanmar. They've been the object of scorn at 
best and oppression and persecution at worst for 
a very long time. Yet the scale of their dislocation 
and oppression has not satiated the hatred that 
is felt towards them. On August 24th last year, 15 
soldiers were attacked by a separatist group, and 
boom! You've got what the U.N. calls a technical 
case of ethnic cleansing. You'd have to talk to 
philosophers about why that's happening. It 
makes you worry about human nature, doesn't it?

OR: Do you feel that the European project is falling 
apart?

MILLIBAND: I feel a constitutional obligation, a 
patriotic obligation, to say no to that. And I think 
you can make the case that Europe is being united 
by the attacks of the Trump administration and 
by the threat of Brexit. You can make the case 
that Europe has shown its stability in the last ten 
years, where Greece, Portugal, and Spain have had 
30, 40, 50 percent unemployment among young 
people — and the system holds. You can take 
strength from the fact that Hungary doesn't want 
to lose its European payouts. Neither does Poland. 
The Italian populace are running away from 
running against the euro.

I think the central question in European politics 
is obviously “Will the center hold?” By the center, 
one means the norms of liberal democracy. I 
think it will, but that's not to say it's going to be 
straightforward. The European Parliamentary 
elections in the next year are very di¤cult. The 
alt-Right is better organized than before and is just 
relentless in �nding its targets.

But I think fundamentally, Europe has actually 
shown its strength in the last ten years, rather 
than its weakness.
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OR: What do you make of Brexit?

MILLIBAND: It's appalling. It's depressing. It's degrading of British in�uence. 
And the great danger is that it's not the end, that it doesn't prick the populist 
bubble but it actually fuels the atavistic surge. It hasn't happened yet, and its 
contradictions are legion. The government's obviously in a desperate mess, trying 
to �gure out how to deliver the political goal of secession without the economic 
damage of separation. And it hasn't found a way to do that.

There is a scenario where the EU fudges a lot of the issues in its negotiations with 
the British government, to allow the government to get out. And some of the 
most savvy Brexiteers have realized all that counts is getting out, because once 
Britain's a third country for European purposes, we're in a new era. I think it's 
very important that we don't succumb to the sense of resignation that says we've 
got to get out in a blind Brexit.

I've said that the �nal deal that's done should be put to the people who've said 
they want to buy it, because it's evidently not what they were promised at the time 
of the referendum. I've likened the British approach to Brexit to the following 
scenario. If you're in New York and you go to a restaurant and you order a meal 
and you don't like the look of it, you send it back. Whereas in Britain, if you are in 
a restaurant and you order a meal and you don't like the look of it, you then start 
eating it from the side, in a rather mincing way. I'm afraid that's what we are at the 
moment doing. There is a sense that we've made our bed so we've got to lie in it.

OR: How do you see the power struggle among the Conservatives playing out?

MILLIBAND: I'm obviously not the world expert on the Tory Party, but you can tell 
a story where they are being taken over in the same way that the Republicans are 
being taken over. It's an aging and declining membership, and that membership 
has power in a leadership election. It's empowered a bit like a primary system here. 
Equally, I think that the Tories have a governing gene, which doesn't necessarily 
have a vision for the country, but does have a vision for itself —  and that vision is 
to be running the show. Those who are not in the Conservative Party should never 
underestimate its will to power and its will to manage. Now, there are some smart 
people in the Tory Party who think that they can withstand the kind of alt-right 
faction, but there is a bigger alt-right faction than one would guess. And you can 
see that by the knots that Theresa May's sort of turned herself into. She evidently 
feels that she's a prisoner of the alt-Right, even though she's not a member of it.

OR: How did the Labour Party go from Tony Blair to Jeremy Corbyn?

MILLIBAND: That's a very long story. I think it went that way through a mixture 
of a betrayal narrative that was quite strong, through a complacency that 
thought austerity would necessarily bring a swing back, and obviously through 
organizational changes that disenfranchised the parliamentary party compared to 
party membership.

I'm a great 
believer that 
identity can 
be plural, not 
singular. �at's 
the great gi� 
of diverse 
communities.
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I think there's another factor there is bigger 
than all those three, which is that post 2000's, 
and certainly post the �nancial crisis the center 
Le�, as opposed to the le� of center, has got 
out�anked really, by, on the one hand, the scale 
of the challenge of the times — we live an age of 
extreme economic inequality — and on the other 
hand, a siren call from the hard Le� that says, 
“We've got an easy solution!”

OR: Do you see the trans-Atlantic system going 
under?

MILLIBAND: You could read that picture of Donald 
Trump with the G6 surrounding him was the end 
of the West, in a way — G6 plus one is the end of 
the West.

I don't quite buy that. I think that the West is 
not functioning at the moment, but that doesn't 
mean it's a dead West. It's sleeping, not dead.

The West is a political construct, not a geographic 
one, and it's still relevant. It's still about the 
best of human nature and guarding against the 
worst. And I don't think we can a�ord to give 
up on it, but there's no question that the shared 
values, the shared foes, the shared interests, and 
the shared institutions that de�ne the West are 
not extant at the moment. They've been put into 
abeyance by the administration, and that's very 
worrying.

OR: Can that system exist without American 
leadership?

MILLIBAND: No. America has to be the leader 
of the West. The Trump Administration has 
rede�ned allies and enemies, friends and 
interests, in a very fundamental way. And so the 
institutions don't function well at all without 
American engagement.

OR: Do you see a clash between the U.S. and 
China in the o�ng?

MILLIBAND: I think that there is, clearly, long-

term strategic competition for in�uence. Now, 
that doesn't need to lead to Thucydides' trap. I 
think that there has been a strategic decision in 
the Chinese government to make the multilateral 
system work, and I think there's been a strategic 
decision to reach out to Europe, prompted in part 
by American withdrawal from Europe.

That carries perils as well as opportunities. But 
I think that China clearly feels itself a�ected by 
international relations and engagement, and I 
think that that needs to be matched with similar 
strategy. Take them seriously about win-win, 
take them on when it comes to intellectual 
property or other things where there's good 
grounds for concern, but the truth is while the 
West can't exist without America, the world can't 
be governed without China. And India. And the 
Islamic world. That's where the danger of being 
in a leaderless world is so pressing. Because the 
biggest risks today are really about the global 
commons, and the management of the global 
commons, from economic security to nuclear 
security to public health to the refugee crisis.

OR: On that last issue — what do we do to solve it 
under these circumstances?

MILLIBAND: Running an NGO, you see the people 
and the danger is you lose the big picture; running a 
government, you see the big picture, and the danger 
is you lose sight of the people. We helped 27 million 
people last year through an NGO, but we don't kid 
ourselves that we can do more than staunch the 
dying. We need politics to stop the killing.

We need to renew diplomacy to really get upstream. 
The pressure on countries like Bangladesh and 
Jordan is huge. Those are not weak states, but 
they're pressurized states, pressure-cooker states.

And then you need leadership, and that is really 
not evident at the moment. So my narrative is: 
What do you do when government's in retreat? 
NGOs and corporates have to step up. Civil 
society has to step up. And that's what we're 
trying to do. 
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WALK FREE FOUNDATION,  E XPL AIN 
HOW THIS PROBLEM AVOIDED 

DE TECTION FOR SO LONG AND L AY 
OUT A COURSE OF ACTION FOR 

CONCERNED CITIZENS.
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INTERVIE W  
WITH  
ANDRE W AND  
GRACE FORREST
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OCTAVIAN REPORT: How did you �rst become 
aware of modern slavery as a problem and how did 
the Walk Free Foundation come into existence?

ANDREW FORREST: We came across slavery 
through child sex slavery — initially through 
my daughter Grace's work at a set of orphanages 
in Nepal, in Katmandu. When Grace and a 
group of schools went to Katmandu to work in 
orphanages, my family did some intelligence 
work to ensure that these kids were going to be 
safe. And a question mark began to appear about 
where they were working.

When Grace returned, she returned with really 
strong relationships with those little kids. And 
the intelligence continued and it led us to believe 
that actually the orphanage where Grace worked 
was very suspect and more than likely to be a 
tracker of children as opposed to a protector 
of children. When Grace insisted the family go 
back there, we had all those worst suspicions 
con�rmed. Children were being tracked out 
of Nepal through India. Nepalese children bring 
a higher price in the pedophile markets of the 
Middle East. We found that situation extremely 
disturbing and it began to polarize this family 
towards �ghting modern slavery and maybe 
pulling much more out of business.

Before we did that, we checked to see if our 
own hands were clean in business. I have quite 
a large company, which I founded. I have three 
to three-and-a-half-thousand suppliers. And 
we discovered really horri�c forced labor, 
which is a subset of modern slavery, in supply 
chains making goods for us and for companies 
throughout North America and Europe. So 
they've all got slavery in their supply chains. 
That for me was in slavery in my professional 
life, slavery in my personal life. Grace at that 
stage had committed her own career to �ghting 
slavery. And so we thought, “Let’s do this as a 
family and really go a�er it.”

OR: Can you give a thumbnail picture of the 
scale of this problem, both on the tracking and 

economic sides?

ANDREW FORREST: There are some 40.3 million 
people caught, as we speak, in modern slavery. 
And the measurement of slavery is key to its 
resolution. Without an agreement around the 
numbers, you can drive a truck through the 
argument as to why you should do nothing about 
or you should do something about slavery. But 
we formed a joint venture with the International 
Labour Organization—the labor chapter of 
the United Nations; I think it's their �rst-ever 
joint venture with an NGO—and we settled 
on the numbers through combined and global 
research done by some of the best academicians 
in the world. Our e�orts also surveyed an 
unprecedented level of people from all over the 
world, and that led us to this number 40.3 million. 
About two-thirds of that are women and and girls.

GRACE FORREST: Seventy-one percent of all 
slavery victims are women and girls. 15.4 million 
of those are in forced marriages and 16 million 
people are in the private economy. Women and 
girls are disproportionately a�ected by all forms 
of slavery but one — that's across forced labor, 
domestic servitude, forced marriage, commercial 
sexual exploitation. The only area where men are 
more exploited is state-imposed forced labor.

OR: What is currently the state of the art in 
enforcement and dealing with the socioeconomic 
roots of the problem?

ANDREW FORREST: The Bali Process is state 
of the art as far as government and business 
collaboration. Only that force is powerful enough 
to defeat modern slavery. That is a collaboration 
that takes place once a year. All 45 countries 
of the Indo-Paci�c are represented at an 
administrative level and at a very senior business 
person level. So business and government come 
together to really hash out how to end modern 
slavery, in that massive region of the world, 
which has some 60 percent of the world’s people.

OR: What are particularly notable successes that 
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your own organization has scored?

ANDREW FORREST: I think the biggest one, which 
is what will eventually lead to the end of slavery, 
is knowledge. To have the world understand that 
modern slavery exists. To even accept the words 
“modern slavery” into the common lexicon of 
human language. To be able to have governments 
now motivated to either make a decision to �ght 
slavery or to tolerate it. But they cannot ignore 
it. If they tolerate it, then they start immediately 
getting picked apart not only by organizations 
like ours but also by global investors like me, 
who will pull capital out of countries who are not 
actively �ghting modern slavery and put capital 
into countries that are. Companies who take an 
active human rights stand become much better 
investments than those who don't.

OR: Why do you think that this massive problem has 
gone relatively unnoticed until relatively recently?

ANDREW FORREST: Because it was hidden. When 
slavery was outlawed, it didn't stop it, it basically 
de-regulated it. It scurried o into the dark 
corners of the global community and propagated. 
Now it's become such a big issue that it's seen by 
many political leaders as the human rights issue 
of our time. And with our ability now to shine 
a light on it, we can say, “If we can measure it, 
we can manage it. If we can manage it, we can 
eliminate it.”

OR:How do you shut o the forces driving 
modern slavery?

ANDREW FORREST: It comes down to correcting 
one of the negative essences of human nature: our 
ability to exploit our fellow man. And whether 
that happens sexually or by forced labor or crime 
of opportunity through commerce, that needs to 
be corrected in order to protect the very existence 
of man. If we don't correct that, I think the future 
of society is going to look worse and worse.

GRACE FORREST: I would add that modern 
slavery is both a symptom and a cause of extreme 

vulnerability. It occurs within supply chains 
within the grasp of business. That's something we 
can do something about. But it also occurs directly 
as a result of vulnerability due to distressed 
migration and con�ict. Refugee populations 
are exceedingly vulnerable to modern slavery. 
So are migrant populations, such as domestic 
workers that go to a number countries to feed 
the massive demand for them in the Middle East. 
Modern slavery disproportionately aects the 
world’s most vulnerable people. And we need to 
be mindful of the fact that while it can seem like 
a problem that's far away, modern slavery is very 
much a �rst-world problem. There are some forms 
of slavery which we can't particularly work on as a 
consumer in the United States, but there are many 
that we can. At our �ngertips, we have consumer 
responsibility and accountability to know that the 
top �ve products being imported into the U.S. are 
slavery-free.

OR: What can the average concerned citizen do in 
this �ght?

ANDREW FORREST: The average citizen can 
make an enormous dierence; in fact, they are 
the source of the resolution. If one brand, for 
example, really has no active campaign that the 
goods don't have modern slavery �ngerprints all 
over them, then consumers might go to another. 
The question “Can you tell me where these goods 
are made? Do you know if there is any modern 
slavery in this good?” is a massively powerful 
question. If that can't be answered con�dently, 
then you go to the shop next door.

GRACE FORREST: The reason why luxury goods 
are on the front cover of our report this year is 
because we are debunking the myth that just 
because something is more expensive means it's 
ethical. Many big groups are actually doing a lot 
to look at their supply chains. Unless there is a 
statement on their website, or something around 
their brand to empower people and not hurt them 
through the production process, then I think you 
can make the assumption that this is not a good 
place to put your money. 
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AN INTERVIE W WITH MICHÈLE FLOURNOY

America under Trump seems to have lost its way on 
foreign policy: we have no clear strateg y to deal with 

securit y and human rights issues or to counter the 
other great powers competing with us globally. Michèle 
Flournoy, former Undersecretar y of Defense, highlights 

the need for real and immediate clarit y on this issue.
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OCTAVIAN REPORT: What are the big strategic threats the U.S. faces at the moment 
globally and what should our policy posture be towards them?

MICHÈLE FLOURNOY: I think the biggest threat that we're facing is a return to true 
great power competition. First and foremost with China in terms of economics, 
trade, technology, but also increasingly in the security sphere. Secondarily, and 
primarily in the security and political sphere, with Russia in and around Europe 
and elsewhere where Russia's trying to reestablish its in�uence. They're really 
quite di erent challenges but you can lump them together in the sense that they 
are both great power competition. We really haven't wrestled with that since the 
end of the Cold War. I'm not suggesting we're returning to a Cold War because 
I don't think we are, but we are returning to a much more competitive global 
environment, where we really have to play our cards very well and very carefully.

One of the things I think we need to do is recognize the unique strategic value of 
our alliances and partnerships. We are the only country in the world that has an 
alliance like NATO behind us, that has strong political and economic partners 
throughout Asia. China doesn't have that. Russia doesn't have that. No other 
country in the world has that and right now, we're seeing things through more of 
a transactional bilateral lens that greatly discounts the strategic value of those 
relationships in this more competitive period.

OR: Can you outline the di erences in U.S. strategic competition with Russia and 
China and give a sense of what “playing our cards right” looks like through both 
of those lenses?

FLOURNOY: I think China is clearly a rising power with expanding in�uence 
throughout Asia and more broadly. It has aspirations to become the dominant 
power in the Indo-Paci�c Region. Tremendous growth in its economy. A 
tremendous resource in its population. Pretty good success in bringing millions 
of people out of poverty and raising the standard of living — not universally, but 
pretty remarkably in a reasonably short amount of time. China has a government 
that now, having consolidated power, has a strategic plan to drive government 
investment in key areas of technology and their economy to take us on head on.

I think with regard to China, it's clear that the trade landscape is not level or 
fair. We've had probably an historic transfer of wealth in the form of stolen 
intellectual property from the United States to China over the last many years. 
They continue to restrict access for a number of U.S. companies and sectors. The 
complaints about unfair trade practices and a lack of a level playing �eld are valid. 
But I think the way to go a�er that is to marshall all of our allies and partners 
who also have the same experience to push back on China together. We're going 
to be much stronger pushing as a group than the U.S. will be via imposing some 
tari s bilaterally. We're not using the leverage of like-minded states with similar 
interests and experience. We're not using those as leverage to be more e ective in 
pushing back on China.

I think the 
biggest threat 
that we're facing 
is a return to 
true great power 
competition.
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OR: Does Trump’s trade policy vis-à-vis China 
bring political risk with it?

FLOURNOY: I do think there's political risk in 
the sense that some of these tari�s are going to 
really hurt sectors of the American economy. 
Depending on the particulars and how this goes 
in the future, you'll have parts of agriculture hurt 
as the Chinese impose reciprocal tari�s as they 
already have announced. This will not be cost 
free to the American economy or to the American 
workforce. I think if this really escalates and 
it becomes a prolonged trade war, it could very 
much back�re against Trump politically at home.

No one's sure whether this is simply a tactic 
to get something else or whether this is sort 
of the one card he's going to play. The problem 
is it's not clear what his strategy is to actually 
get at the more fundamental issues that are 
at the root of the imbalance and the lack of a 
level playing �eld. Tari�s are not going to get 
at the intellectual property issues. They're not 
going to get at the market access issues that are 
fundamental to the problem.

One more thing about China: in the security 
domain, they really are trying to change the 
rules of the road in Asia-Paci�c in terms of 
international law and international norms. I 
think it's very important that the U.S. stays 
present, that we consistently enforce the rules 
of the road, whether it’s freedom of navigation, 
whether it's standing up to provide support to 
a partner whose sovereignty is being violated, 
whether it's stepping up to help defend an ally. 
It is very important that the U.S. also remains 
consistently present and a stabilizing in�uence 
in Asia Paci�c as China starts to �ex its military 
muscle more.

OR: What should our Russia strategy be?

FLOURNOY: Russia is not a rising power by any 
objective measure. Its economy is struggling. 
It's one of the few developed countries where the 

average life span is actually going down, not up. 
It has an authoritarian system that is providing 
for the few and the wealthy but not the majority 
of the population. This is not a rising power. It's 
not a terribly successful state by any objective 
measure. But what Russia does have is a deep 
sense of grievance that Putin has tapped into.

Russia has not been respected or treated 
appropriately since the end of the Cold War. 
Putin wants to reassert Russia as a great power 
by reexerting in�uence on his periphery, as we 
saw in Crimea and then Ukraine. He wants to 
project power abroad as we've seen in Syria, 
trying to reestablish a foothold in the Middle 
East. He wants to call into question the biggest 
threat to his approach to government, which 
is democracy. The more he can cause chaos in 
Western democracies, whether it's in Europe 
or more recently in the United States through 
meddling in elections, the less credibility 
democracy has as a threat to the political system 
he's tried to put in place in Russia itself. Putin is 
also continuing to invest quite substantially in 
the Russian military in ways that try to exploit 
some of our weaknesses and undermine some of 
our strengths. We do have some serious military 
technology and capabilities that we would have 
to contend with if it ever came to that. That's 
another aspect.

OR: What does a successful pushback from the 
U.S. look like on that front?

FLOURNOY: I think the �rst thing is to reestablish 
a clear sense of deterrence, to make it clear that 
we are willing to impose costs if Russia tries to 
meddle in our elections again in the future and 
that we are serious about our commitment to 
NATO and in our statements and our military 
posture that Russia should not make the mistake 
of testing that resolve or coming across a border 
into the Poland or the Baltics. Not with military 
forces but with non-military measures. I also 
think we do have areas of common interest and 
can we get back to trying to work together those 
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areas. Is there another chapter of arms control? Is there a way to try to negotiate 
some sort of settlement in Syria? Is there a way to work on other nonproliferation 
issues together? Or climate, if we had an administration that cared about climate.

These relationships are not purely competitive or they're certainly not purely 
cooperative. They're elements of both and even when you're in a very competitive 
relationship, you need to try to �nd areas where if you do have common interests, 
you can try to develop some habits of cooperation around those.

OR: What is the shape of U.S. foreign policy now? How is it a�ecting our our 
national security?

FLOURNOY: Despite the fact that the administration has put out some strategy 
documents — they published a national security strategy and a defense strategy; 
the latter in particular most people on both sides of the isle thought was a 
reasonable document — neither of those strategies appears to be the actual 
strategy of the president. The biggest question right now is trying to make sense 
of where this administration actually stands. Are they isolationists? Are they 
unilateralist? When you have the U.S. president objecting to the G7 using the term 
"rules-based international order" in a communiqué (when we were the ones who 
architected that order and have always been its staunchest defender), you've gone 
down the rabbit hole.

You listen to di�erent o�cials, you get di�erent answers to that question. You 
listen to the President and, depending on the day, you get di�erent answers to that 
question. I think the biggest challenge we have right now is a lack of clear strategy, 
the lack of clear U.S. leadership, and direction in terms of what role are we going to 
play in the world and how are we going to treat our allies and our competitors and 
opponents. The stark images of the atmospherics of the G7 and the atmospherics 
of the Kim Jong-un summit, if you were arriving from another planet, might have 
suggested that the G7 was a bunch of adversaries and Kim Jong-un was our ally. 
We're in a period that I think our interlocutors internationally �nd very confusing 
and very hard to make sense of.

OR: To what extent has it, if you think it has, compromised our national security?

FLOURNOY: I think that we're certainly missing opportunities to leverage the 
strength of our alliances to get things done together, lie I said. I think a trans-
Atlantic unity in approaching China would be much more e�ective than the way 
we’re approaching the China trade issues today. But I also think there's damage 
being done. Whether its failure to go forward with the Trans-Paci�c Partnership, 
which leaves a huge vacuum economically in the region into which China will 
happily step and create an alternative trade set of agreements or arrangements 
that are not as supportive of our interests. Whether its relationship damage being 
done in the sense that our allies, if they feel that we're not on the same page, they 

�e biggest 
question right 
now is trying 
to make sense 
of where this 
administration 
actually stands.
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feel that we're unpredictable, they feel that they 
can't really on us, are likely to start hedging in 
terms of turning elsewhere to safeguard their 
own interests.

The question is: can we limit that damage and can 
we recover from it — or is going to be permanent?

OR: Do we live in a post-American world?

FLOURNOY: It depends on what we mean by 
post-American. To the extent we believe we had 
a unipolar moment a�er the end of the Cold War, 
I think that moment has passed. We're already 
in a much more multipolar world. The question 
is, will the US still lead a coalition of like-minded 
states to remain the most in�uential power in 
the world, able to pursue collective interests and 
objectives e�ectively? I think there, the jury's 
out. I think it depends on what happens in the 
next presidential election and whether we have 
more of this or whether we elect a president 
— Democrat or Republican — who is more 
mainstream and understands the value of our 
alliances and the importance of our continued 
leadership role in the world.

Playing our cards right here means investing in 
the drivers of our economic competitiveness. 
Higher education, technology, and the ecosystem 
that supports our innovation and infrastructure. 
If you look at what China's doing, they're 
investing heavily. Now, we're not going to 
do it in the way they do it because we have a 
di�erent system. But the government does have 
a role to play in creating the incentives for that 
investment to occur.

We have the best military in the world. But if 
we stand still, and we don't reinvest in new 
technologies in the cyber domain, arti�cial 
intelligence, hypersonics — there's a whole list 
of these — and we don't continue to stay on the 
cutting edge, that superiority will be harder to 
sustain. Deterrence will be harder to sustain in 

the face of other great powers who are making 
those investments. There's a lot of work that we 
need to be doing, and it's not clear to me that we 
have the focus and the sense of urgency that's 
required to be ready for this much more intensive 
competitive period.

OR: What do most analysts and observers miss 
about the risk pro�le of the contemporary 
world? Where do you see the next big crisis, be it 
political, economic, or social, breaking out?

FLOURNOY: I think that one of our biggest risks 
is assuming that our advantages are inherent 
as opposed to something we have to work for 
to sustain, whether it's technological edge, 
economic edge, military edge, even so� power.

As far as the next big crisis — I'm the �rst 
one to say that the approach to North Korea 
diplomatically was terribly unorthodox and 
probably not how I would have advised an 
administration to go about it. The biggest risk 
is that we run out of diplomatic options and the 
president decides to go to war. The problem with 
the military approach in North Korea is it's likely 
to be ine�ective because their nuclear arsenal is 
dispersed and deeply buried.

Secondly, North Korea would likely respond 
to any kind of military strike with strikes on 
Seoul, a city of 25 million people. That means 
lots of civilian casualties. Any limited strike 
would almost certainly escalate and start a wider 
con�ict. That con�ict would be nothing like an 
Afghanistan or Iraq. It would be more intense, 
more bloody, with tens of thousands of casualties 
on both sides. It would be something that the 
American people are completely unprepared for 
and would de�ne and derail this administration 
if it happened. I think that's the thing that I don't 
want: to wake up one morning and hear that 
diplomacy's over. I think that would be truly 
catastrophic, certainly for the Korean peninsula 
but also for us. 
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STICKY
WICKET
A ROUNDTABLE WITH ALYSSA AYRES,  C.  CHRISTINE FAIR,
FARAHNA Z ISPAHANI,  AND APARNA PANDE

Ex-cricket legend Imran Khan has been 
making a play for Pakistan’s premiership for 
years. As he finally comes into power, we 
gathered four exper ts on the nation and the 
region to discuss what his victory means for 
geopolitics, Pakistan’s anti-corruption fight, 
and other key issues.
OCTAVIAN REPORT: Who is Imran Khan as a politician, and 
what are the core tenets of his party?

FARAHNAZ ISPAHANI: Imran Khan is a very interesting 
character. He was very famous for being captain of the 
Pakistan cricket team. He's been a playboy both in the 
Western world and all over India and Pakistan. His brand of 
politics is, I would say, right of center and sometimes openly 
Islamist. So even though his Pakistan Tehreek-e-Insaf, 
which means the Pakistan Justice Party, is treated like a 
mainstream party, it's actually very close to the religious 
Islamist parties that exists in Pakistan.

APARNA PANDE: It's been his desire to actually be Prime 
Minister since the 1990’s. He is populist, but he doesn't 
really have any fixed views. He's gone back and forth on his 
views over the years. He is close to the Pakistani military 
as he believes that they’ll help him come to power, and 
actually it did help him come to power this time around.

C. CHRISTINE FAIR: He could have been Prime Minister about 
10 years ago. Pakistan's intelligence agency, the ISI, was 
really active in trying to augment the ranks of his party 
by getting very senior members of one of the opposition 
parties, the Pakistan Peoples’ Party, to defect to his party. 
But he didn't want to come to power through a coalition. 
The Army certainly would have engineered a victory for 
him then as they have now, but he didn't want to do that. He 
realized that the only way he's going to be Prime Minister is 
by playing a game with the Army.

In fact, for many years, the Army would sometimes 
question the investments they were making because he 
would say very derogatory, caustic, and antagonistic things 
toward the Army. The Army is not going to have an easy 
time manipulating this guy. But for the first time in a 
really long time, maybe ever, he is the only option that the 
Pakistan Army has. I think the patience of both of them 
will be tested pretty strongly.



OCTAVIAN REPORT               23

Ph
ot

o 
by

 A
lle

ss
an

dr
o 

B
lo

gl
ia

ri
 o

n 
U

ns
pl

as
h

OR: Does he want power for its own sake or does 
he want power because he is, to some extent, 
committed to the cause of the PTI?

ISPAHANI; The PTI is meaningless. The PTI is 
Imran Khan. He is a symbol, as I said: cricket 
star, great philanthropist. But if there's one thing 
that identi es him, he's always spoken against 
corruption. That is what has attracted a lot of 
young,  rst-time voters to him and his party. The 
ideology is anti-corruption, whatever that means.

He's never been in power in his 22 years of 
politics directly, so once he sits in the seat of the 
Prime Minister and his party, let us see how he 
does with the job of politics. Pakistani politics is 
all about corruption, money, and horse-trading.

ALYSSA AYRES:  It is also the case that he has 
focused on issues with the other two major parties 
— how Pakistan’s elected leaders have come from 
only two families in the past couple of decades. He 
keeps talking about building a new Pakistan, and 
creating an Islamic welfare state and delivering 
prosperity to people. You could see how this 
would be appealing to people who would like to 
see their country succeed and who would like to 
be better o� themselves. But the big problem here 
is that he is extremely limited. He continues to be 
a partner of the military and can only undertake 
things that the military approves of.

FAIR: The reason why he can be so squeaky-clean 
on corruption is that he actually hasn't been in 
power. And now he's basically being co-opted 
by the Pakistani political machine. And he's got 
a lot of people in his party who are looking for 
patronage. I think what is going to happen very 
quickly is that he will be sullied in the same way 
that everyone else has been sullied.

And if he wants to create an Islamic welfare state, 
he has to do something about taxation. Pakistan 
has some of the world's worst compliance with 
taxation laws. I think Bangladesh fares better 
than Pakistan. It has no agricultural tax. It 
has no industrial tax. It relies upon a poorly 

complied-with income tax and regressive sales 
taxes. The very things that he would need to do 
to make this transition that he speaks about are 
actually impossible because the people in his 
party are going to oppose it just like every other 
party member has opposed the implementation 
of those taxes.

OR: How does this election change both Pakistan's 
internal politics and its local geopolitics?

FAIR: What I found very disturbing in this 
campaign was his very close alignment 
not only with Islamist political actors, but 
actual individuals that are tied to terrorist 
organizations. There were something like 
800 people who were more or less in support 
of him that were actual members of terrorist 
organizations. I think that's extraordinary given 
that Pakistan had just been given a gray rating 
by the Financial Action Task Force. That was a 
pretty big middle  nger to the United States — 
because they certainly deserve a black rating.

And one of his comments was incredibly 
incendiary about the Ahmadiyya community. 
I think he's going to be really bad news for 
Pakistanis. Tens of thousands of Pakistanis have 
been murdered by Pakistanis in the last decade 
and change. He is not going to do anything to bring 
peace to Pakistan domestically, that's for sure.

ISPAHANI: A major issue in Pakistan is also freedom 
of religion and belief. Pakistan has the harshest 
blasphemy laws in the world. Pakistan's religious 
minorities live in fear for their lives a lot of the 
time. Khan spoke about how if he came to power, 
he absolutely would not change these laws. And on 
the point about terrorists: Ha z Saeed of the group 
LeT, Lashkar-e-Taiba — he ran for elected o�ce. He 
is meant to be under house arrest at the very least. 
But he was campaigning openly. This is the man 
who is alleged to be the mastermind of the Mumbai 
massacre. The United States government has put a 
$10 million bounty on his head.

It's shocking. This just shows how this was 
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really not a clean, fair election for democrats who were running because you 
had 800 known terrorists who have murdered people, sometimes hundreds and 
sometimes thousands, involved.

AYRES:  Khan gave a victory speech, and, if you landed from the Moon and the �rst 
thing you knew about Pakistan was this speech, it was a pretty good speech.

He really set a tone for looking ahead in a positive direction. He spoke in the �rst half 
of his speech about his domestic agenda and his ideas of an Islamic welfare state. 
People who have looked at this are not quite sure what that means really. He's talked 
about trying to make Pakistan like Medina. We'll have to see how that unfolds.

The second part of his speech focused on foreign policy, and for me, that was the 
interesting part. The �rst country he mentioned in this foreign policy component 
of his speech was China, and how China was the country that had really given 
Pakistan a chance in the world by creating this China-Pakistan Economic 
Corridor project. It's up to a $62 billion pledged commitment, though not all 
of that has been realized yet, to build infrastructure throughout Pakistan and 
connect China's western provinces to the Indian Ocean through Pakistan.

And I think there are a lot of concerns both in Pakistan and externally about the 
debt trap that is coming down the pike in the not-too-distant future. But setting 
that aside, he spoke about how this is a really important relationship, and how 
again, he used that phrase a couple of times: China has given Pakistan a chance. 
He wanted to convey the strength in the relationship.

The second country he mentioned was Afghanistan and how it would be very 
important in his foreign policy to have a better relationship with Afghanistan 
and to have open borders “like the European Union,” as he put it. That's a very 
troubled bilateral relationship. The border, has been a point of con�ict and people 
have been building a fence, so I'm not really sure again where this is going. But I 
did think it was a positive signal that President Ashraf Ghani has invited Imran 
Khan to visit.

He mentioned the United States third, speaking about wanting to change the 
dynamics of the relationship with the United States — that it has been an 
unbalanced relationship. He wants it to be more mutually reciprocal. He spoke 
about the fact that the United States provides aid and then wants Pakistan to do 
what it says. These are longstanding complaints. I am not sure that that materially 
changes the direction of U.S.-Pakistan ties yet. He also spoke about wanting to 
improve ties with Iran (interestingly), about having a strong relationship with 
Saudi Arabia, and about wanting to be a peace broker in the Middle East.

FAIR: Pervez Musharraf also actually �oated the possibility of normalizing relations 
with Israel. Both sides said: we really don’t need you. I don't know if you noticed this, 
but the Israeli press took some interest in Imran Khan's election. But Khan, despite 
his �rst wife being Jewish, has also made a number of nasty antisemitic statements 
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as well. What Israeli journalists want to know is: 
is there any possibility that Khan would reopen 
Musharraf's initiative to consider normalizing ties?

PANDE: On India, Khan did say that if India takes 
one step, Pakistan will take two. So you could see 
a handshake or something if the two leaders meet 
somewhere. However, for India, things will not 
change till some action is taken against terrorism 
and jihad, and so even if there's a handshake or a 
smile at the U.N. General Assembly or one of the 
SCO summits, things are really not going to change.

I don't think they will change with the others 
either. With Afghanistan, he may again meet 
President Ghani, but will the Pakistan Army 
really give up on what it's doing in Afghanistan? 
Khan has referred to the Afghan Taliban as 
freedom �ghters and as people he didn't really 
see as doing anything wrong. So even if he 
has changed his views, will he be able to do 
something or move beyond the limited space 
that a Pakistani Prime Minister has in deciding 
foreign policy? I don't know.

If he does really face the corruption which he 
wants to �ght, that will come back to bite him. 
For every Pakistani civilian Prime Minister, 
corruption doesn't really matter as long as they're 
with the military. Corruption matters when 
they're against the military. Nawaz Sharif was 
�ne all these decades. There's a problem with him 
only when he turned against what the military 
was doing. And I don’t think Imran Khan will 
be able to change domestic politics, �ght against 
corruption, and change foreign policy, without 
stepping beyond the boundary that the military 
establishment has set for him.

OR: What is the current state of Pakistan’s economy?

FAIR: Pakistan has this modus operandi where the 
Pakistan Army takes the largest share from the 
budget without ever having to justify it before 
Parliament in any signi�cant way. It then relies 
upon IMF bailouts to keep the rest of the country 
a�oat. The Americans will continue supporting 

these IMF bailouts because we believe that 
Pakistan is too dangerous to fail. What this 
really does is it lubricates a friction that would 
ordinarily arise between the people who've been 
literally colonized by an Army that hogs all the 
resources (despite having started a number of 
wars without winning a single one of them).

What should be confronting American policy 
makers, but I fear isn't for a variety of reasons 
(partly because of the current regime in the 
White House), is that we're on autopilot with the 
IMF. We worry that Pakistan is too dangerous 
to fail. I don't think it will fail. But by being there 
to underwrite another IMF bailout, we have 
incentivized Pakistan to continue over-consuming 
Chinese debt. This is going to eventually put us in 
a really interesting dilemma where the American 
taxpayer who largely contributes to the IMF is 
essentially going to be subsidizing these China-
Pakistan Economic Corridor loans.

If we don't continue writing those IMF checks, we 
may very well see a situation in Pakistan that we 
have seen elsewhere in the region — in Djibouti; 
in Hambantota in Sri Lanka; in Malaysia; in 
Myanmar. These loans the Chinese are writing 
have no basis in the market. They're completely 
opaque. The amount is set by the Chinese 
government. They write the loan. They send 
their own contractors to do the work. Then when 
the projects are built at this in�ated price, the 
countries in question can't service those loans.

What the Chinese have essentially said is, "Fine, 
you can't pay for this. Just give us the land. Give 
us a 99-year lease or some variant thereof. Let our 
companies own a majority share in running, for 
example, the port." If we don't continue writing 
these IMF checks, the alternative is that we 
essentially have what we have at Hambantota, 
which is a sovereign Chinese island on the 
Arabian Sea. These are bad options.

Secretary of State Mike Pompeo put it out there 
that the United States will not support an IMF 
bailout simply to pay back China. But money is 
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fungible. Just like, for example, the Coalition Support Fund. Those monies are 
fungible. So in a very direct way, we are subsidizing the things that we hate most: 
nuclear weapons and terrorism.

PANDE: Why is it that Pakistan is either dependent and has to go for the 12th or 
13th time to the IMF for a bailout or is dependent on CPEC money or on the $45 
billion which the U.S. has given in the last �ve decades? The reason is that, over 
the years, Pakistani governments have really not paid attention to economics. 
They've not really instituted the institutional changes in their economic structure 
to enable Pakistan to use its big population and the fact that it does have certain 
industries like textiles to move forward.

I'll give one example. Pakistan has a water scarcity and electricity problem. 
Pakistanis will say the reason we have the problem is that India and Pakistan 
signed the Indus Waters Treaty and India holds back water. No. Pakistan has 
really never built a dam system to conserve water or to be able to direct water 
towards agriculture and electricity.

From the 1990’s onward, civilian governments in Pakistan have repeatedly tried to 
encourage foreign investors to come in and set up power plants, but every time the 
government was changed, the previous plans were discarded, companies were forced 
to leave, and they lost money. So you haven't really built an institutional structure. 
You don't really tax your people. You prefer to blame a civilian government or the past 
government, and you adopt populist policies. How are you going to change?

I'm just jumping in with some numbers. We're talking about the whole economic issue 
and all the domestic issues. Pakistan is su�ering from massive urban unemployment, 
rural underemployment, and low per-capita income. Over 60 percent of Pakistan's 
population lives on less than $2 a day. Electricity rates are abysmal. 40 percent of 
Pakistan's population cannot read or write including 57 percent of Pakistan's adult 
population above the age of 15, 31 percent of all Pakistani men and 45 percent of 
Pakistani women. Pakistan is home to the third-largest illiterate population globally.

However, Pakistan is the sixth-largest nation in the world by population and 
has the sixth-largest army. It ranks at number 25 among the world's countries by 
size of GDP on the purchasing power parity basis, and at number 42 in terms of 
nominal GDP. Although the country has an impressive nuclear arsenal, it has the 
smallest economy of any country that has tested nuclear weapons thus far with 
the exception of North Korea.

OR: How would you all assess the broader health of Pakistan's political 
institutions particularly vis-à-vis its military?

AYRES: I think virtually all observers of Pakistan (including people in Pakistan) 
were really encouraged in 2013 when the country had its �rst peaceful transition 
of power from one civilian government to a second civilian government. Pakistan 
has been plagued by this problem of an overweening military, having had a military 
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government in power for half the country's 
existence.

Having this transition from one civilian 
government to the next was really important 
in 2013. I think up until, let's say, maybe about 
a year and a half ago, things looked like it was 
heading towards a second transition of power 
from one civilian government to another. Now, 
with this election, I think it's fair to say that 
all the problems with the pre-poll rigging and 
the very severe problems with the actual poll 
counting speci�cally cast a real shadow over this 
election. You can't really say that democracy has 
further deepened in Pakistan with this election.

Again you can understand some of the appeal 
of Imran Khan and his campaign against 
dynasties, against corruption, but the issue of 
the role of the military in stacking the deck and 
then playing an actual active role on the day 
of the poll itself is a worrying sign for whether 
Pakistan can move forward on deepening 
civilian authority in the country.

PANDE: Around 371,000-plus military personnel 
were deployed during Pakistan's election, which 
is three times the number that were deployed in 
the last elections. If you look at reports, especially 
by the European Union, they actually spoke about 
what they saw as military personnel questioning 
which people voted and keeping their parallel 
tabulation about who people were voting for. This 
is not something which is positive.

FAIR: One of the warning signs that we were 
heading into yet a further entrenched civil-military 
crisis is getting rid of the Eighteenth Amendment. 
The Eighteenth Amendment has a number of 
provisions, the most important of which to the 
Pakistan Army is this thing called 58-2(b), which 
allowed the President to prorogue the National 
Assembly as well as the Provincial Assemblies.

This was the easiest tool for the Army to get rid 
of a government with which it had objections. 
Without that instrument, it has had to innovate 

alternative mechanisms of disempowering elected 
o�cials most notably through street dramas, but 
most importantly through the Supreme Court.

OR: What are the things that outside analysts 
consistently get wrong about this election?

AYRES: The big misconception seems to be that 
there is a playboy cricketer who's now been 
elected Prime Minister. That may have been who 
Khan was two-and-a-half decades ago, but just is 
not who he is today. As far as I know, he's aligned 
himself with some very conservative religious 
forces. I think we need to look at who he has been 
in the last decade to get signs of who he actually 
will be as a leader.

FAIR: I am tired of hearing commentators say that 
Imran Khan won the election. If anyone won the 
election, it was the Army.

PANDE: This belief that you'll �nd somebody 
who was a non-politician entering politics, and 
therefore, he or she will be able to totally change 
the entire institutional structure and rid the 
country of dynastic politics or corruption — that 
doesn't really happen. So that is one problem. The 
second belief that his closeness to the military 
will let him go about policymaking more easily is 
also, I think, a fallacy.

ISPAHANI: The fact was this election was not free 
and fair. All the media, political parties, the PPP, 
PML-N, ANP have all come out and said this 
election was not free and fair. So therefore, Mr. 
Khan and Pakistan are starting out already on a 
very weak wicket, to use a cricketing term.

I think that analysts in America who seem to 
want to give India and Pakistan parity on a lot 
of issues have to realize India os slow, bumbling, 
and bureaucratic, but still a democracy. Pakistan, 
with this election, has actually moved very, very 
far away from democracy. It's a very sad day for 
Pakistan and for Pakistan's neighbors. I pity the 
United States, which has been one of Pakistan's 
biggest backers. 
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OCTAVIAN REPORT: Is anti-Semitism, in fact, on the rise today? If so, what's driving that rise?

ABE FOXMAN: I do not believe that actual anti-Semitism is on the rise. Our awareness of it 
is on the rise. The coverage of it travels on the internet. I've been involved in measuring, 
combating, evaluating, assessing, and analyzing anti-Semitism for over 50 years. Anti-
Semitism is a given. It's there.

There used to be a joke: where there's life, there's bugs. Well, where there's life, there's 
prejudice. And anti-Semitism is the mother of all prejudices. It’s always been there. What 
has changed is its perception, its acceptance. When many of us struggled to combat it, we 
understood that we're not going to eliminate it unless we �nd a vaccine and an antidote.

It's part of the human condition. People need to hate, want to hate, look to hate. It's 
political, it's cultural, it's all these things. And so from those of us who fought it with 
an understanding that it will always be there, our goal has been to contain it. To keep it 
unacceptable, put a price on it. Make sure there are consequences to anti-Semitic behavior. 
And to make it un-Christian, un-Muslim, immoral.

It isn't on the rise. What's on the rise is that the containment elements that we have attained 
in all these last 50 years through legislation, through litigation, through education, are losing 
their impact. Let's look at the U.S., for example. I don't think Charlottesville has always 
been that way. Yes, anti-Semite bigots have always been there. And institutions such as the 
Anti-Defamation League or the American Jewish Comittee, whose job it is to monitor them, 
always knew where they were.

But 200 neo-Nazis never before had the audacity, the chutzpah, to march publicly, to show 

Fear and hatred of Jews spans times and 
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contemporary America and elsewhere. 
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their faces and come out of the sewers, if you will. 
So what has changed is that the restraint which 
existed, certainly in the United States in the 
last 20 years, that says it's unacceptable — this 
restraint has been removed. Some blame it on 
Trumpism or Trump, but once you remove the 
taboos, once it's okay to say A, B, C, D, E, then it's 
okay to be more anti-Semitic.

I do not believe that there's more of it. Look, 
again, I go back 50 years in the ADL. We issued 
reports, we did inventories, we did polling. It 
never was really big news. There were swastikas 
on college campuses over the last 50 years. But it 
was maybe local news, not the way it is today.

This is partially because of politics and partially 
because there's a lot more media. There's 24/7 
media, which we didn't have 20 years ago. The 
third element as to why there is this perception 
of a rise in anti-Semitism today is the Internet. 
It's a superhighway on which bigotry travels in 
nanoseconds around the globe. And it travels at 
tsunami force.

OR: Are you more concerned than you normally 
are about what you're seeing?

FOXMAN: Yes. Again, I don't think it's a crisis, 
but I think it is serious. It is a lot more serious 
because it is a lot more open. It is a lot more 
blatant. You see manifestations publicly. That 
changes the nature. If people perceive, and if 
bigots perceive that it's okay, that they can get 
away with it, that they have more support and 
adherents — that  makes it more dangerous.

But again, look, here when we go back to if you 
begin to measure the di�erence between the 
U.S. and the rest of the world. And again, going 
back to the ADL, we did a global survey of anti-
Semitism. And the worst anti-Semitism is today 
is in the Arab countries and North Africa. The 
level of anti-Semitism there reaches 70, 80, 90 
percent of the population.

And yet you don't see manifestations much 
beyond the realms of the internet and social 
media because there are few Jews in those 
countries. The Jews have been kicked out, or ran. 
So when you start measuring anti-Semitism, it's 
attitudinal, but you don't see the activities. In 
Europe, you see the numbers. And part of the 
reason there is the human conveyor belt. Some 
of the Arab and North African anti-Semites have 
now relocated to the European continent.

They not only have raised the level of anti-
Semitism, but also anti-Semitic behavior, 
in many cases violent. In Europe, you have 
legislation. You have laws against Holocaust 
denial. You have laws against anti-Semitism. And 
yet the level there is still higher than it is here.

Again, the reason why we have here for a while 
at least established that there's a consequence 
to the behavior. Yes, our Constitution protects 
your right to be an anti-Semite. But if you act 
out as an anti-Semite, you will pay a social 
price. Mel Gibson is a perfect example of how 
the system works. He was the number-one 
performer, actor, producer until his anti-
Semitism was revealed. And then, all of a 
sudden, he plummeted because our society 
knows and understands, or at least it did, that 
anti-Semitism is not acceptable. That today is 
no longer as secure an antidote as it used to be.

OR: Is the present irrational hatred of Israel one 
can �nd in some political quarters a form of anti-
Semitism? Why do you think it is tolerated by the 
political Le�?

FOXMAN: We tend to forget the Le� included 
Soviet communism. That was an enemy of 
the Jewish people. They manufactured anti-
Semitism, they engaged in anti-Semitism, they 
purged Jews. So, the Le� has its own history: 
communism was as guilty as Nazism. The 
numbers may have been di�erent because of 
the Holocaust. But the socialist movement — as 
much as some people try to fantasize it being 
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more tolerant — was tolerant except when it came to Jews.

This is true even of political correctness. I know Trump thinks it's a sin and a crime. 
But, in a way, it set a certain standard of social behavior. It came basically from 
the Le�. And the circle of political correctness excluded Jews. We were not seen as 
minorities. Le�ists argue that anti-Semitism comes from the Right, but, it's always 
been there on the Le�. If you even look today at the Labour Party in the U.K., it is anti-
Semitic. Why? It's political, it's ideological, it ful�lls all kinds of needs.

The Israel question is a camou�age. It is a platform. The UN resolved by a 
majority vote that Zionism is racism. The only national liberation movement in 
the history of the world which was called racist by the UN was Zionism — the 
Jewish national independence movement.

Usually the most frequently asked question on Israel and anti-Semitism is, "Can't 
I be an anti-Zionist and not be an anti-Semite?" Or, "Can't I criticize Israel and 
not be called an anti-Semite?" And the answer to both these questions is, "Sure, 
you can, but chances are if you engage in anti-Zionism, and the only nationalism 
that you single out as racist is Jewish nationalism — if you say Palestinian 
nationalism, French nationalism, Hungarian nationalism, are not racist but 
Jewish nationalism is . . . Bingo! You're an anti-Semite."

I'll talk about the BDS movement for a moment. If young people who cared about 
justice in the world came together and declared themselves that they will through 
the vehicle of boycott strike out against injustice in the world, I would say, "Okay, 
God bless you."

But then I would like to see a list of at least 10 countries — like Cuba, China, 
Iran — that violate basic human rights. And if they included Israel in such a list, I 
would argue that Israel is not stands ahead of all of them. But if that were the case, 
I could live with it.

But if the only country that they organize boycotts around is the Jewish state, 
that's anti-Semitism. Even Pope Francis said about a year ago words to the e�ect 
that people questioning today the legitimacy of the Jewish state are anti-Semites. 
And that to me basically covers most of the BDS movement. When there was a 
war in Gaza several years ago, the demonstrations in European capitals targeted 
synagogues and Jewish business institutions. You know what? It wouldn't have 
been so great if they targeted Israeli embassies but they didn't do that. They went 
a�er the Jews.

And so, the manifestations of this political movement have moved into anti-
Semitism and one reinforces the other. There seems to be some sort of legitimacy 
in certain crimes in the world where you can act against the Jews as long as it's 
under the guise of acting against Israel. I think little by little it's losing its cover 
and it's losing its camou�age. But it's out there. It is out there.
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OR: Do you think the world is reaching a point 
where it's not safe for Jews to be in Europe?

FOXMAN: Look, again, it's a very, very personal 
view. I would not raise a family in Europe. I 
think we're seeing that the Jews of Europe 
are realizing that there is no future for them. 
They're voting with their feet. There is a lot 
of immigration to Israel; it's a little tougher to 
get to the U.S. nowadays. But I think Jews are 
acting out of a realization and a fear that they 
have no future in Europe.

But again, you have to respect their decision. It's 
where they want to be. But yeah, if somebody 
were to ask me as an observer from the outside 
looking at the situation, I would say, "I don't see 
a future."

On 9/11, our country had a very, very traumatic 
moment. We came to the realization a�er 9/11 
that we have to sacri�ce some of our way of life to 
balance our civil liberties with security.

We had the Patriot Act debate. We basically as 
a society gave up some of the freedoms that we 
had, whether it's �ying, whether it's traveling, 
whether it's access to government, all these 
things. I don't see Europe having that moment 
yet. A�er the attack on Hebdo, they marched in 
the streets of Paris and I think they thought they 
took care of it. However, I don't think they have.

I don't think they have yet come to grips that 
they need to change some of their thinking, 
some of their laws, some of their behavior. And 
if they don't, Jews are on top of the hit parade in 
terms of being singled out. So there were protests 
about anti-Semitism, but when Merkel called for 
a demonstration you had 5,000 people show up. 
When it's demonstrations, protesting, and acting 
against anti-Semitism in Europe, you don't have 
big crowds.

The only good thing, if you will, is that powers 
that be, the governments, and those that 

speak out, are acting to protect the Jewish 
community. But how long can you live in a 
society where you recognize a synagogue by the 
amount of police or militia around it? When 
your kids, if they want to go to Jewish school, 
have to go with a military or police escort? 
That's no way to encourage future generations 
of Jewish life. If I were to be asked by my Jewish 
friends in Europe, I would advise them to �nd 
another place.

OR: Why is it — given that Jews are such a small 
percentage of the population — that anti-Semitism 
has been a historical constant for millennia?

FOXMAN: If we knew the answer to the question 
maybe we'd �nd a way to eliminate it. Anti-
Semitism is the mother of all prejudices, if you 
will, in Western civilization. It starts with the 
cruci�xion of Christ. The Jews sold out Jesus for 
30 pieces of silver. That's 2,000 years of teaching 
based on faith that took its roots in Western 
civilization. You don't have it in Buddhism. You 
don't have it in Shintoism. We have it now in 
Islam. Why?

Mark Twain in 1894 wrote an essay concerning 
the Jews. He went on a speaking tour of Europe. 
He had some debts to pay o�, and one way to 
make quick money was to give speeches. He went 
to Europe. And for some odd reason, wherever 
he went he found anti-Semitism. He found it in 
people who were religious and people who were 
atheist, people who were smart and people who 
were stupid, people who were rich and people 
who were poor.

And he came to the conclusion that it's jealousy. 
That Jews succeed and because of their success 
are hated, despised. So we have served as a 
scapegoat in politics for princes, for kings, for 
dictators. We've served as a religious scapegoat. 
We've served as individuals' scapegoats.

If you ask the Orthodox, the Orthodox would say 
it's because we brought the Torah. We brought 
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the laws. We forced the world to live by a code of civil behavior. And so it’s never 
forgiven us. I'm not sure, but I guess it helps explain it to them. But this hatred has 
served so many masters in so many times.

To go back to the question: “Are you worried?” I'm still abbergasted to some 
extent how these conspiracy theories continue to live today with all openness. 
Now you've got fake news. So who knows what is and what isn't. But the blood 
libel is still out there. It still has vibrancy. The Jews gather organs to sell. Every 
catastrophe in the world is caused by Jews. These ideas have currency.

Is it this need that people have to blame somebody? Maybe. But a�er Auschwitz 
was laid bare to the world a lot of people said, "We didn't know, we didn't know." 
Which we know is a lot of nonsense.

But, if a�er the handiwork of hate was laid bare to the world when they saw 
Auschwitz, and all the scientists, and all the engineers, and all the philosophers 
didn't come together and say, "We need to develop an antidote" — if it didn't 
happen then, it's not going to happen now.

OR: Do you think the world could ever see a Holocaust again?

FOXMAN: I wrote a book in 2011 called Never Again? I wrote an op-ed in this last 
year called “Never Again — Probably.” You're asking a Holocaust survivor. No 
Holocaust survivor will say to you categorically, "It will never happen again." I've 
always lived with the thought, with the fear,  with the anxiety that it could happen 
because it's still there.

In the United States today, you've got candidates running for o�ce who are neo-
Nazis, who are anti-Semites. They're not acceptable, but they're still tolerated. 
So the answer is yes, it could happen. As someone who studied the Holocaust, I 
tried to �gure out what it is that I survived. I had di�culty understanding why 
the world didn't care. I understand it a little better now when I look at what's 
happening in Syria. 600,000 butchered, 700,000; millions of refugees. People 
don't care. It's one thing not to care, it's another thing not to care and to be 
infected with bigotry and prejudice. Genocides are happening around the world. 
And so yes, unfortunately, sadly, it could happen.

OR: Is there any reason should people who aren't Jewish should be concerned 
about the phenomenon you’ve described?

FOXMAN: If you want to measure the democracy of a country, ask the question: 
how do they treat the Jews? How did they, and how do they? And 99 percent of 
the time if there's anti-Semitism in that society there is a lack of democracy.

It starts with us, but it doesn't �nish with us. Martin Niemoller le� us that quote to 
remember him by and as a lesson. "First they came for the Jews, and I wasn't a Jew. 
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So I didn't stand up. Then, they came for the trade 
unionists, and I wasn't a trade unionist. So I didn't 
stand up. Then they came for the communists, and 
I wasn't a communist. So I didn't stand up. And 
then they came for me and there was nobody else to 
stand up."

Why should they care? They should care not 
only because it's the right thing to do but also 
because the nature of prejudice is, in the end, not 
to discriminate. Today, it's Jews, tomorrow it's 
Mexicans, then it's Muslims.

And if you permit it in your society, you don't 
know where it's going to go. So, sure, we care 
because we have been on the receiving end for 
all of these years in some of these societies and 
religions, and we paid such a heavy price. But it's 
not only about us. It's about society. It's about our 
other people. They should care for themselves, if 
not for us.

OR: What should people be doing to counteract 
these forces?

FOXMAN: In the long range something that is very 
laborious and painstaking: education, education, 
education, education. There's no other antidote. 
As you can be infected very quickly in a matter 
of minutes by prejudice, by anti-Semitism, by 
bigotry. Whether it's by your family, or friends, 
or your government.

So educate. What does that mean? To stand up. 
And that is not to permit words of prejudice, to be 
unanswered. To stand up. Don't be a bystander. 
When you see or when you hear prejudice directed 
against anybody within your environment, stand 
up and say, "No." If it's an ethnic joke, then stand 
up and say, "It isn't funny."

Bullying is prejudice. Bullying is, "I don't like you 
because you're fat. I don't like you because you're 
tall. I don't like you because of your color. I don't 
like you because of your religion. I don't like you 
because of whatever." It separates the person. He 

becomes the other. And that's prejudice. That's 
the basis of prejudice. What do we want people 
to do? Stand up to bullying. The problem with 
bullying is that people don't stand up, don't say 
no, don’t embrace the person that's being bullied.

Then there is the element of public opinion. 
This starts with government. Many of us 
continue to be concerned that the President, 
a�er Charlottesville, set up a moral equivalency 
between Nazis and people who stood up against 
Nazis. That sends a horri�c message. There are 
no good Nazis. And so to this day if you ask me, 
I'm still a�er the President. I hope that he gets 
up one morning and says, "I had a dream, and the 
dream was we sacri�ced tens of thousands of our 
people to �ght Nazism."

Whether its religious leadership, whether its 
political leadership, whether its moral leadership, 
it has to be a full-time job not letting events 
like this go by unchallenged. The Holocaust 
happened because people let it happen. Hitler got 
elected to o�ce.

I'm talking to you today because there was a 
woman 60, 70 years ago who said, "No." I was 
Jewish. I had a death sentence on me. She wasn't 
that educated. I'm not sure she weighed all the 
odds because if she had weighed the odds, maybe 
somebody else would be talking to you. But she 
knew enough. I was a human being. I was being 
threatened because I was Jewish. And she stood 
up, to embrace me, to protect me, to hide me. And 
she risked her life to do it.

Now, it's a little bit too much to say to people, 
"We want you to risk your life in standing up 
to prejudice." I don't think they have to. But, in 
our environment standing up and saying "No" 
when you see, or hear, or experience prejudice 
can make a di�erence. The more of us do it, the 
more frequently we do it, the more we change 
the morals. We change what's acceptable in our 
society. And it's a full-time job because bigots are 
out there 24/7.  
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MASTER    
PLAN

The Greek poet Archilochus first divided human actors into hedgehogs and 
foxes — those with deep focus and those with reactive agility. The philosopher 
Isaiah Berlin resurrected this idea. John Lewis Gaddis, the eminent historian, 
wants to apply this lens to grand strategic thinkers throughout the ages from 
our namesake Octavian to Abraham Lincoln.
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OCTAVIAN REPORT: Why is Isaiah Berlin a lodestar for you, and how did his work 

gure in writing your most recent book?

GADDIS: Berlin is most famous, of course, for his revival of the ancient 
distinction between the hedgehog and the fox. The hedgehog knowing one big 
thing, the fox knowing many things. That has been traditionally interpreted to 
mean that you have to choose one or the other. I'm trying to argue in my book 
that that's not really what he meant and it's not really how to think about grand 
strategy in the 
rst place, that it's much more useful to think about how you can 
be both (but you wouldn't want to be both at the same time).

It's a question of when to be which, when to be a fox and when to be a hedgehog. I 
think a lot of the rest of Berlin's writing through his life re�ected on that, in one 
way or another. But he's never been thought of as a grand strategist. I thought I 
would try to make the pitch that he does have things to say about grand strategy.

OR:  Can focused, even monomaniacal hedgehogs be foxes?

GADDIS: Sure, but I think it's a matter of timing. There are very few people who 
can manage these perspectives simultaneously and who can retain a sense of the 
overall objective, the one big thing, and then still be agile enough to deal with all 
the unexpected things that come along.

That's one reason I gave a whole chapter to your namesake, Octavian. It seems 
to me that his career illustrates this beautifully. He always knew he wanted to 
replace his great uncle Julius, of course, but it was very much an uphill struggle 
for a long time and he was quite brilliant in his maneuvering to get to where he 
got to by the time of Actium, by the time he's 30 — ruling the world.

I think there are a few people, a few geniuses, who fall into that category. Another 
one for me, who gets a whole chapter, is Lincoln. Yet another one is Franklin 
Roosevelt. They're rare. There are not very many like that. So that's one of the 
things that the book was trying to: to make the case that even if you can't do that 
with that degree of skill that they manifested, at the same time it's something to 
shoot for.

It's this idea that Scott Fitzgerald had of keeping contradictory ideas in the 
mind at the same time and still functioning. I think those are two quite good 
contradictory approaches to keep in mind even as you have to shi� the emphasis 
from one to the other.

OR: What circumstances do you think the fox mentality is best suited for? What 
about the hedgehog?

GADDIS: I think the fox is best-suited to dealing with the unexpected, with the 
things that you can't foresee. If you think of it in terms of an athletic analogy, 

Octavian's 
career illustrates 
grand strategy 
beautifully.
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it simply could be the actions of the other team 
that you're playing, what Donald Rumsfeld 
called the "known unknowns." You know that 
they're going to be out there but you don't know 
what they're going to be. The ability to respond if 
necessary on the spot is part of the skill involved 
in that. But it has to be done without losing sight 
of the larger objective and I think that's a balance 
that has to be struck.

Hedgehogs, because they're so focused on the 
one big idea, are o�en badly equipped to deal 
with the unpredictabilities, with contingencies, 
so they tend quite o�en just to try to cram 
their view of reality into their own particular 
ideology, their way of looking at the world. That 
o�en leads them astray. It o�en distorts what 
they're doing. It's what causes somebody like 
Napoleon to march to Moscow when I think 
almost anybody who thought about it would 
have said that's a terrible idea.

OR: Is it fair to say that large, world-historical 
disasters are hedgehog-driven, while foxes o�en 
lack the momentum to even get started?

GADDIS: I think it's a fair statement. That's why 
I like the case study from Herodotus which 
is right at the beginning of the book. Xerxes 
invading Greece, crossing the Hellespont with 
bridges and all of that, is a great hedgehog. 
He just believes that he's got the power to 
override anything that's going to get in the 
way. Herodotus also gives us his uncle, 
Artaphernes, who is just the opposite. He's a 
fox and he's thinking of everything that can 
go wrong along the way, and so there is this 
fascinating dialogue in Herodotus between 
Xerxes and Artaphernes in which Artaphernes 
says, “Master, you have to think of everything 
before you do anything,” and Xerxes says, 
“If I did that, Artaphernes, I would never do 
anything in the first place.”

OR: When you look at Ronald Reagan, he 
seems like the archetypal hedgehog, yet he was 

extraordinarily e�ective. Do you have a view on 
Reagan as a strategist?

GADDIS: I think Reagan was deceptive. He 
certainly gave the appearance of being a 
lightweight and that partly came from his 
career in the movies, but it partly I think was 
an image that he himself cultivated. He tried 
to be charming. He tried to be congenial. It was 
only a�er he le� o�ce that we discovered all the 
writing that he had done on the big issues before 
he ever gained the presidency. These were his 
�ve-minute radio addresses that he was doing in 
the late 1970’s. All of which he wrote out himself 
and they really were a blueprint for what he 
would propose to do if he got to be president of 
the United States.

Nobody took them seriously at the time, but they 
re�ect someone who did re�ect before he ever 
got into a position of power and was thinking 
about what he would do with power once he got 
it. I think so many other leaders just concentrate 
on getting power but then they don't think very 
much about what they're going to do with it once 
they have it and that's in some ways worse than 
having a hedgehog-like sense of direction.

OR: Do you think Octavian had a grand strategy 
beyond putting himself in power?

GADDIS: I don't know and I don't think anybody 
knows. We know so little about him because 
he begins to be a signi�cant �gure so early 
and because he wrote almost nothing down 
himself. All we know about him is what other 
people wrote about him and it makes him both 
a fascinating and a frustrating character. But I 
certainly think that he had the desire for power, 
that's for sure, the ambition. It's partly because 
Julius Caesar had designated him son and heir, 
but I think it was also partly because Julius 
Caesar himself had a grand strategy which was 
to bring order to Rome, if necessary by turning 
the republic into an empire. I think Octavian 
probably shared that aspiration, but was 
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clever enough, more clever than Julius, not to let that be known, not to let that 
become clear, to do that very gradually so that people don't even realize that it's 
happening. It was very skillfully pulled o�.

OR: How did you �rst become interested in the concept and architecture of 
strategy?

GADDIS: I got an invitation about �ve years out of graduate school, in 1974, to 
come and lecture on my �rst book at the Naval War College in Newport. The 
book was on the origins of the Cold War. Stans�eld Turner was at that time 
the president of the War College and to my astonishment he was there in the 
front row. He introduced me and when I �nished my lecture, he got up and said, 
“Professor Gaddis has been right on the following issues and wrong on the 
following issues. But he was right on enough issues that he will be teaching here 
next year.”

That was all news to me, but he was an admiral and I �gured out that's what 
you do to admirals — you just say yes sir. So I took a couple of years o� from 
my own university and found myself teaching Thucydides and Machiavelli and 
Clausewitz to guys who were all older than I was at the time. All had military 
experience; I didn't. It was immediately post-Vietnam, so it was a traumatic time 
and I was staying just about thirty seconds ahead of the students while we were 
working through these very di�cult texts. It was one of the best experiences of 
my life: getting thrown into that and forced to learn something new, forced to 
think di�erently from how I'd been educated in grad school.

That led to the interest in grand strategy, which �rst showed up in the book on 
containment that I did and then that led to several other things, including the 
Kennan biography and the development of the grand strategy course at Yale.

OR: Why do you think it's so di�cult for people to properly develop strategies 
and to implement them?

GADDIS: Nobody ever said it was going to be easy to rise positions of 
responsibility, deal with those responsibilities, organize all the ducks that have 
to be organized in order to do that. I think just always is going to be extremely 
di�cult. What I'm interested in is the question of whether grand strategies can 
exist across scale.

For example, we conventionally assume that statesmen and generals are going to 
have grand strategies. But can students have grand strategies? If they do — and 
to talk to them you certainly get the impression that they do — would they make 
use of the same kind of thinking that you would �nd on the part of statesmen 
and generals? That might lead to a way of training students and encouraging 
serious thinking about this at their level, with the thought that it might apply as 
they themselves rise to greater and greater responsibilities.

What I'm 
interested in is 
the question of 
whether grand 
strategies can 
exist across 
scale.
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That's what we've experimented with here. We 
take the idea of grand strategy very seriously. We 
take our students very seriously and we operate 
from the presumption that there's not a great 
deal of di�erence in how you would think about 
important issues if you were a graduating senior 
at Yale or if you were president of the United 
States.

OR: Do you have a di�erent view now on the role 
that luck or other extraneous factors play in 
someone's career? Can those be overcome by a 
good strategy?

GADDIS: One of the points Clausewitz makes 
— and it's one of his most e�ective — is that 
planning for any operation is extremely 
important. You learn a great deal from planning. 
But when the battle actually comes, the �rst 
thing you do is throw the plans out the window: 
the battle is never going to go according to the 
plan. That's because you're dealing with an 
opponent, or with circumstances, that cannot 
be foreseen. You don't know how the enemy is 
going to deploy forces. You don't know whether 
the horses are going to get sick. But you do know 
that there is going to be uncertainty and you're 
going to have to cope with it.

So the ability in the mind to plan and to bene�t 
from the discipline of planning, but then at 
the same time to junk the plan and respond 
instantly and on the spot is I think what it's all 
about.

OR: Do you see any shining examples of grand 
strategic thinkers operating in the contemporary 
world?

GADDIS: I don't think the current environment 
is very conducive to the emergence of that at 
the moment for sure. I think that there's such a 
premium on fox-like thinking, on moving from 
moment to moment, that it's hard to see it. But 
looking at history I would say that this is not 
unprecedented. There have been a lot of cases 

in the past where someone was in power who 
seemed not to know what he was doing, seemed 
to be going from crisis to crisis, was revealed 
a�erwards as having had a plan.

Lincoln certainly falls into this category. 
Franklin Roosevelt notoriously falls into 
this category. He was considered the most 
scatterbrained of all the lightweights, but 
he's probably regarded now as the deepest 
grand strategist of the twentieth century. So it 
might take time for us to know who the grand 
strategists of the current period are. I did half-
jokingly suggest to our students the other day 
that if you actually had to measure someone 
who's done quite a lot with very minimal 
opportunities, it would actually be Vladimir 
Putin. I suggested that the students give him an 
award for the grand strategist of the decade, but I 
didn't get very far with that.

OR: Are you worried about the United States 
right now?

GADDIS: Of course.

OR: More than you have been in the past?

GADDIS: I'm worried about the inequality 
issue for sure, which is a corrosive internal 
factor predicted long ago by Karl Marx. I'm 
worried about the loss of consensus, of a sense 
of direction that we did have back in the days 
of World War Two and the Cold War and for 
a long time a�erwards. I'm worried about the 
degradation of our politics, that bipartisanship 
seems to be an extinct animal at this point. I'm 
worried about short attention spans. Who is able 
to focus on anything for any more than about 
15 minutes in the age of Twitter and Facebook? 
It seems to me that these technological changes 
have not been to the good. I think people are 
coming to see that.

OR: Do you recommend people adopt 
Machiavelli’s “lightness of being,” as you de�ne 
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it using Milan Kundera's famous phrase?

GADDIS: I did not expect in this book when I started it out that I would be 
writing about lightness of being. But it came from putting St. Augustine and 
Machiavelli into the same chapter. They seem on the surface to be two very 
di�erent kinds of individuals and indeed in most respects they were. But the 
big di�erence between them was that Augustine looked for the hand of God 
in everything that happened and Machiavelli very bluntly said: “God does not 
want to do everything.” He leaves some things to us. That was a fundamental 
divide in the history of Western civilization. It's the point at which a secular 
order really begins to rise.

I think from that came the sense that there was no great point in laboring 
mightily to �nd deep causes or divine rationales in what was happening. King 
Philip II of Spain set forth such a rationale for what his armada was doing; his 
counterpart Elizabeth had a much lighter touch. She had a sense of humor. She 
was de� at keeping her advisors or courtiers o�-balance. She was de� at keeping 
her enemies o�-balance as well. There was something of an ability to move 
faster and do things more imaginatively than there was if you're waiting for 
God's will and all these things.

That to me is lightness of being. I think you're more likely to look at the larger 
picture, let's put it that way, if you have a certain lightness. Heaviness of hand 
drives you toward hedgehog-like explanations. The will of God; the historical 
dialectic. I think lightness is a healthier attitude. I think psychologically it's 
signi�cant, but I think strategically it's signi�cant as well. It certainly does 
not mean super�ciality. It just means taking a wider view, having an ecological 
viewpoint instead of a very narrow focus.

OR: Are there books — other than your own, of course — that you would 
recommend people actually read as primary sources on grand strategy?

GADDIS: I have always had trouble, paradoxically, with books on grand strategy. 
I would try to read them and I'd get bored with them. The philosophical 
works that lie behind grand strategy, classics like Clausewitz, Thucydides, 
and Machiavelli — they are a di�erent matter. But the books that have tried 
systematically to survey grand strategy almost in a textbook manner, it seems 
to me, are far too structured and they miss much of the spontaneity that's 
involved in the process. If you look at my bibliography in the book, it includes 
relatively few of what you might call books on grand strategy, but it includes 
a lot of historical works that are suggestive about grand strategy, books that 
illustrate how grand strategies worked.

One of my favorites, for example, is Garret Mattingly's classic account of the 
Spanish Armada in 1588, in which the word "strategy" hardly ever appears. 
Yet what's documented in that story, in that case, is a clash between two 
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very di�erent grand strategies with decisive 
results. I've always been more interested in the 
operational accounts of how strategies were 
implemented than in accounts of what grand 
strategy is.

OR: Do you have a view on applied history?

GADDIS: I think all history should be applied 
history. I think there ought to be some reason 
for studying history in the �rst place — even if 
it's just because you �nd it interesting or you 
�nd it enriching. That's applied history. I think 
that it's very hard to teach in any structured 
or predictive way how you would apply grand 
strategy in speci�c situations. I've never had 
a lot of faith in the case-study method of 
investigation.

I think it's better to do historical accounts 
that illustrate in some rich way the successes 
or failures of a grand strategy but that leave 
it up to the reader, student, or policymaker to 
draw their own conclusions from this. Each 
one of them is going to face some di�erent 
situation and what they have to do is to tailor 
their thinking to that situation. It's very hard 
to write a case study that deals with all possible 
contingencies or all possible situations.

OR: Do you have a favorite strategist from your 
book or from history?

GADDIS: I do admit to a so� spot for Octavian, 
simply because he was so young when he started 
out. He was younger than most of my students 
are. There are so many di�erent ways of treating 
him. I'm very fond of John Williams epistolary 
novel on the life of Augustus. I do a biographies 
seminar at Yale and we do Octavian Augustus in 
that course, too.  I'm fascinated with his whole 
trajectory of seeing so far ahead as just a kid and 
getting as far as he did.

OR: In addition to resurrecting the hedgehog/fox 
dichotomy, Berlin helped illuminate the concept 

of a negative liberty (which exists within 
democracy) and a positive liberty (which exists 
under authoritarianism). Do you feel that we as 
a nation are moving ever closer to the dangerous 
consolations of positive liberty?

GADDIS: I think it may be something of an 
overstatement, but I think that danger is there 
and I certainly see other countries moving 
pretty rapidly in that direction. The great thing 
about Berlin is that he was a very rich thinker. 
He posed these issues in fairly simple terms, but 
they're deep issues, they're profound issues, and 
you can write the whole history of the Cold War 
and the whole history of authoritarianism and 
democracy in terms of that dichotomy between 
negative and positive liberty. It's fascinating 
to me that someone who was as relentlessly 
empirical as he was, almost to the point of 
acting in some ways like a kind of ine�ectual 
butter�y, would have such deep ideas.

I had the privilege of knowing him brie�y 
when I was in Oxford in 1992 because he was 
a great friend of George Kennan's and Kennan 
wanted me to interview Isaiah. So I did. I got 
interested in him at that point but really didn't 
read him more seriously until his death and 
then I found all kinds of resonances to grand 
strategy. Perhaps that's the grandest one of all is 
that distinction between authoritarianism and 
democracy, which in its own way circles back to 
the foxes and the hedgehogs. There is a kind of 
coherence to his thinking, even though he never 
put it in any coherent form.

I found him simply a useful guide. As I was 
going through this work on grand strategy, 
I found him to be a bit like the way Dante 
presents Virgil in the Inferno. That's why I 
wrote him in, Berlin, at the beginning, at the 
end, and at several different points along the 
way. That has made my historian colleagues a 
little bit nervous. Can historians do that kind 
of thing in the first place? Is that legal? I don't 
care. It was fun. 
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Blockchain: it’s a buzzword that drives stock valuations and headlines. But under the hype, there 

is real potential. Tomicah Tillemann, a leading expert on the technology, explains why it could 

transform everything from standing in line at the DMV to the fight against global corruption.

OCTAVIAN REPORT:  What is blockchain and how does it work?

TOMICAH TILLEMANN: At its core, blockchain is a record and a record-keeping system. And humanity 
has been using record-keeping systems for a long time, since the days of the Sumerians — about 5,500 
years. So in that sense it's nothing new. However, blockchain combines two attributes that have never 
been part of a single record-keeping system previously. And in doing so, it enables organizations to do 
things that we've never been able to do previously.

The  rst distinct attribute is that it is distributed. In the case of large public blockchains like the 
Bitcoin blockchain, it's held simultaneously on thousands of computers around the world. Those 
computers are constantly checking each other to ensure the accuracy of the information contained 
in the record. And they are also checking to ensure that only authorized entities are allowed to add 
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information into the system. There's a high 
degree of security and a very high degree of 
transparency as you take advantage of that 
distributed functionality in blockchain.

The second attribute of the system is that it's 
permanent. In the case of most blockchains, once 
you put information in, it's easy to update that 
information. But it can never be erased. And that 
provides a much higher element of accountability 
than has been present in most record keeping 
systems throughout history and creates some big 
advantages in terms of the ability of governments 
and �nancial institutions to ensure that 
transactions are recorded accurately, that vital 
records are preserved and maintained in the way 
that they should be. It helps citizens have the 
con�dence that they need in the organizations 
maintaining the facts that constitute the base 
layer of our reality and provides a much �rmer 
foundation on which companies can do business 
and individuals can go out and live their lives.

OR: Can you give a concrete example of how 
blockchain could improve a process within, say, a 
major bank?

TILLEMANN: Almost two decades into the 21st 
Century, clearing a check in the United States 
still takes days and days and days. That's surreal 
when you think about it: we've been able to 
solve so many other problems, but the process 
of clearing and settling �nancial transactions is 
still very slow and (in the case of, for example, 
international wire transfers) extremely 
expensive. These are problems that should be 
solved by now and they're not.

Blockchain provides a very compelling solution. 
We are seeing a number of �nancial institutions 
and banks join blockchain consortia where they 
share information and are able to dramatically 
accelerate the speed at which they can settle 
transactions and payments and have a much 
higher degree of con�dence in the transactions 
that they are processing. The beauty of 
blockchain for �nancial institutions is that the 

trade is the settlement. The transaction is the 
settlement. And once it's recorded, because all 
parties on the network can see that transaction, 
it's instantly �nalized and written into the record 
that serves as the core of the system.

OR: What happens if someone's forgetful 
grandfather loses their blockchain key and is 
closed out of a transactional system?

TILLEMANN: At their core, blockchain and 
especially large public blockchains like the 
Bitcoin blockchain are extremely secure. They 
are arguably the most secure systems that 
humans have ever developed. And the underlying 
technology of the Bitcoin blockchain has never 
been compromised. So there are a host of very 
profound security reasons to adopt blockchain 
technology. Many of the solutions that have been 
deployed to date are dependent on individuals 
maintaining custody of the keys that they use 
to gain access to whatever assets are stored on 
a blockchain. That is critically important in the 
solutions that have been deployed thus far.

But there are a number of alternative 
con�gurations. The most prominent of which 
is the largest exchange, a �rm called Coinbase, 
where those keys can be restored if they are 
lost. And there's something of a theological 
debate among certain corners of the blockchain 
community right now about which solution is 
the right solution in order to scale the technology 
more broadly. My assumption is that you're likely 
to see both con�gurations take hold in di�erent 
applications. Ultimately, it will be very important 
to develop mechanisms for restoring lost keys. 
Some of that work has already been done, but 
I would anticipate that there will be a lot more 
progress in that area in years to come.

If you put blockchain in internet terms, right 
now we are maybe in 1993 or 1994. So these are 
the very early days of adoption. Many of the most 
exciting developments are still a few years out. 
But that work is underway and it's progressing 
very quickly.
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OR: Where are we going to see enterprise-scale adoption blockchain over the 
medium term?

TILLEMANN: We're already seeing wide-scale adoption in the �nance sector. We 
are also seeing some very compelling applications in supply chains. There are a 
number of �rms like Walmart that are deploying the technology at scale. We're 
also seeing some fascinating use cases emerge at a more boutique level that provide 
an indication of where blockchain would take us. One example is a Dutch co�ee 
company called Moyee. They have developed a very highly integrated blockchain-
based supply chain that is so good that if you walk out of one of their co�ee shops 
in Amsterdam and you like the cup of co�ee you're drinking, you can tip the farmer 
that produced the beans in your cup of co�ee using your digital token.

That level of transparency and accountability is something that we haven't had access 
to previously in our systems. And it certainly has the potential to create a really 
positive set of incentives for players and di�erent layers of the value creation process.

OR: What is your sense of how wider adoption might reshape the contours of 
everyday life?

TILLEMANN: The best portal into the future that I've seen is the country of 
Estonia. Estonia has the world's most advanced e-governance systems. Every 
citizen has a digital identity that exists alongside their analog identity. And 
they're able to use that digital identity to engage in virtually all of the transactions 
and processes that we all spend time pursuing on a day-to-day basis. What that 
means is that for an Estonian, the idea that you would have to stand in line and 
physically visit the Department of Motor Vehicles to get your driver's license 
renewed is laughable. The idea that you would have to go to a polling place to cast 
your vote is adorable to them. They vote from their mobile phones.

Estimates are that Estonians save hundreds and hundreds of lifetimes of time 
by virtue of having these systems in place. And the beauty of blockchain is 
that like Estonia's systems, which are used not only by the government — and 
governments will be among the largest users of blockchain systems going forward 
— is that you're able to decrease the price of trust and reduce the amount of 
friction that citizens encounter in their day-to-day lives.

Every time you fill out a form to validate your identity, in the future you 
instead will be able to rely on a nearly instantaneous blockchain solution. 
Every time you have to gather up documents to prove something to a lender 
or a financial institution, you'll be able to rely on a nearly instantaneous 
blockchain solution. Every time you need to use or share medical records, 
rather than having to wait through an arduous process of having those 
records shipped from one service provider to another, you'll be able to use 
a nearly instantaneous blockchain solution. Citizens should experience the 
improvements in their lives pretty quickly.

If you put 
blockchain in 
internet terms, 
right now we 
are maybe in 
1993 or 1994. 
So these are the 
very early days 
of adoption.
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OR:  How will all this change the global economic 
and security terrain?

TILLEMANN: Let's take the economy �rst. I 
would say that if your organization pro�ts o� of 
e�ciency and accountability, blockchain could 
be the best thing that ever happens to you. And 
there will be really profound opportunities for 
companies and �rms that derive their pro�ts 
from improving e�ciency and accountability to 
harness this technology in ways that we haven't 
even imagined yet.

The �ip side of that is that if your company or 
organization is based on friction — and there 
are a lot of great organizations that are based on 
friction, serving as the middleman or taking a 
transaction fee on someone else's business — 
then you need to start looking at your business 
model pretty quickly and ensuring that you have 
a strong value proposition that will hold up. 
Because this a technology that will signi�cantly 
reduce the amount of friction that is acceptable 
in any business process or any supply chain.

On the security front, this could be one of 
the most important tools ever developed 
for combating corruption. If you look at the 
numbers provided by the United Nations, 
corruption is roughly a three-trillion-dollar-
a-year industry. It's also one of the world's 
primary drivers of political instability. As 
blockchain systems are adopted, the increased 
level of accountability and transparency that 
they provide should make it dramatically more 
di�cult for actors to engage in malfeasance or 
for the regular ine�ciencies of government to 
get in the way of doing their work.

I'll give you one domestic example from the U.S. 
The Treasury Department, by its own admission, 
makes about $144 billion in improper payments 
annually. That's money that goes out the door 
that should not go out the door for a variety of 
reasons. And they've looked at this and started 
to recognize that blockchain solutions could 
address the preponderance of that improper 

spending. This is a technology that will have 
huge implications in frontier and emerging 
market settings. But it will also, I think, play 
a pretty important role in restoring e�ciency 
and trust in institutions and countries like the 
United States where con�dence in our existing 
structures is waning. And it could help reverse 
that decline.

OR: What are the major misconceptions about 
blockchain that you see in analysis of it?

TILLEMANN: A friend of mine was speaking at 
the World Bank recently and said, "There is a 
misconception that all of this is going to happen 
soon. The reality that it's happening right now." 
For those governments and organizations that 
are taking a wait-and-see approach, it is now time 
to get o� the sidelines and to engage because 
this is moving much more rapidly than the 
development of the internet did a generation 
earlier. You don't want to be le� behind.

The second misconception is that you need to 
understand every technical detail surrounding 
blockchain before you can understand how it can 
help your organization. Like many of the internet 
protocols that emerged a generation earlier, what 
stakeholders and citizens will ultimately care 
about is the ability of this technology to improve 
their lives and deliver higher levels of security, 
accountability, e�ciency, and transparency. 
And once you get the basics, then you're going to 
be in a pretty good position to identify ways in 
which blockchain can help your company or your 
country pursue those objectives.

The biggest hurdle to adoption of blockchain 
technology is a lack of education. And there is a 
bit of a high barrier to entry around blockchain: 
it does require a leader to take an hour to and sit 
down and read a few articles to understand what 
the technology is and what it can do for them. 
But with the investment of an hour or two, they 
can be in a position to really harness one of the 
most important new tools that's emerged since 
the founding of the internet. 
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OCTAVIAN REPORT: How would you 
describe the collective state of our national 
ambitions for space before Je� Bezos and 
Elon Musk arrived on the scene?

CHRISTIAN DAVENPORT: In terms of 
human space �ight we had the Space 
Shuttle, which had obviously exploded 
once in 1986 with the Challenger and 
then right as Elon Musk and Je� Bezos 
are founding their company. Elon's 
was founded in 2002. Blue Origin was 
founded in 2000. The Columbia shuttle 
came apart over Texas and that killed 
another seven astronauts.

Some people felt like NASA had taken a 
step back and that it had retreated in its 
ambitions. A�er going to the moon in the 
'60s — and pulling it o� within a decade, 
which was so extraordinary — we were 
now just taking the shuttle to low Earth 
orbit and building the International 
Space Station. In terms of opening up 
the frontier and pushing out deeper, it's 
almost nowhere.

At the time, there was a human presence 
for NASA in space, but then in 2011 it 
went away completely in terms of NASA's 
ability to �y astronauts. People forget that 
today, NASA does not have the ability to 
�y humans anywhere to space. We pay the 
Russians to do it for us.

OR: How does the founding of SpaceX 
and Blue Origin impact this picture?

DAVENPORT: One of the things Elon Musk 
wanted to do from the beginning was to 
generate new interest in space.

Actually, before he founded SpaceX, 
he had the idea to land a plant on the 
surface of Mars to show that he could 
do it and to galvanize interest in space 
in an attempt to increase funding for 
NASA. But let's not forget that NASA 
has embraced SpaceX and is beginning 
to embrace Blue Origin. SpaceX wouldn't 
exist without NASA. NASA awarded it 
its �rst big contracts, it awarded their 
contracts to �y cargo to the International 
Space Station and now to �y crews to the 
International Space Station.

OR: Both SpaceX and Blue Origin are 
closing in on two decades of operation. 
What do you think each has gotten 
right and what do you think each has 
gotten wrong?

DAVENPORT: Look at SpaceX's track 
record. They were able to, against all 
odds, to get a rocket to go to orbit. 
Nobody has thought some crazy South 
African-born entrepreneur would be 
able to start a space company and be 
successful, to take on the entrenched 
interests in Washington and the 
military-industrial complex. They were 
able to do that and break their way in 
and win contracts from NASA and the 
Pentagon so they could build a rocket 
and land it, and they've done that many, 

Jef f Bezos and Elon Musk are the two personalities driving 
a new space race. Christian Davenport, staf f writer at the 
Washington Post, explains what’s pushing them as they 
attempt to ignite a new, of f-world Age of Discovery.
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many times. They have landed 27 rocket boosters and re-�own 15 of them. They've 
got a huge backlog of customers not just including NASA and the Pentagon, but 
commercial customers.

What they get wrong? Elon Musk constantly throws out these timelines that are 
way too ambitious and that he doesn't make, saying we're going to launch on this 
date and we're going to colonize Mars on this date. People look at those and laugh. 
While he hasn't hit his timeline, he's done so far everything he said he was going 
to do. Remember the Falcon Heavy? People thought that was going to explode and 
it was a success.

You're seeing a real willingness from them to partner with NASA not just on the 
contracts they have now to low Earth orbit, but on their deep space ambitions. I 
think they do realize that it's so di�cult, it's so expensive. They're going to need 
all the help they can get.

With Blue Origin, they've been �ying their New Shepard vehicle, but it doesn't go to 
orbit. It goes up and then it comes straight down. But they were so secretive for so 
long. They didn't just show anything in the press, they weren't talking to NASA or 
potential customers, they kept it all in-house. It's very secretive.

The idea being: when we've done something we'll talk about it. For years and years and 
years they were just moving slowly and deliberately. That's by choice and decision. 
Their mascot is the tortoise. Now, they're trying to come out of the box a little 
bit. They're going to, they say, start �ying humans on their New Shepard vehicle 
potentially by the end of this year. They have their New Glenn rocket, which 
should �y by 2020. They're going to need customers for that.

They're starting to come out a little bit and be more vocal and open and 
transparent, but I wonder if their years and years of secrecy haven't hurt them in 
that regard.

OR: What do the economics of the new business of space look like?

DAVENPORT: SpaceX got several billion dollars in contracts from the government 
to �y cargo and then crew to the International Space Station. They get contracts 
from the Pentagon to launch military satellites. It's very lucrative.

Those Pentagon contracts that that's where the money is and SpaceX from a very, 
very early on had that in its sights. A company called the United Launch Alliance, 
which is a joint venture between Lockheed Martin and Boeing, had essentially a 
monopoly on those contracts for a decade. Elon Musk challenged that, sued the 
very agency that he wanted to be his customer in an attempt to gain access for the 
right to compete for those contracts. He ultimately ended up settling and then 
winning some of those contracts and breaking into that market. They have a huge 
backlog of �ying commercial satellites. We’re hearing them talk more about �ying 

People forget 
that today, 
NASA does not 
have the ability 
to fly humans 
anywhere to 
space. 
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people. They've got two missions signed up. One 
we don't know anything about; another one is 
to �y a pair of people around the moon. So far 
they've been a successful company �nancially.

Blue Origin has been so secretive. Je� Bezos 
has said he's been putting a billion dollars into 
Blue Origin a year and that it is some of the most 
expensive work he's doing, but they haven't had 
much revenue at all. I think they've got one NASA 
contract, a relatively small one. They've signed up 
a few customers here and there for their New Glenn 
— commercial satellite providers.

They've indicated that they want to compete for 
national security launches and that they're going 
to next year (possibly) start �ying tourists on their 
suborbital space cra� New Shepard, which could be a 
line of revenue for them.  As of right now their main 
source of revenue is just Bezos's bank account.

OR: What are the structural advantages 
disruptors enjoy in this space, and how have the 
companies changed over time?

DAVENPORT: SpaceX is now almost 7,000 people. 
They've grown. They're getting really big, but they 
still in many ways see themselves as the young 
innovators and swashbucklers. I think that's still 
the case, that they haven't really lost that edge.

One of the stories I tell in the book that really 
gets to the ethos of SpaceX is that for one of 
their very �rst �ights, their Falcon 9 rocket, they 
did the pre-�ight inspection the day before and 
noticed there was a crack in the second-stage 
engine nozzle.

If you're anybody else, you would pull the 
rocket down o� the pad, take it apart, inspect 
it, look at your manufacturing procedures, do 
an investigation and �gure out what happened. 
You'd be delayed months. Elon Musk gathered 
his team together and many of them thought 
that's what they were going to have to do, 
but instead he said, "What if we cut around 

the crack, as if it were a little crack on your 
�ngernail and you just clipped it?"

As a second-stage engine nozzle it had already 
been up in space, and they had built some margin 
into it. So the engineers crunched their numbers 
and did the math and said, "Yeah. We can still 
hit our target in orbit. We're not going to have as 
much performance, but we can still hit it." They 
said, "Let's do it," and they sent a guy and they cut 
around the crack and they launched the next day 
and they didn't delay.

Would SpaceX do that today with all that it has 
riding on its shoulders? Probably not. But that's 
the way they think. I think the same is true 
at Blue Origin. They're not a big government 
contractor. There hire engineers in aerospace but 
also bring the Silicon Valley ethos that wants to 
move faster and push the envelope.

OR: What are the next big hurdles companies like 
this face?

DAVENPORT: The next big hurdle and milestone 
— and this is probably one of the most signi�cant 
— is human space�ight. For all the attention 
that SpaceX and Blue Origin get, the fact of the 
matter is that neither of them have ever �own a 
single human being. That may change very soon. 
That's what they're all about: lowering the cost of 
space and making it more accessible for ordinary 
people. Lots and lots of them.

This year you could have the �rst on the �rst 
test �ight of the Blue Origin New Shepard with 
several people aboard. SpaceX is on the verge of 
�ying NASA's astronauts to the International 
Space Station. The crews have been announced. 
They said they're scheduled to do that by next 
April and that date has been continuously 
delayed, but this in a way is what it's all about. 
They want to be able to �y people quickly, 
routinely, and o�en.

The Space Shuttle and NASA obviously were 



52 FALL 2018

�ying a lot of people into low Earth orbit, but they never achieved the launch 
cadence and reliability that these companies are hoping to achieve. We don't know 
if they're going to be able to do that. They're going to have to show that not only 
can they launch a lot and reliably, but do it with humans onboard.

SpaceX last year launched 18 times, a record for them. They're on pace to do even 
more this year and if they're able to launch people on a routine basis, monthly or 
weekly, that would be a huge shi�. That's what Blue Origin wants to do as well; so 
does Virgin Galactic. To get more people up there and have space�ight be much 
more routine, then bring the cost down, open it up to more people.

OR: What is the single biggest obstruction standing in the way of that strategic goal?

DAVENPORT: Developing the vehicles, the rockets and also the spacecra� to ensure 
that they're safe and that they are robust and that they cannot just �y a single 
�ight safely with humans onboard, but that they can do it again and again, over 
and over. That takes a lot of engineering work, and a lot of development. That's 
what they've been working on for all these years.

Now, a�er all of that work and development, they're at the stage where they're going to 
begin to at least start trying to do that. We'll see if those e�orts have been successful.

OR: Do you see a coming democratization of commercial space �ight over the next 
century? Are we standing on the cusp of a new Age of Discovery?

DAVENPORT: That's the goal of these companies. They see the dawn of a new 
commercial space age where there's a tipping point, where government's monopoly on 
it has ended and the commercial providers have come in to invest their money, time, 
energy, resources, and technology — to take that capability and elevate it.

1903 was the year of the �rst powered �ight. By 1955 more Americans were 
traveling by commercial airlines than taking the railroad. It's not a perfect 
analogy, but that's what these guys want to happen. It's worth noting, though, 
that there have been attempts at this before that have failed. Space is just far, far 
more di�cult than being on a ship or a commercial airplane.

Getting to orbit is dangerous and hard and there are huge technological 
challenges. There's a reason why it's been dominated by governments and nations: 
they are the only ones who had the resources to do it. But you may remember that 
in 2004 the Ansari X Prize — the Paul Allen-backed venture led by Burt Rutan — 
sent a vehicle past the threshold of space three times. Everyone thought: “That's 
it. This is the new space age. This is the commercial era.”

No one has been back to space since on a commercial rocket. So you want to look 
at it with some skepticism, but everything that they've been able to accomplish so 
far leads you to believe that they very well could be successful here.

1903 was the 
year of the first 
powered flight. 
By 1955 more 
Americans 
were traveling 
by commercial 
airlines than 
taking the 
railroad.
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Now, opening up any frontier is dangerous and 
risky and it is entirely possible that people are 
going to die along the way. What happens when 
a tourist dies on one of these commercially 
operated vehicles? Does the government come 
in and start to regulate this? Do they make it 
more di�cult? Or do they see that opening up 
the frontier is akin to climbing to Mt. Everest 
or going bungee jumping or skydiving and that 
if you want to put yourself on one of those 
boosters, you acknowledge the risk? We don't 
know exactly how that's going to play out.

OR: Do you see a human landing on Mars 
sometime in the next 80 to 100 years?

DAVENPORT: In 80 to 100 years? Yes. I think 
that's a much more reasonable timeframe than 
the 2030 number that sometimes gets bandied 
around — particularly if you're talking about 
some public-private partnership or maybe even 
an international partnership.

OR: What is it really going to take in terms of 
changes in technology and social attitudes to get 
us to the point where o�-Earth life is possible?

DAVENPORT: Something like 560 people have 
ever been to space. That's it. Imagine, though, if 
even just suborbital guys start taking people up 
on a weekly basis. Imagine if they succeed there 
and are able to do it successfully. Then in �ve 
or 10 years not hundreds but thousands (and 
perhaps many thousands) of people are going up 
into space.

That number grows exponentially from 560. 
They've had that experience where they've been 
into space and seen the blackness and the vastness 
of space. They’ve seen the curvature of the earth, 
the beauty of the earth without any boundaries or 
lines. They’ve seen the seam line of the atmosphere. 
They have seen the view that astronauts see and is 
really transformative. And they come back to earth 
and start talking about that.

Right now life in space seems strictly in the 
realm of science �ction and movies. But if 
thousands of people are getting that view and 
having that experience, I think that could 
e�ect a fundamental change in the way we view 
ourselves and view the Earth.

OR: What are the biggest misconceptions about 
these companies and the larger enterprise they 
are engaged in?

DAVENPORT: I'd say two things. One, these guys 
are serious about it. Anybody with Je� Bezos' 
resources who says that this is one of the most 
important things he's doing  . . . they say in 
journalism: follow the money. Right? If you're 
following how the richest man in the world 
is spending his money, that shows you how 
important he thinks it is.

Someone asked Elon Musk a few years ago, 
"What do you say to the people who say you can't 
do this?" His answer was: “I've done it. I've �own 
to orbit, I've �own cargo to the International 
Space Station, I'm trying to �y humans.” People 
don't realize that NASA right now isn't �ying 
human beings, Russia is.

Perhaps most importantly, we now have real 
competition between not just Boeing and SpaceX 
and Blue Origin and United Launch Alliance and 
Virgin Galactic. You've got this whole con�uence 
of people coming in and pushing each other.

Will there be a self-sustaining economy that 
supports this without NASA and without 
the Pentagon? That remains to be seen, but 
these guys are really pushing each other and 
they know that, despite all lingering tensions 
between them, this is a good thing. They know 
the value of competition. When I interviewed 
Elon Musk for the book, he said, "Look, if I had a 
button that I could press that would make Blue 
Origin and Je� Bezos go away, I would not press 
that button.” He knows that the race between 
them is good for both of them. 
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Pablo Picasso’s Les Demoiselles d’Avignon shocked the avant 
garde when it first appeared — and then shifted the course of 
modern painting. Art historian Miles Unger explains how the work 
came into being and why it changed the world.

Les Demoiselles d'Avignon
Pablo Picasso, 1907
Contributor: Peter Barritt / Alamy 
Stock Photo
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OCTAVIAN REPORT: What is happening in Pablo Picasso’s life as he begins to paint 
Les Demoiselles d’Avignon? Can you talk about the preparatory work that went into 
the painting?

MILES UNGER: Les Demoiselles was certainly the most carefully planned painting 
of his entire career. It was the one he worked on the most, for the longest period, 
with the most preparatory drawings — the most agonized struggle. Picasso's an 
artist who's generally known for churning out hundreds of works in a month, but 
this was something he clearly invested a lot of himself in. I think the reasons for 
this were twofold. This was not an accidental masterpiece, this was something he 
really felt that he needed at this point in his career. He was still a relatively young 
man and had been a �xture on the Parisian art scene for a few years and was 
getting some recognition in avant-garde circles. But he had really been leapfrogged 
by his great rival Matisse, who was an older man, a Frenchman, much more 
sophisticated in the ways of the world. He had created these works that caused a 
sensation in the 1905 salon, and then again in 1906.

These works really made Matisse the �gure at the center of the Parisian avant-
garde. He was now the leader of the Fauves movement, as it was called, and Picasso 
really felt a bit aggrieved. He felt that place rightfully belonged to him. He was 
thrown into very close contact with Matisse through Gertrude and Leo Stein, 
who were the principal patrons of both Matisse and Picasso at this time, and 
they had their regular Saturday evening soirees where the artists were brought 
together to look at the latest works that the Stein siblings had brought together. 
They were very much brought into competition with each other, and Picasso felt 
that, particularly a�er the sensations created by Matisse's painting The Joy of Life, 
which Leo Stein acquired for his salon, that he needed to do something to answer 
back.

As always in these situations, there was a great deal of personal competition 
involved. I also think he felt like he was an artist of a very di�erent sort from 
Matisse. Matisse took an almost hedonistic pleasure in color, in these delightfully 
beautiful swathes of opalescent color, and that was really not what Picasso was 
about. Picasso's art came from a much darker place. He was a very superstitious 
man, and really believed that art was a way of challenging the dark forces that rule 
our lives. He set out to create a response to Matisse in his own idiom.

It was also a period where he was very much under psychological stress. His 
life with his longtime mistress, Fernande Olivier, was falling apart. They had a 
disastrous attempt to adopt a young girl, which ended a�er a few months when 
the psychological tensions in the studio got to be too much.

All these factors form the backdrop of this painting. He rents a second studio and 
sets out to paint this response to the enormous canvases that Matisse had just 
had such great success with.

Les Demoiselles 
was the most 
carefully 
planned painting 
of Picasso's 
entire career.
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OR: Why was the painting so shocking to the 
Parisian avant-garde — so much so that André 
Derain said, “One day we will �nd Picasso 
hanging behind it”?

UNGER: It comes from Picasso's raging 
personality. His misogyny, and his lust, and 
his terror of the dark forces that he thought 
ruled his life. He was a tormented, angry man. 
In this painting, for the �rst time in his career, 
he learns how to channel those dark forces into 
an image of searing power. The distortions he 
imposes on the human form, particularly in the 
two �gures on the right, were something that 
nobody had ever seen before. This had really 
taken art to a new expressive level. It's much 
more aggressive and in your face and di�cult.

Picasso himself said at one point that "You 
really have to be a masochist to like my art." 
And there is an element of that. There's a 
kind of aggression here, a kind of fury, that he 
really tries to channel. And one of the things 
that he does is have all these �gures staring 
right out at you, so you can't really avoid their 
gaze. Everything about the painting is kind 
of aggressive. It pushes forward. It distorts. 
In the course of painting this he goes and 
looks at the African masks in the Trocadéro 
museum. African art is based on very di�erent 
principles from western art, it's much more 
conceptual, much more willing to reduce the 
human �gure to a series of abstract signs. 
Picasso, particularly in the two �gures he 
painted on the right, really takes this to heart. 
He sees how far you can push the distortion 
of the human �gure, how to take apart the 
human form to such an extent that it still reads 
as a human form but is vastly di�erent from 
anything you can actually perceive.

You quoted André Derain. Even Georges 
Bracque, when over the course of the next few 
years would become Picasso's partner in the 
creation of Cubism, said he felt when he saw 
it that it was as if Picasso had been drinking 

kerosene and spitting �re.

OR: Can you talk about the compositional, 
philosophical relation of Les Demoiselles to The 
Opening of the Fih Seal?

UNGER: El Greco was one of the touchstones 
of Picasso's art. Picasso was a Spaniard, even 
though he spent most of his adult life in France. 
He felt very much what the Spaniards call 
duende — the idea that art and life are su�ering; 
the melancholy side of Spanish art. That's 
something that very much comes out of the 
great Mannerists of the 17th Century and out of 
El Greco. That willingness to distort form for 
expressive purposes, the notion that art taps 
into a melancholy, fearful, nighttime version of 
the world.

Picasso saw this painting, which was at the 
house of a friend. The painting itself was 
very di�erent from its original. It had been 
cut down to an almost square painting from 
a horizontal painting over the years. But the 
dimensions of the cut down painting are very 
much the dimensions of Les Demoiselles, which 
is an almost square painting. Unusual for 
a painting with multiple �gures, which you 
would expect to be much more horizontal. This 
compresses the space and pushes the �gures. 
The �gures occupy almost the entire stage of 
the painting. There's almost no space around 
them, and whatever space there is seems very 
close and compressed, which gives you the 
impression of all these �gures being pushed 
into your space.

OR: Do you see any relationship between the 
struggle Picasso had with Les Demoiselles 
and the struggle he had with his portrait of 
Gertrude Stein?

UNGER: The portrait of Gertrude Stein was 
completed in the fall of 1906, a�er he put it 
away. He mostly worked on it the spring of 
1906. I think that the portrait of Gertrude Stein 
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is crucial in Picasso's development. You see him moving from the sentimental, 
poetic vision of the rose period with all those acrobats and circus performers 
wandering about in the desert. But with Gertrude Stein, he eliminates much of 
the narrative element and sweet, melancholy color of the rose period  in favor 
of these browns and blacks. It's not a very ingratiating painting. You can see 
him concentrating on form for form's sake. Or trying to use form itself as an 
expressive tool.

Everything about the Gertrude Stein portrait is pushed forward. She leans 
forward. He gives very little sense of space. He's very interested in the sculptural 
presence of the �gure. You can see this is very much a kind of transition towards 
Cubism. That idea of pressing everything up against the surface of the canvas, 
and using the form itself as the expressive element in a painting. All of this gives 
it a kind of aggressive, pushing power. It's in your face, but not in the way that Les 
Demoiselles is, but in that sense you get when you're in the presence of a powerful 
personality, the kind that Gertrude Stein was.

We see in the portrait of Gertrude Stein an interest in making the painting not a 
picture of something, but an actual presence in the world. The idea that painting is 
almost sculpture. It exists physically in the world. It almost thrusts into our space, 
rather than seeming like a window on another space. This is something that we see 
very much not only in Les Demoiselles, but in the Cubist paintings that come a�er.

OR: Is Les Demoiselles the �rst Cubist painting?

UNGER: This was one of the most fraught questions in modern art scholarship. To 
me, it ultimately is a semantic question. Cubism comes out of Les Demoiselles, but 
a traditional Cubist painting in many ways is very di�erent from Les Demoiselles. 
You have this painting that Picasso creates over the course of six to eight months 
in 1907, which captures all his rage, fury, and anxiety. Picasso speaks of it as 
almost a shamanistic work, which is protecting him from the dark spirits. He 
called it his �rst, using the French word, “intercessor painting” — something that 
intercedes between you and the dark forces of the world.

If you look at a typical Cubist painting of a couple of years later, what's the subject? 
You have a café table, a newspaper spread out, a glass of absinthe. It's very mundane. 
All that fury and passion contained within Les Demoiselles is not present.

Cubism is a very cerebral art form. It deals with mundane subjects, but then treats 
them in the most abstruse and almost abstract way possible. All the passion that 
was poured into Les Demoiselles — there's none of that. It's much more intellectual. 
But you can see that in the struggle he had in order to give the �gures in Les 
Demoiselles their power, he gave them a kind of physical presence on the surface of 
the canvas that very much feeds into Cubism.

OR: What was the public reception of the painting when it was �rst displayed? 

Picasso himself 
said at one point 
that ‘You really 
have to be a 
masochist to like 
my art.’
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What in�uence has the work exerted over the 
course of modern painting?

UNGER: One of the fascinating things about 
Les Demoiselles is that for a long time, it was 
whispered about as a painting that almost had 
this mythological stature as the key work of 
modernism. But it had been seen by almost 
nobody. When Picasso let some people into 
his studio to take a look at it, everybody was 
horri�ed and shocked. Picasso, in a hu�, took it 
o� its stretchers, rolled it up, and put it away.

But it had already done its work. André Derain, 
even a er initially ridiculing it, almost quoted 
it in the paintings that he painted over the next 
year or two. The same was true of Georges 
Bracque. Artists are looking at it, and thinking 
about it and absorbing it, but very few people 
had actually seen it. In 1916, during the middle 
of a war, it reemerged in André Salmon's 
exhibition — the same exhibition where it 
received its title. Again, the painting gets some 
critical attention, but then it goes underground 
again until, interestingly, André Breton in the 
'20s re-discovers it and starts promoting it as 
the great foundational work of French art and of 
modernism in general. It’s eventually acquired 
by the Museum of Modern Art, which becomes 
the high temple of modernism. Alfred Barr, its 
director, anoints Les Demoiselles as the key work 
in the history of 20th-Century art.

But interestingly, the terms under which 
Les Demoiselles was reincorporated into the 
mainstream, and even as the key work of 
modernism, were very di�erent from the way 
it was originally seen and the way it's come 
to be seen in recent decades. Alfred Barr 
was very interested in seeing this work as 
the foundational work of Cubism and tried 
to suppress those Expressionist narrative 
elements that were clearly present in the work. 
He played down the rage, the sexuality, the fear, 
the superstitions.

It was only in the 1970's with the reassessment 
of modernism by critics like Leo Steinberg that 
the psychological elements of Les Demoiselles 
once again came to the fore.

OR: How does Picasso end up selling the 
painting, and how does it end up at MoMA?

UNGER: Again, André Breton plays the key role 
in this. Breton was in charge of the collection 
of a French fashion designer, Jacques Doucet. 
He was encouraging Doucet to beef up his 
collection of art, and he was the one who says, 
"This painting is the key work of the modernist 
movement. You really got to get it for your 
collection."

Doucet was very reluctant. It's not a 
comfortable painting to hang in your house, 
to say the least. And this was exactly why it 
appealed to Breton. But he �nally convinces 
Doucet that it would be a feather in his cap if he 
had this painting hanging on his wall.

Picasso reluctantly agreed to sell it for far less 
than what it was worth, based on the promise that 
Doucet's collection would eventually be donated 
to the Louvre. This didn't happen. When Doucet 
died, his widow sold it to the dealer Germain 
Seligman. This was in the years leading up to the 
Second World War. Seligman decided, given the 
political situation in Europe, that it was probably 
a better idea to sell it in the United States. This 
was just at the time when the Museum of Modern 
Art was getting started. Alfred Barr was trying to 
build up his collection.

Alfred Barr had already determined in his 
own mind — and this is not a particularly 
controversial assessment — that Picasso was 
the key artist in the history of 20th-Century 
art. He was trying to put on a Picasso show. 
Eventually he urges the museum board to 
purchase this work, and it blew their budget. It's 
one of the few times in their history they had 
to sell o� a work in order to raise the funds to 
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pay for another: they sold o� a Degas racetrack picture in order to raise half the 
funds.

OR: Is it the most important Western painting? How do you see it situated in 
the broader world of Western art?

UNGER: That's a di�cult and subjective question. Some months ago I saw an 
article trying to assess how much a work would sell for at auction if it ever 
went on the market. Obviously, Les Demoiselles is not something the Museum of 
Modern Art will ever part with, so it's a completely abstract question. But Les 
Demoiselles was listed as what would be the most expensive painting ever sold if 
it ever went to auction.

The consensus of art scholars, and people who look at these things, is that it's the 
most important painting of the 20th Century. You can make a very strong case that 
the Les Demoiselles had a greater in�uence on a greater number of paintings and 
movements and artists than any other painting in the history of modernism.

If you want to say what is the greatest painting of the 20th Century, that's 
another question. I think that's far more di�cult, and dependent on your 
particular tastes. Guernica is probably better known in the popular imagination 
than Les Demoiselles is. Picasso painted Guernica as a public painting. One of 
the interesting things about Picasso is, for the most part, he was a very private 
man, and he painted because he had to, because he had to exorcise the demons 
in his soul. He was in some ways, quite content to have Les Demoiselles rolled 
up in a secret place like some kind of fetish kept in the dark to light candles to. 
That was very much his view of art: a private, almost primitive ritual.

Guernica was meant as a kind of grand political statement at a time of political 
upheaval, so it's always been more in the public mind. Guernica addresses the public 
in the way that Les Demoiselles does not. I guess the ultimate answer is it depends 
on how you look at it. I don't think there is a de�nitive answer, but certainly if 
you look at the impact this almost secret painting had on the course of art, if you 
take the spring and summer of 1907 when it was �rst seen and look at the huge 
transformation of the art world it e�ected — it's like a rock dropped in a pond, you 
see these rippling e�ects, these waves of transformation based on what happened.

You have the Futurists in Italy, you've got the Constructivists in Russia, you've 
got the Dutch artists like Mondrian, all of this sort of building out very quickly 
in the space of a few years from this sort of central point. Partly it changed 
the course of Picasso's art, and Cubism became the avant garde movement that 
really shook up the world and transformed the look, not only of art itself, but of 
design and architecture.

It stands as kind of ground zero for a huge transformation in the way we 
perceive art and the way art looked. 

�e consensus 
of art scholars 
is that it’s the 
most important 
painting of the 
20th Century.



OCTAVIAN REPORT: How did Concordia 
come into being and what is its purpose? 

NICHOLAS LOGOTHETIS: Concordia 
was founded o	cially in the beginning 
of 2011. We started hosting our �rst 
summit in September of 2011. This will 
be our eighth summit in New York. 

MATTHEW SWIFT: Concordia’s mission 
is to actively foster, elevate, and sustain 
cross-sector partnerships for social 
impact. We hope to do this to create a 
global community where challenges are 
solved collaboratively and inclusively.

We want to convene, connect, and create. 

Concordia convenes by producing 
powerful and inclusive meetings that 
elevate voices and perspectives from 
across all sectors and levels to advance 
critical conversations. We connect by 
utilizing expertise and insight into 

partnering best practices around a 
diverse range of issue areas to e�ectively 
position and fuel relationships 
between individuals and organizations 
to establish a unique community 
of unlikely partners. We create by 
nurturing, enhancing, and building 
long-term partnership models that 
transform conversations into action.

What separates Concordia from many 
internationally focused nonpro�ts is 
our conscious choice to focus less on 
advocating for a speci�c set of policies 
within a certain international niche and 
more on providing an e�ective platform 
to discover international solutions. By 
enabling public-private partnerships we 
hope to create a more prosperous and 
sustainable future.

OR: What are some of the success stories 
you would point to over the course of 
this venture?

SWIFT: One of our patron members 
is a company based in London that's 
working closely with Tony Blair on 
a counter-extremism project. We've 
really helped them facilitate formal 
partnerships between this initiative 
combating online extremism and 
working directly with the Pentagon, the 
U.S. Department of State, and the U.S. 
Department of Homeland Security. 

At the summit we did in Athens, we 
did a great deal to highlight and raise 
awareness about issues with how we are 
approaching the refugee crisis. 

OR: What makes the Concordia 
audience special? 

LOGOTHETIS: A lot of our peer events 
restrict the attendance and engagement 
to people who can spend a lot of money, 
who are a head of state or a former head 
of state. But we always always make sure 
to have a component of people who may 
not be the CEO of a major company but 
have great ideas. I think the inclusivity 
of Concordia is one of the di�erentiating 
facts of our organization. 

OR: How can interested people help? 

LOGOTHETIS: The majority of solution-
oriented outcomes here lie with a small 
part of the population who are really 
involved in dealing with these matters 
day to day. But that's not to say that the 
public at large cannot become involved. 
One of the goals of our organization is 
to become a repository of information. 
If someone is trying to build a public-
private partnership in a certain part 
of the world, they can come to us and 
learn how these things have been done 
in the past or not done; what to do and 
what not to do. 

This special issue of the Octavian Report would not have been 
possible without the collaboration of our valued partners at the 
Concordia Summit. Concordia, like Octavian, is a platform 
devoted to advancing dialogue and �nding solutions to global 
problems. We caught up with Concordia’s founders, Matthew 
Swi� and Nicholas Logothetis, for a brief Q&A about the 
organization’s origins and its big-picture goals. 

MEET OUR PARTNERS
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