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- Jock Gill <jgill@greenstar.org> (_)m
r— %% 05/12/2000 09:04:08 AM

Record Type: Record

To: Nancy V. Hernreicht WHO/EOP, Betty W. Currie/ WWHO/EOP

cc:
Subject: Swords vs Bits

May 12, 2000

VIA EMAIL Copicd

B Ao ’ ?'. cch C'H' \
ear Mr. President,

Just a note to say | am concerned about the campaign: too negative and
lacking in creative imagination. Not a winning combination | fear.

Without being an attack dog, who likes ‘em, can it be pointed out that a
person's record of actions taken defines the qualities of their
"responsibility”. Both 'W' and Al are "Responsible” men. But what is the
character, the 'brand”, the quality of their responsibility? Just

claiming to be responsible is not good enough. ‘W' should not be allowed
to get away with it. Question: What does responsible mean? Actions as
proof of the 'responsible pudding'.

Also, Tom Friedman's "The Parallel Universe" essay in today's NYT hit the
‘nail on the head. But Tom fails to mention that we live in a very fragile
bubble of extreme wealth relative to the vast majority of the rest of the
world. A leader would help us acknowledge that we live in a bubble which
is very vulnerable. A leader would challenge us to reduce the risk by
reducing the disparity. We are our brother's keepers -- in spite of
everything the ‘free market' would prefer us to believe. We are not
independent free agents with perfect knowledge who always act rationally in
our own best interest with optimized outcomes.

Just by way of example: What good is our billions of dollars of vaunted
military might against the 'Love Bug' child's play? What happens when a
really professional worm appears? The military will never be the

answer. So we too stand naked in this brave new world. The Emperor has no
clothes. But can Al bring himself to say it? | very much doubt that ‘W

even understands what the Love Bug has just taught us. Perhaps it is his
Achilles heel? Can Al tell us the obvious: Our Military is designed to

fight a war from 20 or more cold years ago. Our military is almost
meaningless in the connected online world. Can they beat their swords into
bits? Swords against bits is a very funny proposition.

Globalism of the few, for the few and by the few is just never going to be
a pretty picture. This is especially true once we understand that we stand



naked in our fragile bubble of wealth.

So what is Al's vision? What is he asking me to vote for? Not the
attack dog. Not the resume padder - sad to say. Not the Elain panderer.
Not the rear view of the past. | just don't get, through all of the noise,
why | should vote for Al as an affirmation of something. | get it that |
vote for Al out of FEAR, take the Supreme Court for example, but | resent
voting out of FEAR! | want my vote to be an affirmation.

But with Al, what vision of the future, of the role of the Presidency, of

the possible, am | being asked to vote for? If nothing else, we have a
communssibions problem here. | am very tired of warmed over Clinton/Gore
92/96. Where is the original vision which is Al's alone?

By the wam
Aur dog sleeps in our bed too. Sort of crowded if the cat also
joins us.

Best regards,
Jock

PS: Amanda got an A on her senior history thesis. We are very proud
parents. She is currently applying for an entry level job with the DoJ

in NYC. So she too will be a New Yorker in a few short weeks. To be a
lawyer and go to law school or to be a teacher and got to graduate school
in history, that is the question.

Jock Gill, Executive Director

Voice: (781) 396-0492

eFAX: (425) 795-5918

www.greenstar.org
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Stanley K. Sheinbaum

g & y;w'
19 May, 2000 Mbv’}%
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President Bill Clinton S.ax~0® \l\ 05
The White House oﬂ . c/
Via Fax ‘ /

Subject: Lowell Bergman Re Drugs w(‘
Dear Bill,

You may remember Lowell Bergman as the “60 Minutes" correspondent who
recently was at war with Mike Wallace. Indeed, he was portrayed in the film
“The Insider” by Al Pacino. (Good film.) y

Could you have one of your appropriate colleagues take a look and get back
to me about what steps might be taken?

See you with Mbeki Monday night.

I A,

Stanley K. Sheinbaum
SKS/kc

enclosures

(dictated but not read)
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April 30, 2000

Mr. Stanley Sheinbaum
Los Angeles, California

Via Intemet!
Dear Stanleay

P
For over a year now, I have been plowing through the history of “The
Thirty Yeart War” on drugs. Along the way we have been recording on
video tape the experiences and reflections of the veteran drug warriors, the
men. and wqmen who chose to join in the effort to stem the tide of narcotics
into the country and on our streets. At the same time we have developed a
profile of the international narcotics industry and the infra structure that has
arisen to try and keep it under control.

Our goal is to try and provide the audience with an “objective” view of what
has happened and the key questions we, as a nation, should focus on.

What is unusual is that almost universally the “drug wearriors” come to the
same conclusion: we are not going to arrest or interdict our way out of this
situation. No one is more convincing on camera about this than former
D.E.A. Adminstrator Jack Lawn [‘85-90), and the head of the largest prison
guards union in the world, Don Novey. Lawn decries the refusal of the
enforcement apparatus to be willing to give up parts of their budget for what
is so obvious: uweatment and education. And Don Novey, standing in the
yard at Folsom Prison, asserts that he knows that treatment, if it were
available, would put a sizeable dent in the inmate population that is milling
around him. Novey does not back away from the conclusion that effective
treatment would lead to a smaller prison population and fewer jobs for his
members. “It works!” Novey says, and then explains that it might take a
conservative Republican [“like Nixon going to China"] to reform what is a
national disaster.

Why is this happening? Why do we continue to lock up non-violent drug
offenders and eschew treatment and education? How does a national policy

still focused on mterdiction, and intervention in places like Colombia fit into
all this?
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The answers are what we are looking for. Yes, we could and no doubt will
tum to General McCaffrey.. But he is a general without troops that he can
command or a budget he can control. I have suggested to my colleagues that
we make room in our already crowded cast of characters and go to the top.

When Bill Clinton came into office that was exactly the focus [treatrnent and
education] , and the questions [*“what role is there for interdiction and
enforcement?’] he was raising. What I would like is to g_e him a chance to

?%rggth&e_xﬁuﬁmm and in the national town meetings _
}f are scheduled to follow it.

There is some urgency to this because a nod from the President would mean
a shift in our logistical planning. We would also urge that the White House

confer wnh tbe Dgpanment of Jusnce about theu' unwxllmgness SO Tar to

c00perat1on of the F Bl,the DEA, U S. Customs the Bureau of-Prrsons
and the C.1.A. as well as U.S. Attomeys around the country, the Washington
headquarters has declined to put anyone on camera. .

As the previous fax explains this documnentary will air at the beginning of
the first week of October as a “Frontline/PBS” Special. It will be
accompanied by an NPR radio series and televised national towns meetings
including one in Washington, D.C.

Let me know what you think.

arm regards,

™I

Lowell Bergman
510 - 528 — 9553

P.S. — Congrats on becoming an octogenarian! |
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Tue WasHincToN Post

Bob Dole

3—-§rikes
Test for
The WTO

Normalization of trade relations with Chi-
na depends on China’s willingness to open its
markets and play by the rules set for mem-
bers of the World Trade Organization
(WTO). With the House due to vote this
month and the Senate probably in June, de-
bate on this issue will be on the front burner.

I support permanent trade normalization,
but Congress must play a more direct role in
determining our future relationship with all
WTO member countries, not just China.

In December 1994 Congress passed legis-
lation implementing a new GATT (General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade), which es-
tablished an international body known as the
World Trade Organization. When Congress
agreed that the United States should join the
WTO in 1994, 1 was concerned, as were many
Americans, that this forum might be harmful
to legitimate U.S. interests in global trade,
Others believed, and some still do, that Con-
gress was legislating away American jobs and
sovereignty.

Since its inception, the WTO and its dis-
pute-settlement decisions have been contro-
versial. Most frustrating have been efforts by
some countries to avoid compliance with
WTO decisions. The United States wins (ar
more cases than it loses, but any new legisla-
tion must address the failure of countries to
abide by WTO decisions; otherwise, the
WTO will become a nullity.

My proposal addresses situations in which
the United States is the losing party in the
WTO. I believed while in Congress—and still
do—that we should establish a WTO dispute-
settlement-review commission to ensure that
legitimate U.S. interests are fully protected.

In 1995 I, along with Sen. Daniel Patrick

My proposal would

protect U.S. interests.
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Moynihan (D-N.Y.), introduced legislation to
establish such a commission. It had biparti-
san support. One supporter, Rep. Sander Lev-
in, now is advancing a proposal that is sumnilar
but would apply only to China. In 1995-36 my
bill would have passed overwhelmingly but
for the procedural maneuverings of those
whose ultimate goal was to kill the WTO.

Passing similar legislation now could be
helpful to undecided members in detenmin-
ing their vote on permanent normal trade re-
lations with China. My proposal would pro-
tect U.S. interests and would strengthen the
likelihood that the agreement with China will
be to our long-term advantage.

The commission would be a U.S., not an in-
ternational, agency, composed of five federal
judges. It would review all WTO cases in
which the United States is the losing party. If
the commission determined that the WTO
exceeded its authority or abused its dis-
cretion, it would report that to Congress. Any
member of Congress then would have the
right to introduce a joint resolution directing
the president to try to negotiate corrective
modifications in WTO rules.

If the commission reported three abusive
decisions by the WTO during a five-year peri-
od, any member of Congress could introduce

a joint resolution calling for US. withdrawal

from the WTO. If such a resolution were en-
acted within 90 legislative days and there
were no changes in WTO rules, the United
States would cease to be a WTO member.

The purpose of this three-strikes process is
to provide some U.S. control over the WTO
dispute-settlement mechanism. It is in our na-
tional interest for the WTO to work well and
to gain credibility.

Some critics said at the time that my pro-
posal would destroy the WTO, politicize the
dispute-settlement process, overburden our
judiciary and cause copy-cat legislation to be
enacted in other countries. [ disagree.

Dispute-settlement panels would be far
more careful in their interpretations of trade
agreements knowing that a country’s impar-
tial judiciary was to scrutinize the result. Per-
haps more important, negotiators of trade
agreements would use far greater precision in
the language of future agreements, which
would then reduce the number, complexity
and duration of disputes. In the end. the
WTO would be stronger.

I'ms proposal wouid reduce the political
influence of both extremes of the trade de-
bate—i.e., those who wish to throw open ev-
ery aspect of our economy to the world's pro-
ducers no matter their business methods, and
those who would close our borders whether
through new tariffs, quotas, sanctions or oth-
er methods of protectionism.

[f the WTO were found to have acted prop-
erly, affected interest groups could complain
to kingdom come: The finding of the review
panel would validate the WTO process. On
the other hand, a finding that the WTO ex-
ceeded its authority almost certainly would
cause the tradé organization to take correc-
tive action.

The “three strikes” test is also a buffer
against politicization. It would take three
abusive decisions within five years to trigger
U.S. withdrawal. The problem then would
pretty clearly lie with the WTO, not U.S. poli-
tics. With respect to the burden on the judi-
cial system, the record of the WTO to date
shows that the commission would be called
upon infrequently.

Finally, the United States should welcome
the adoption by other countries of similar leg-
islation. Nothing could be more beneficial for
the WTO process than more scrutiny, more
involvement by its members in precise nego-

-tiating of rights and obligations in trade

agreements and greater transparency in dis-
pute settlement.

The writer was the Republican candidate
for bresident in 199¢



