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Of all the outcomes of the 1994 midterm elections, the
shattering of the foreign policy consensus that held for more than a
half-century is among the most certain and far-reaching in its
consequences. Of course, the Cold War is over, the Soviet Union no
more, and the containment doctrine no longer relevant, but at leasta
belief in internationalism was supposed to be so firmly rooted that
its premises never needed to be stated, much less defended. Yet,
suddenly, internationalism has become a controversial, devisive
stance. And, strangely, this momentous turn is virtually unremarked
upon, especially by foreign policy analysts, even though anti-
internationalist fevers are wracking the body politic.

The rise of the Republicans to the majority in both houses of
the Congress for the first time in forty years has inspired the view,
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proclaimed by triumphant Republicans, that the Great Society is
finished, the Fair Deal over and the New Deal at last delivered a coup
de grace. A new era--a new wauve in american civilization, according
to Speaker of the House Newt Gingrich--is beginning. But it is more
than domestic reform that has been stymied; internationalism is
under a mounting assault the likes of which have not been seen since
the last wave of isolationism.

The New Deal has, with regularity, been solemnly declared to
have been interred. The first time was in the aftermath of the 1938
midterm election, which gave impetus to the conservative coalition of
Republicans and Southern Democrats that largely succeeded in
blocking reform for nearly thirty years. Historians note that Franklin
D. Roosevelt lost control of the Congress because of the gathering
forces of New Deal opposition amid an economic recession. But there
was another factor that galvanized the conservatives. The growing
tensions in Europe that would lead to the outbreak of World War ITa
vear later had provoked an awakening of isolaticnist sentiment in
America. Many of the districts where the New Deal suffered its
defeats happened to be concentrations of isolationism. It was not
simply the idea of an activist government in domestic policy that was
under attack. At the same time, internationalism, which also
demands a strongly activist government, was beseiged. "The so-
called conserivative coalition which has dominated Congress since
1938, in other words, has not been simply an economic coalition,”
wrote Samuel Lubell, an incisive analyst, in his 1956 book "The
Future of American Politics." "One important source of its strength
was opposition to intervention in the war against Germany." !

With the end of the Cold War, it has become a commonplace to
observe that the morbid fears and hatreds that were suppressed by
Commurist regimes in eastern Europe have flourished again. The
“ethnic cleansing" conducted by the Serbs against the Bosnians stands
as the most gruesome testimony' to the persistence of the past. But
the Cold War's end also lifted a rock off the victor, and 1994 marked

1 Samuel Lubell. The Future of American Politics, Doubleday Anchor, 1956.
page 155.
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the return of the repressed. Presidents Roosevelt and Truman had to
"E\;aTCEice extraordinarily adroit politics in order to outmaneuver the
isolationists, who were, by and large, vehement opponents of
domestic social reform. Now the old isolationism, supposedly long
exorcised, has begun to resurge in a new form as an inchoate anti-
internationalism.

Obviously, not all the Republican Party has become anti-
internationalist. Nor is anti-internationalism articulated as clearly or
as pointedly as the old isolationism, at least not yet. It is still more an
impulse than an idea, though aspects of it are featured in the
Republican manifesto, the Contract with America. The murkiness of
anti-internationalism hardly makes it less politically potent. Its
svymptoms are inescapable. Scmetimes they are self-evident: For
example, Senator Jesse Helms, the chairman of the Foreign Relations
Committee, has announced his opposition to all foreign aid and
almost all other foreign entanglements.

But sometimes the signs of anti-internationalism are more
oblique and complex: For example, consider the increasingly curious
case of Senator Bob Dole. He is putatively cast in the role of Senator
Arthur \'andenberg, the Republican champion of a bipartisan,
responsible interriationalism, but glimmerings of the Dole who
bitterly seethed during the 1976 vice presidential debate at
"Democrat wars," a watchword of Midwestern isolationism, is
hreaking through. In the immediate flush of the eletion victory that
made him the Majority Leader, Dole proposed that the arms embargo
imposed on Bosnia be unilaterally lifted by the U.S., directly flouting
the U.N. Security Council resolution, but neglected to spell out how
his plan would deal with the likely catastrophic results for the
Bosnians, and went on to declare blithely that if our allies do not
agree we should scrap the Western alliance. His policy was

\ Il unilateralist in the interest of washing our hands of the affair,
appearing moral without intervening, while implicitly condemning
the Europeans caught in the Balkan maelstrom as inherently sordid.
WWith this grandstanding gesture, Dole scored political points withcut
having to incur any responsibility. Dole is @ man who has a consistent
ability to rise above principle, and he should not bear an unfair
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burden of accusations of zealous conviction. He is, moreover, a
candidate for the Republican presidential nomination (until, or
unless, he is not). Dole is a surfer trying to ride waves within his
party. In his unthinking plan for the former Yugoslavia, the subject
was less the tortured combatants there than the unstated anti-
internationalism within the GOP and the right-wing that adheres to
it. Dole's bow to anti-internationalism was not an undiluted
reassertion of the old isolationism, but a desire for unilateral U.S.
action, without the coordination or regard for our allies, or Russia,
and without direct U.S. military commitment. Not incidentally, Dole
opposed the U.S. intervention in Haiti before the fact, claiming that
we had no interest in a country in the Caribbean whose people by
the hundreds of thousands were inunudating our shores, though it is

| difficult to adduce why our interest in Haiti is less than in Bosnia.

The lingua franca of anti-internationalism spoken in the
Republican ranks has been expressed candidly and succinctly by
Representatite David Funderburk, a freshman member of the House
International Relations Committee, who took the occasion of its very
first meeting in January to state that he will do everything he can to
insure that when U.S. soldiers "risk their lives it is only to defend the
vital interests of the American people, not to fulfill the dreams of
some faceless bureaucrat at the United Nations." 2

For many on the right, thh_e_e__;[;._;\[._,hg_ symbol of internationalism,
has-assumed the demonic role that creeping-seeialism-used to play. It
is one and the same: a supranational universalist force, corrupting
and undermining our moral fiber, contrary to our patriotic being,
threatening our boys' lives. Hatred of the U.N., one of the poles
around which anti-internationalism is currently organizing, is hardly
new. It is a chestnut of the postwar Republican right, embodied in
one of its fabled lost causes, the Bricker Amendment (proposed by
Senator John Bricker of Ohio, the Republican vice presidential
candidate in 1944), which treated all international agreements and
institutions as infringements of "internal law in the United States"

Z “Funderburk Returns,” By James Morrison. \Vashington Times. January 1.7
1995, page 12.
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that must be reviewed in every case as treaties by the Congress.

' State Department lawyers reported to President Eisenhower that
under the Bricker Amendment the U.S. could not have been a
member of NATQ. It would have in effect proscribed the Western
Alliance.) "If the New Deal had failed to completely socialize
American, to conservatives it often seemed as if the United Nations
was determined to finish the job,"” writes Justin Raimondo in his
chronicle of the old right, "Reclaiming the American Right.” * The
Bricker 2mendment rallied the America Firsters through the early
1950s until it was defeated in the Senate in 1954. Now, the spirit, if
not the letter, of the Bricker Amendment has returned.

Fear of being ruled by the U.N. is running parallel to a fear of
being inundated by teeming masses of immigrants. Xenophobia is an
essential element in the conservative upsurge, raging at a level
unseen since the 1920s, when harshly restrictive immigration quotas
were applied against non-Nordic peoples by Old Guard Republicans
concerned about ethnic purity. In California, in 1994, Proposition
187, forbidding state benefits, including education and medical care,
from being extended to illegal immigrants and their children, passed
by a wide margin. It was the principal political vehicle by which
Governor Pete Wilson, a personally unpopular Republican, rode to
reelection and has vaulted him into consideration as a potential
presidential candidate. Now, in the House of Representatives,
Republicans are taking up the cause of forbidding the extension of
federal benefits to legal immigrants. Xenophobia is hardly
dissipating; it is only heating up as a political factor, part of the
combustible mix of resentment over race, welfare, crime, and taxes
that has given a steam-driven energy to the Republican rise.
\enophobla only complements and heightens anti- mternatlonahsm

Just as in 1938, when anti-government rancor was joined to
isolationism, anti-government hostility today has started to meld
with anti-internationalism and xenophobia. The spirit of negative
government is not simply limited to an outlook on domestic policy: it

3 Justin Raimondo, Reclaiming the American Right: The Lost Legacy of the
Conservative Movement, Center for Libertarian Studies, 1993, page 156.
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seeps into foreign policy as well. Historically, this has alway's been
the tendency.

In the swirling anti-internationalist cosmology” assuming form
on the right, foreigners appear “ariously as greedy welfare
recipients, or false, worthless friends, or petty tyrants consumed
with global designs and cruel indifference toward American lives.
They are beggars, betrayers and overlords. They are leeching us
from below and above; they are enemies without and within.
Americanism, once agein, is threatened by internationalism.

In 1946, when George F. Kennan wrote his famous "Long
Telegram,” it was by no means certain that a containment policy
roward the Soviet Union would be established and maintained.
Events foreign and domestic, from the Communist seizure of power in
Czechoslavakia to the presidential election of 1948, were required to
lock it into place and to defeat critics of the Cold War policy on the
left and the right. Kennan, the policy thinker and diplomat, had no
hand in summoning or shaping these political circumstances. His
doctrine, however, gained increased centrality because it appeared to
make sense of them and to offer a response. It was a diagnosis and
prescription at once.

Few people, in any’ period, have a prescient vision, much less
one that is transformed into official policy and is recognized as
prophetic after almost a half-century. At the end of World War II,
during the year Kennan was composing his State Department memo,
the overwhelming image of the future was drawn from the preceding
decade. The postwar public was haunted by fear of unemployment
and depression, and the rapid demobilization of the armed forces
only heightened the anxiety. How and where would the millions of
soldiers get jobs? A rash of labor strikes underlined the worry that
the war had been merely an interlude between times of economic
strife. "Had Enough?" was the slogan of the Republicans in the
midterm elections of 1946, in which they captured both houses of
the Congress for the first time since Herbert Hoover's election in
1928.

Only the Republican right believed that the proper attitude to
take toward postwar Europe was laissez-faire. Its standardbearer,

~1
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Senator Robert Taft of Ohio, tvas an early isolationist and one of
w votes in the Senate against L.S. membershlp in NATO. Taft
understood explictly the connection between an activist government
acting in domestic and foreign policy--something he adamantly
opposed from a consistent philosophical position.

Less than two weeks after the filing of Kennan's "Long
Telegram," in March 1946, the recently defeated former British
Prime Minister \Winston Churchill traveled with President Truman
and his closest political adviser Clark Clifford on the presidential
train, the MMagellan, from Washington to Westminster College in
Fulton, Missouri. "From Stettin in the Baltic to Trieste in the Adriatic,
an iron curtain has descended across the ccntinent," Churchill said
portentously. The theme that the policy’ planner had painstakingly
elaborated in a classfied cable, circulated then only among policy -
makers, was thus thunderously declaimed by the greatest statesman
and orator of the age, with the hearty, though tacit, approval of the
Truman administration.

Taft, as the leader of the congressional Republicans and the
tribune of limited government, felt it was his duty to reply directly
to Churchill. Taft denounced the entire direction of U.S. policy as the
assumption of the British imperium, an alien path that could only
lead to the obliteration of American civilization. "This whole policy,"
he said, “is no accident. For vears we have been accepting at home
the theory that the people are too dumb to understand and that a
benevolent Executive must be given power to describe policy and
administer policy....Such a policy in the world, as at home, can only
lead to tvranny or to anarchy." The Republicans captured the
Congress months later, but every time Taft sought the Republican
presidential nomination he was defeated by the internationalist
Eastern wing of his party. His final, smashing failure was wrought by
his perpetual rival, Thomas Dewey, who wrested the 1952
nomination from his hands at the convention and presented the prize
to Dwight Eisenhower. It was a last hurrah for the old isolationist.
After that, the isolationist faith transmuted on the right into a quasi-
theological anti-Communist crusade, a process that had been
underway’ since before the investigation and trial of Alger Hiss (an
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eminent New Deal internationalist), which elevated a young
congressman from California on the House Un-American ~Activities
Committee, Richard Nivon, to national prominence. ( At a crucial
moment in the Hiss probe, the ambitious Nixon, who had become the
darling of the right, quietly sought and received the blessing of
Thomas Dewey and his circle. Without the backroom approval of
Dewey, Nixon would never have been slated as Vice President in
1952. Nixon's ability to flap both wings of the GOP lifted his career
from beginning to end.) The Hiss case was the first Cold War forum
for the right to smear the New Deal as a subversive plot. “The return
of the primititves" remarked Secretary of State Dean Acheson about
the Republican right.

The new conservative dogma was built upon unalterable
tenets: liberalism was conflated (as before) with Communism,;
Communism, it was charged, had spread abroad due to betrayal by
American liberals (FDR, Truman and Dean Acheson--in league with
Hiss--in particular); containment was a cowardly compromise by
betrayers unwilling to engage in "rollback"; and unilateral U.S.
military action, preferably commanded by the likes of General
Douglas MacArthur, was the appropriate response to the encircling
foe. McCarthyism, congealed within the crucible of a minority of a
minority party embittered about its prospects, was aberrant only in
the animal cunning, bottomless cynicism and private geniality of the
man who gave the "ism" its name. (McCarthy decided to embark
upon his Communist hunts the same month Hiss was convicted. To
this day, many prominent conservatives, such as William F. Buckley,
Jr., who co-authored a tract defending the senator, McCarthy and His
Enemies, harbor his memory as a martyred patriot.)

Reaganism was the right-wing crusade in power, lofting the
banner of unilateralism. But it was a much watered down, even
revisionist version of the original rightist creed, accepting as it did
the containment doctrine. Ultimately, Reagan floated away from the
whole constricting dogma on a transcendant utopianism to embrace
\likhail Gorbachev and celebrate the end of the Cold \Var, the
crowning and saving act of his presidency’, to the consternation of the
right.
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Even during the contention over the Viietnam ‘ar, wvhen
foreign policy provoked extended civil strife, the basic containment
policy toward the Soviet Union was never really in dispute, as it was
in 1948. Through Democratic and Republican administrations alike,
from Truman to Reagan, the policy remained anchored in place. its
necessity’ was a byproauct of nuclear weaponry, the mutual assured
destruction capability” of both superpowers. \When Kennan devised
the containment doctrine, the Soviet Union did not possess the bomb.
With its production in large quantities on both sides, deterrence
became the linchpin of containment. But more than the threat of
Armageddon and the stability of Europe made it possible for the U.S.
to carry out a consistent policy for almost fifty years. Containment--
and internationalism itself--rested on a foundation at home--a
foundation that was laid before the Cold War. No diplomat, however
brilliant, operates in a social vacuum. Foreign policy does not exist on
air.

Kennan, the historian of the European balance of power, had
little knowledge or appreciation of American politics and its
influence on foreign policy. Politics, if anything, inspired disdain in
him. He was dismissive of public opinion as "easily led astray into
areas of emotionalism and subjectivity which make it a poor and
inadequate guide for national action." However accurate his
assessment of "short term" trends in public opinion, his faith did not
lie in engaging and molding it. Rather, he urged that foreign service
officers and policy-makers be insulated, as much as they could, from
the vicissitudes of the fickle public, though he had few concrete
notions about how this containment policy might be implemented. 3

For the Ccld War containment doctrine to work, a predicate
that the diplomats and the wise men had no hand in making was
required. The inspiration for the creation of the postwar world
preceded the time usually ascribed to its genesis. Dean Acheson,
more than almost all the others present (except for Truman),
understood that foreign policy rests primarily on domestic sources.

4 Ibid, page 150.
5 George F. Kennan, American Diplomacy 1900-1930, Mentor, 1951, page 81.
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"When the Truman government found its footing in foreign affairs,"
Acheson wrote in his memoir, "its policies showed a sweep, a breadth
of conception and boldness of action both new in this country's
history and obviously centrally’ planned and directed. \We had seen it
in the early domestic policies cf the New Deal and in our vast
military effort in the 1941-45 war, but not before in foreign policy."
6 Rut it was more than energy and method that were drawn from the
New Deal and the war.

In the immediate postwar Iperiod what was emphatically not
foreseen were the long-term effects of the New Deal, which had been
disguised by the war; for it was the Rooseveltian policies that
provided the economic and social underpinnings for the postwar
American boom. The New Deal had created a broad middle class and
thereby removed the frictior. of open class conflict. "The society of a
few haves and a multitude of have-nots had been transformed,"
writes Doris Kearns Goodwin in her history of the Roosevelts during
the war, "No Ordinary Time." "Because of the greatest--indeed, the
only--redistribution of income downward in the nation's history, a
middle-class country had emerged. Half of the American people--
those at the lower end of the compensation scale--had doubled their
income, while those in the top 20 percent had risen by little more
than 30 percent. Those in the bottom half of earners had seen their
share of the country's income increase by 16 percent, while those at
the top had lost 6 percent.” ~ Even during the war, the New Deal had
progressed with the passage of the G.IL Bill, whose enormous benefits
were not fully anticipated at the time. And New Deal-like foreign
policies, such as the Marshall Plan, a form of global Keynesianism
intended to create an economy of consumers abroad, then lifted a
devastated Europe from its ruins. Truman and Acheson (a passionate
Democrat, who even wrote a book entitled "A Democrat Looks At His
Party," in which there was a chapter on why the Republicans were

6 Dean Acheson, Present At The Creation: My Years in the State Department,
Signet, 1970, page 929.

7 Doris Kearns Goodwin, No Ordinary Time: Franklin and Eleanor Roosevelt:
The Home Front in \World War II, Simon & Schuster, 1994, page 625.
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the "Stupid Party") both grasped and acted on the connections,
explicit and implicir, between domestic and foreign policy.

If America had been a societ) increasingly riven by class,
instead of one in which class barriers were falling, and where the
government 'vas seen as the handmaiden of the priv ileged, instead of
an agent of social progress, the popularity of a Cold War policy would
have been dubious. A socially polarizing society cannot long sustain
2n internationalist foreign policy. The strains of inequality must
inevitably come to focus on foreign policy, reducing it to its raw
econoniic rewards and leading to opposition to international
commitments because they siphon resources away from home.

Internationalism in the postwar era was fitted onto the society
made by the New Deal, a society becoming more equal, not less,
measured in a dramatic rise in the standard of living. Before the New
Deal there was no middle class as we have come to understand it.
Only because of the New Deal twas the majority brought into the
middle class. From 1950 to 1978, the real family income of all
classes, from the bottom to the top, grew by more than 100 percent.
The growth, moreover, was fairly evenly spread, with those in the
bottom twenty percent increasing their income by 138 percent, the
second twenty percent by 98 percent, the middle by 106 percent, the
fourth by 111 percent, and the top by 99 percent. 2 This distribution
of income was not the result of Cold War spending; the social pattern
‘was not due to the sheer amount of military expenditure, but to the

i Stfuetttra;l—aﬂé—somal changes that had taken place in the country.

- reform, provided the bedrock for an

' active internationalism. Throughout the entire Cold War, none of the

\major accomplishments of the New Deal (or the Great Society for that

‘._matter) were undone by Nixon or Reagan. From beginning to end, the
foundation remained intact. The New Deal, perhaps more than any
other factor, made it possible for the U.S. to wage the Cold War and to
bring ittoa successful conclusion.

In the Cold \War, the American standard of living became a

chief ideological weapon. Republicans, as well as Democrats, turned

8 Unpublished chart, Chief Economist's Cffice, U.S. Department of Labor. 1995.
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rhe recent rise of the modern middle class into a major foreign policy
theme (though the Republicans’ rhetoric was unaltered since the
day's of Hoover, attributing a phenomenon that sprang from the New
Deal structural reforms in a mixed economy’ to "free enterprise”). The
great "Kitchen Debate" in 1959 between “’ice President Richard Nixon
and Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev at an American trade exhibition
featuring modern appliances may have been a patent stunt
(arranged by a young public relations agent named William Safire),
but it was telling. "These are merely gadgets,” Khrushchev said
dismissively. 9 But in the end, Communism was buried beneath our
refrigerators. It was not simply the chrome of affluence, or the dazzle
of technology--the sheer weight of historical materialism--that was
the appeal: it was the pervasiveness of it all. The materialism had a
democratic social content. This is what gave it its political charge. The
near-universal distribution of material goods in a country whose
majority was a roughly equal middle class demonstrated to those
behind the Iron Curtain the workings of political democracy. The Cold
War was won on a momentum set decades earlier.

: In its final years, however,the American class system began

") gradually to be transformed, becoming less equal, not more. The

( pattern of New Deal society was reversed. The middle class was not
) rising and expanding, but declining and contracting. From 1979 to

\1993, a-secular Republican era, real family income growth radically
We those
in the middle and lower end of the income scale continually lost
ground. The top twenty percent gained eig fcent in income
and the rnext twenty gained five percent, while the middle lost three

percent, the lower middle lost eight, and the bottom lost seventeen.
10

The electoral consequences of this sea-change have so far
assumed contradictory forms. In 1992, Bill Clinton was elected
president on the themes of reversing economic decline and elevating
the economic condition of the middle class. His campaign pregram,

2 Jonathan ~itken, Nixon: A Life, Regnel, 1993, page 261.
10 U'npublished chart, Chietf Economist's Office, U.S. Department of Labor. 1995.
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"Putting People First," spelled out this approach in detail. Clinton won
the votes of many of those who suffered from the recession and from
the general decline in the standard of living. But a third party
candidate, RossPerot, drew support primarily: from those whose
_income loss x\=a§__gggt_§1ﬁm£mms&m¢&M\ﬂo voted for
qm-ﬁ'oters were not drawn from the metropolitan centers

| but from the small-towns and rural areas where unemployment was

/

/
I

X

increasingly’ intractable and newly available jobs paying near the

minimum wage. The economist Ruy Teixeira observed two years
after the 1992 election that "the pro-Perot effects of wage losses
were stronger for wage losses over longer time periods (e.g., back to
19791, indicating thW@QMM}Mrivmg
much of the bitterness toward the Democrats and the apparent
‘failures of government.” 12
President Clinton's economic achievements in his first two

vears were impressive: He cut the federal deficit in half, a feat
hitherto considered impossible; maintained economic growth ata
steady clip; kept inflation at a virtually non-existent level; created
more than 4.5 million jobs; and lowered the unemployment rate
below six percent, a rate unseen since the boom of the 1960s. And
vet, in 1994, the Democrats were repudiated, losing both houses of
Congress. The secret to their setback lies ultimately in their inability
to raise median homée
CM%\H}' chance of providing economic benefits to the
middle class by the reduction of the deficit, as Clinton had hoped,
were erased by the Federal Reserve Board, chaired by Alan
Greenspan (a former Republican chairman of the Council of Economic
Advisers), whose application of draconian monetarist strictures
prompted a constant racheting up of interest rates. Clinton's good
deed of lowering the deficit did not go unpunished. The expectations
he raised among the middle class about reversing decline therefore
could not be met swiftly enough, and defeat was administered to the
Democrats just as it was to the Republicans two years earlier.

11 Ruv A. Teixeira. The Politics of the High-Wage Path: The Challenge Facing
Democrats, \Vorking Paper 110, Economic Policy Institute. \Washington. D.C..
October 1994, page 2.
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(Shortly after the Republican midterm victory, in a case of fortuitous
timing, Greenspan's Fed announced that its measure of inflation had
heen wildly overstated. Presumabiy, this would give the
congressional Republicans an opportunity to pass tax cuts without
fear of Fed reaction.)

Fear of the effects of the global economy on job prospects and
income permeated the electorate. In April 1994, according to the
Times Mirror Center for the People and the Press, only 24 percent
were satisfied with the country's direction, 5¢-percent-said they
lacked enough money to lead-the lives they wished,-and three-
qualtegwwm—empessememu

employment opportunities-for their children. 12 As never before, the
iews of the broad public and the elites diverged on trade issues.

Elites, from the beginning, gave high levels of support to the North |
American Free Trade Agreement. But even after a considerable
investment of political capital by President Clinton, on the eve of the
congressional vote in November 1993, 38 percent still opposed
NAFTA. No trade agreement has ever been rejected by the Congress,
and the close vote on NAFTA reflected the equivocation of the public.
13 "Change"--the word Clinton hammered time and again as his
purpose--had come to be identified in the public mind with its
economic apprehensions.

Even before the midterm election, the Clinton administration
itself was being pulled by the undertow of anti-internationalism. The
deaths of eighteen U.S. soldiers in a firefight in Somalia caused the
administration to issue Presidential Decision Directive 25 seven
months later in May 1994, declaring new limits on its involvement in
multilateral peacekeeping a reversal of Clinton's previous course.

tra*_ed to the new pohc\ %

Desp1te the administration's turnabout, Newt Gingrich, then the
Republican House Whip, instantly attacked it for being captive to the

12 Times Mirror Center for the People and the Press, Economic Recovery Has
Little Impact on American Mood, April 6, 1994, \Washinton. D.C., pages 1 and 15.
13 Andrew Kohut and Robert C. Toth, Trade and the Public, December 13, 1994,
Times Mirror Center for the People and the Press, \Washington, D.C., pages 4-6.
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"multinational fantasy" and charged that the President "continues to
subordinate the United States to the United Nations.” Rather than
stilling the anti-internationalist movement with half-hearted
measures. the administration cnly incited it. By the time PDD 25
became policy’, the Republican political plan to exploit the social fears
of the voters had jelled. Clinten's inability to uplift middle class
income within a short timesparn ccmbined with the Re _p;blica.n
blocmrm particuiarly national health care that
wcwed_memddlecw catalyze the anti-
government response that the Republicans desired. The reaction
against governm ; i to domesti i
interhwmes and w elfarr---de\ isive
"wedge issues,” in the parlance of GOP operatives--to demonstrate
the Democrats' indifference to the fate of average Americans. The
Republicans’ platforrn the Contract for America, the only full-scale
‘midterm campaign program ever devised by thned
numerous anti-internationalist provisions, under the rubric of a so-
called "National Security Restoration Act." Among them were a
prohibition of U.S. troops under foreign command { which has not
occurred since World War II), notice to Congress of any U.S.
participation in U.N. peacekeeping operations fifteen days before any
such vote took place in the Security Council, and fiscal measures
(such as a limit of U.S. funding to 23 percent of any mission) that
would effectively hamstring them. 14
For the first time since the incepticn of the Cold War, tenets of
anti-internationalism have become official dogma of the Republican
Party. After more than forty years, the Bricker Amendment
suddenly echoes like a thunderclap. Though there are Republicans
who do not adhere to the anti-internationalist position, they voice no
public dissent-The-tradition-of the internationalist wing of the GOP--
the Republican Party of Thomas Dewey, John Hay Whitney (publisher
of the New York Herald Tribune), and Henry Luce (editor-in-chief of
Time and publicist of "the American Century"), of Arthur
\-andenberg and his political heir Gerald Ford, of Richard Nixon and

14 House Republican Conference, Contract \With America. pages 23-235.
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George Bush, of Henry Kissinger and James Baker--has entered 1993
withotita-single forthright spokesmai.

1.

Who will speak for internationalism in the face of a rising anti-
internationalism? And how shall it be defined and defended?

"The election was not a license to lose sight of our nation's
global interests or to walk away from our commitments in the
world," Secretary of State \WWarren Christopher beseeched in a speech
at Harvard University on January 20.

A day later, Dan Quayle announced his presidential intentions
before a crowd of 40,000 Amway salesmen and executives in the
Hoosier Dome: "I'm scanned, I'm tested and I'm ready." He reached
for the high notes of anti-internationalism, assailing the notions of
U.S. forces serving under foreign command (a non-event) and that
thev would wear "the blue helmet of the United Nations." The
following day’, Bob Dole declared his interest in running for president.
At the same time, he set down the condition under which he would
support U.S. loan guarantees tc Mexico that would prevent its
economy from collapsing: the Democrats must cease their criticism of
Newt Gingrich's $4.5 million book contract with media mogul Rupert
Murdoch. Dole's formula for statesmanship was something
\'andenberg had never imagined. .

The political forces are not arrayed to draw together magically
behind internationalism. On the contrary, the energy in the debate
over foreign policy is centrifugal. There will be no renewed
consensus for the sake of consensus. Released by the Cold War, the
sources of isolationisn have reasserted themse_lx_'%a,suspicion of
the outside wofld, a nativist patriotism against foreign
entanglements, an embrace of simplicity to ward off complication
and uncertainty. The negativity of isolationism has reappeared as the .
negativity of anti-internationalism. Slogans and catchphrases from
the buried past have resurfaced, seeming to the untrained ear to be
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some sort of new idea--a new wave--rather than an artifact so
ancient that few recall its provenance.

Foreign policy specialists, for their part, have been conducting
discussions as though politics were taking place in a separate
compartment. Moralists and realists--and those who claim to be
both--and who is not a pragmatic neo-\Vilsonian or vice versa?’--
brandish abstract categories like thick shields warding off the
empirical realities of the political present. Yet neither an idealistic
policy’ that promotes democracy’, cooperation and human rights nor a
realistic policy based on the traditional bases of power can likely be
long sustained if anti-internationalist fevers continue to rise
unchallenged.

The moralists often act as though the goal of spreading
democracy were mainly a matter of conviction: If only we are able to
muster the will, we can project our ideals abroad. But the image of
American democracy has been altered over the decades. Of course, to
the countries under the heel of totalitarianism America appeared not
only as the chief antagonist of their oppressor but as the ideal of an
open society, just as America did to the western Europeans after

their traumatic experiences with Naziism and fascism. But democracy

in the abstract does not have an appeal to nations in the West that
have long been democracies. Free markets also do not have an allure
to countries, particularly in ~sia, that manage their own market
economies in ways that thay think is superior to our own. 13

15 anthony Lake. the National Security Adviser, has posited that the goal of
U.S. foreign policy must be the "enlargement” of democracy, which he
conflates with free markets. In his theor, he does not differentiate among
market economies and societies, which are more or less managed and more or
less politically open. Lake's claim that commercial, democratic nations are
more pacific is a noble dream as venerable as Inmanuel Kant. But it is a view
that is disputed by Alexander Hamilton in The Federalist Paper No. 6. "Has
commetce hitherto done anyv thing more than change the objects of war?" he
wrote. "Is not the love of wealtli as domineering and enterprising a passion as
that of power or glory? Have there not been as many wars founded upon
commercial motives since that has become the prevailing system of nations, as
were before occasioned by the cupidity of territory or dominion?....Have we
not already seen enough of the fallacy” and extravagance of those idle theories
which have amused us with promises of an exempton from the imperfections.
wealknesses, and evils incident to scciety in every shape? Is it not time tw
awake from the deceitful dream of a golden age and to adopt as a practical
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Those who argue for an "augmented realism," or "realism plus”
(using a nomenclature reminiscent of Bush's "status quo plus” also
frequently assume that willpower will lead to power. If only we take
a decisive leadership role, we can be the leader we wish. Positive
thinking seems to be one of the roots of this realism. Its view of the
L.S. in the world, most importantly, is disconnected from a view of
the U.S. at home. It assumes a foreign policy without a homefront.
\ational interest is projected without examining the nation. Or,
perhaps, it is assumed anachronistically that the country is a

_constant. "Realism plus" does not account for anti-internationalism
and the increasing friction with it generated by the pursuit of
internationalist goals. \While Clinton is chided for inconsistently
measuring means to ends, an easy and complacent point, the
"augmented"” realist neglects to explain how his ends (which amount
mainly to an approach, or something rather less, an attitude) happen
to fit the nation's means. The ralk of asserting larger purposes does
not involve specifically defining them, and the claim for coherence is
made without tying foreign to domestic. Our modern "augmented”
realist would not be recognized as such by Acheson. 1€

Nostalgia for the age of the wise men, eulogized in numerous
books, articles and documentaries as the makers of the postwar
order, expresses a vearning for the salad days of the American
Century. But the wise men, whatever their party affiliation, stood on

" the domestic pillars of a society remade by the New Deal. In America,

only the size and security of a mi iF itimate an
establishment. Without the expansion of such a middle class, an
'establishment becomes an insecure obligarchy.
A blithe unconcern with political realities must only render
foreign policy commitments that much more difficult to maintain. A

maxim for the direction of our political conduct that we, as well as the other
inhabitants of the globe, are vet remote from the happy empire of perfect
wisdom and perfect virtue?" The Federalist Papers, Mentor, 1961, pages 57 and
59. i

16 See Richard N. Haass, Paradigm Lost. Foreign Affairs, January 'February
1005. Haass, a former staffer on Bush's National Security Council, is Director of
Natonal Security Programs for the Council on Foreign Relations, and a
member of the Republican shadow government.
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regime of fre . : ime is widening class divisions

and tensions cannot sustain internationalism; it will inevitably be
seen as the property of the privileged, those who are insulated from
the buffeting of the global market. And internationalism must fall
under seige when a devisive politics of social resentment is pursued
relentlessly.

America's greatest asset in the Cold Var was t that it presentecl

generanon has been the mamht\ to refna.ke America into a vanguard
society. Rather than inaugurating a new era of reform, waves of

incremental reaction have fostered-a-polarizing class system. Policies
that fail to address the building social crisis are neither moralist nor
reaiist in the American tradition that established social democracy
and internationalism. At the heart of the frustrations of post-Cold
War internationalism can be found the blasted remnants of the social
contract. If the national interest does not mean the interests of the
majority of the people, then it has no depth of meaning: an American
national interest can only be adduced from the peculiar intersection
of democratic ideals and interests.

Those who wish for an effective foreign policy cannot escape

the reality of domestic politics. But internationalism is no longer a
given. It must be persistently organized. The battles of the early and
late1940s are being rejoined in a new key. Just as the right is
drawing strength from an anti-internationalism with deep
wellsprings, the forces of a progressive internationalism have an
even more powerful past to summon. They must do so, however,
without facing the terrible prospect of war, but of peace.
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In the wake of President Clinton’s
vigorous diplomatic efforts to bring
the war in Bosnia to a close, his
foreign policy is getting a second
look, with a lot of analysts concluding
about the Clinton foreign policy what
Mark Twain once said of the music of

Wagner: It's not as bad as it sounds.

In the midst of this revisionist
mood, the journal Foreign Affairs

.will publish next month a provocative

analysis by Prof. Michael Mandel-
baum, who teaches at the Johns Hop-
kins school of international studies
and argues that the Clinton foreign
policy really is as bad as it sounds.
His thesis is that the Clinton policy is
congenitally flawed bécause it never
identified U.S. national interests
abroad after the cold war, but instead
tried to conduct foreign policy by
“the standards of Mother Teresa,”
trying to ““turn American foreign pol-
icy into a branch of social work.”

Whereas previous Administra-
tions were preoccupied with the dan-
gerous and powerful nations at the
core of the international community
— Russia, Japan, China and Germa-
ny — the Clinton team, he contends,
preoccupied itself with relieving suf-
fering and oppression in nations on
the periphery: Bosnia, Somalia and
Haiti. In each case the Administra-
tion’s objective was not to pursue
U.S. national interests — traditional-
ly defined as those issues that could
affect American lives — but rather
to promote American values.

The problem the Administration
ran into in Somalia, Haiti and Bosnia,
writes Mr. Mandelbaum, was that to
end their misery required deep, cost-

Promoting U.S.
values abroad.

ly engagements in their tangled in-
ternal politics. The Clintonites as-
sumed, wrongly, he argues, that
“they could take the political capital
the public had furnished for 40 years
to oppose the Soviets and put it to
uses they deemed more virtuous.”
But when faced with the real costs of
healing Somalia, Haiti and Bosnia,
the Administration found it didn’t
have the public’s support, so it
balked, leaving it with three fiascoes.

After these initial disasters, the
Administration ended up using force

"f( oreign Affair: {4"7

THOMAS L. FRIEDMAN

h¢ Clinton Gamb j

tion was not just social work, he says,
but “to bolster the Administration’s
political standing, which was suffer-

+ ing from the failure to resolve these

problems.” Both the Haiti and Bos-
nia interventions achieved a meas-
ure bf success, but it was provisional
and easily reversible. Because these
interventions lacked the support of a
majority of Americans, the Adminis-
tration could not stay.in Haiti — and
won’t be able to stay in Bosnia —
long enough to really get the job done
and secure a stable new order. The
reason for that lack of support is
because in neither Haiti nor Bosnia
are vital U.S. national interests at
stake, Mr. Mandelbaum argues.
“As in Haiti, the chief purpose of
an American expeditionary force in
Bosnia will be to leave as soon as
possible, with as few casualties as
possible, rather than to do whatever
is necessary, for as long as neces:
sary, to keep (or make) peace,” Mn.
Mandelbaum writes. In Haiti and
Bosnia, he adds, the exit strategy i$
the mission. That is, the mission is t0
show up and leave, not to stay until
the goals are fully achieved. b
This argument is important be-
cause it reminds us of something
we've forgotten: During the cold war
there was no distinction between in-
ternational social work and the nar
tional interest. Social work was nar
tion-building and nation-building was
the national interest. We engaged ip
nation-building — from the Marshall
Plan in Europe to Vietnam — be-
cause it was deemed essential for
halting the spread of Communisn,
which could hurt us all. ¢
By both accident and design, Mr.
Clinton is testing a new thesis — that
after the cold war he can pursue an
ambitious  social-work  agenda
abroad, even though it doesn’t affe¢t
the nation's vital interests. That
why so many Americans feel ambiy:
alent about Haiti and Bosnia: Th
want to do good works, like Mothe
Teresa, but won’t sacrifice thelf
blood without the threat of Stalin on
the other side. 1
Mr. Clinton’s gamble is that he can
split the difference; get enough pub-
lic support to do a littlé good, for

‘enough time, to make a reasonable

difference in a place that’s not really
that important. If the price of the

Clinton policy in Bosnia is just-mon:-.

ey, hie has a chance to succeed. If it
turns out to be blood, the underlying
contradictions and public ambiva-
lence will destroy his policy and po§-
sibly his Presidency. ]
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Vicious Circle

The Saber Rattling
Over Bosnia Sounds
Like a Bleak Replay

After Four Years of Conflict,
Alles’ Policy Is in Tatters
Asthe Serbs Call the Tune

-Milosevie and Abe Lincoln

It's depressingly familiar. A'

The Bosnian Serbs are shelling, the
Bosnian Muslims bleeding, the Europeans
equivocating, the Americans blustering
and bickering. The U.S. public rides the
fence — outraged one moment at the pic-
tures of Serbian atrocities and ‘‘ethnic
cleansing,” worried the next that Presi-
dent Clinton might actually send U.S.
troops into what many fear would become
another Vietnam-style quagmire.

Bombs may yet rain down on the
Serbs — the U.S. and its North Atlantic

By Wall Street Journal staff re-
porters Mark M. Nelson in Belgrade,
Serbia, and Carla Anne Robbins and
Thomas E. Ricks in Washington.

Treaty Organization allies are again
threatening airstrikes — this time more
than pinpricks — as the Serbs continue to
overrun United Nations ‘‘safe havens' in
Bosnia. But if the bombs don’t fall, hardly
anyone will be surprised, least of all the
Serbs. They have heard it all before. And
the airstrikes, even if they come, might not
make much of a difference.

Four years into the Balkans war, the
only thing more confused than the war
itself is Western policy and its astonishing
string of failures aimed at containing the
conflict. In truth, almost no one thinks the
hash that is the Balkans war can be settled
without a huge commitment of Western
ground troops, or a fight to the finish.

Indeed, a senior British official in Lon-

don predicts a war dragging on for another

decade, a war that in the European view is
one of ancient, tangled animosities largely
inexplicable to all but the combatants. This
scenario is horrifying to many, consider-
ing that the Bosnians alone already count
200,000 dead and two million people driven
from their homes by ethnic cleansing.
“There is no generally recognized en-
emy in this war, no clear idea about what it
is we are trying to achieve politically,”
says Philippe Moreau Defarges of the
French Institute for International Rela-
tions in Paris. *‘So most of what we do is
doomed from the start.” The U.S. has
always seen Bosnia differently: as a war of

—Sérbian aggression and genocide. But even |

with a clearly defined enemy, the Ameri- ;

cans were ready to risk even less than the
Europeans, refusing to send ground
troops.
Much Angst, Little Action

Still, all this failure and fatalism has
done nothing to stem the tide of Western
angst. German Chancellor Helmut Kohl
has called what is happening in Bosnia “‘a
disgrace for civilized Europe.’” France's
new president, Jacques Chirac, recently
likened the West's acquiescence to Serbian
aggression against Muslims and Croats to
its earlier appeasement of the Nazis.

Americans share a similar view: A new
Times-Mirror poll shows that 52% .-of

" Americans are dissatisfied with President

Clinton’s handling of foreign policy — with
Bosnia the most important cause of their
discontent. Paradoxically, most Ameri-
cans don't disagree with the substance of
U.S. policy, just the wavering, confusion
and retreats.

Splintered Efforts

The war in Bosnia has as much to do
with divisions among the world powers as
| it does with the ethnic furies of the Serbs,
! Muslims and Croats in the former Yugosla-
via. The country that gave birth to World
WarIand was a major theater of conflict in
World War II still has an extraordinary
capacity to split Europe and divide NATO.
And the long list of experiments — gener-
ally characterized as ‘“‘speak and re-
treat” —among the great powers have been
as much designed to deal with their inter-
nal problems and domestic politics as to
stop or contain the war.

The cost everywhere has been high.
The conflict has called into question both
America’s and Mr. Clinton’s claims to
world leadership. The U.S. role has always
been limited by one basic fact: its refusal
to back up its moral outrage with a tangible
commitment of ground forces. The Euro-
peans, who do have thousands of troops in

Bosnia, have always had far less outrage— |

and far lower expectations — about what
can be achieved there.

Those contradictions are at the heart of
the alliance’s constant backsliding and
retreats. Time and again — 10 times at
least—a morally outraged U.S. has pushed
its allies to take a stand against the Serbs,
only to see that firmness leached away by
European fears for the safety of its troops

.or cynicism about what was necessary or
achievable in Bosnia.

For European leaders, the cost has been
constant embarrassment and humilia-
tion — in ultimatums that aren’t followed

up, airstrikes that don’t hit their marks. All |

followed by the thunder of Serb guns. The
conflict has also all but ended public faith
in the idea of a united Europe while
defanging the postwar institutions
charged with corralling such conflicts, the
U.N. and NATO. :

The most revent speak-and-retreat cy-
cle began last week in London with the U.S.
pressing and apparently winning French
and British support for massive airstrikes
against the Serbs, should they attack the
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ns of limiting supply, the people say.
s.in turn, would be likely to keep prices
n. Lysine, an amino acid, is mixed with
d for hogs and chickens to hasten the
owth of lean muscle in the animals.

Mr. Wilson, who runs Archer-Daniels’s
orn-processing division, also attended
meetings with lysine manufacturers in
Tokyo, Hawaii and elsewhere, people fa-
miliar with the inquiry say. Several of

| these sessions were videotaped by federal

authorities, the people say.

Sales Documents

Michael Andreas and Mr. Wilson,
asked specifically about the meetings, de-
clined to comment, as did the company. No
one has been charged in the criminal
antitrust inquiry, in which investigators
are working with a Chicago federal grand
jury. The government has hundreds of
tape recordings, thanks in large measure
to the help of Mr. Whitacre, 38 years old,
who headed the fast-growing BioProducts
division and reported to Michael Andreas.
Since his undercover role came to light, his
attorney said in a recent statement, Mr.
Whitacre has been barred from Archer-
Daniels facilities. He remains on the com-
pany payroll.

Other possible evidence of a world-wide
cabal comes from internal company docu-
ments obtained by the government during
the past three years. Circulated among
Archer-Daniels officials, the documents
show lysine sales targets and actual
monthly sales of each manufacturer, ac-
cording to Archer-Daniels executives. The
company won't comment on why or how it
collected such confidential information
from its competitors.

Lysine producers whose sales figures
were recorded include Ajinomoto Inc. and
Kyowa Hakko, both of Japan, and Archer-
Daniels itself, people who have seen the
records say. An attorney for Ajinomoto’s:
U.S. unit, Heartland Lysine, says, ‘‘We are
addressing the matter in the appropriate
fashion.”” An attorney for Kyowa Hakko’s
U.S. lysine unit, BioKyowa, says Bio-
Kyowa ‘“‘was not the market-setter or the
major player in setting prices.” The attor-
ney, Steven A. Reiss, adds: ““That much
we've been able to determine.”

Citric-Acid Producers

In addition to investigating Mr. Wil-
son's role in lysine pricing, the Federal
Bureau of Investigation and the Depart-

i ment of Justice's antitrust division are

| It couldn't immediately be determined |
. whether these sessions were taped. Docu-

looking into whether he participated in
possible collusion with European manufac-
turers of citric acid. Citric acid, like lysine, .
is a corn-derived product; it is used in the
detergent, food and beverage industries.
Mr. Wilson attended meetings around
the world, including sessions at hotels in .
London and Paris, with senior officials of
competing citric-acid producers, according
to people knowledgeable about the inquiry.

ments regarding citric-acid sales in the $1

billion industry were  circulated within

Archer-Daniels, according to the people
-Please Turn to Page A6, Column |
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knowledgeable about the investigation.

These people say the documents re-
corded sales targets and actual sales for
Archer-Daniels, the Hoffmann-LaRoche
Inc. U.S. unit of Switzerland’s Roche Hold-
ing Lid. and Germany's Bayer AG. The
documents reflected sales figures by geo-
graphical region, including North
America, Latin America, Europe and the
Far Euast. A spokesman for Bayer, which
manufactures citric acid at its Elkhart,

- Ind., plant, says it is cooperating with the

government and supplying all information
that investigators request. Hoffmann-
LaRoche, which markets citric acid in the
U.S., declines to comment. The chemical is
produced by a European sister company,
S.A. Citrique Belge NV, that also is a unit
of Basel-based Roche.

Michael Andreas’s presence in meet-
ings with lysine competitors makes the

+ lysine part of the investigation particularly

intriguing. Although the younger Mr. An-
dreas has a reputation as the company’s
super-salesman and has long seemed des-
tined for the top post, he has stayed out of
the public spotlight. John McMillin, a
Prudential Securities Inc. analyst who has
followed the company for years, says he
has never met Michael Andreas. *‘He's not
on the analysts’ visit list,” Mr. McMillin
says.

Similarly, lysine itself is virtually un-
known to the public. But it has emerged as
a big profit producer for its manufac-
turers and a key ingredient in the feed
industry. About 500 million pounds are

produced annually. With prices having |
ranged from 60 cents a pound to more than '

twice that since 1991, keeping the price
near the high end of the range is worth
millions of dollars to manufacturers.

Japanese firms were among the first to
learn to produce lysine from fermentation,
which basically involves feeding corn-
derived dextrose to micro-organisms. The
Japanese started producing it commer-
cially in the 1960s, long before Archer-Dan-
iels entered the picture. But the market
was transformed soon after the U.S. con-
cern set its sights on the business in 1989,
after learning that it was selling raw
material to Japanese companies that in
turn were shipping synthetic lysine into
the U.S. market.

The giant grain. processor, which calls
itself the ‘supermarket to the world,” has
areputation for entering a new market ina
big way, and that's what it did in the case
of lysine. At its sprawling complex in
Decatur, L., Archer-Daniels erected what
is believed to be the biggest: fermenting
facility in the world. The inside of the plant

looks something like a brewery, with shiny

vats towering over the heads of workers. It
has its own lahoratory, where white-coated

scientists mix glass beakers of micro-orga-

nisms.

All together, the company is believed to
have spent roughly $1.5 billion establish-
ing its BioProducts division, which Mr.
Whitacre ran during the three years he
surreptitiously helped the U.S. govern-

| ment gather information about possible
price collusion. Today, the division can |
I produce 250 million pounds of lysine annu-

ally — about half the world's purchases.
Wall Street analysts believe the division's
products, which include lactic acid, mono-
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“sodium glutamate and xanthan gum, as

well as citrie acid and lysine, generate
among the company's highest profit mar- |
gins.

Growing Market

The BioProducts division also seems to
represent one of the company’s strongest
hopes for the future. The company’s better
known, lower-tech products, such as corn-
derived ethanol fuel and high-fructose corn
syrup, are maturing businesses. U.S. de-
mand for high-fructose corn syrup is grow-
ing about 4% annually, for instance. In
contrast, some analysts estimate the ly-
sine market is growing about 10% a year.
Wall Street figures the fledgling BioPro-
ducts division already generates about 15%
of Archer-Daniels's earnings.

Archer-Daniels officials have boasted
about how quickly that division turned its
first profit. Yet the company's actual entry
into the lysine market in 1991 initially
triggered a price slide, as other estab-
lished manufacturers sought to defend
their market shares. That was when prices
dropped from well over §1 a pound to
nearly 60 cents.

Then in 1992, for reasons that aren't
clear, prices rebounded sharply. Today,
lysine sells for about $1 a pound, although
prices fluctuate and large customers are
able to deal for discounts. The 1992 price
increase, which came despite Archer-Dan-
iels's increased production capacity, is of
particular interest to investigators, ac-
cording to people familiar with the probe. |

Archer-Daniels is widely considered to
be the lowest-cost producer of synthetic
lysine, and some industry executives pyt '
Archer-Daniels’s break-even price below
85 cents a pound. Big users of synthetic
lysine have occasionally griped about its
price, but several have said the govern-
ment's antitrust investigation came as a
big surprise.

Eating Like Birds

Some users believe their ability to
switch to soybean meal, a natural source of
lysine, helps keep synthetic lysine prices
in check. Smithfield Foods Inc., a Smith-
field, Va., hog producer and packer, re-
cently converted to soybean meal be-
cause of its complaints about lysine prices.
Poultry growers, however, are more de-
pendent on synthetic lysine because birds
eat much less feed, making soybean meal a
less effective source of lysine.

Archer-Daniels also entered the citric-
acid business in 1991, when it bought a
going concern from Pfizer Inc. As the
primary U.S. maker of the additive today,
Archer-Daniels competes with several Eu-
ropean and Asian producers, among them
Chinese manufacturers that have roiled

While industry experts say the quality-of
Chinese citric acid doesn't match that of
other producers, the 20% discount buyers
get nonetheless makes it attractive.

For use in detergents and soft drinks,
““people can live with'' the inferior quality,
says Karsten Kohler, manager of feed and
food additives for Helm New York Chemi-
cal Corp., a unit of Helm AG, Hamburg,
Germany. Helm is a major importer of
Chinese citric acid. Among the largest U.S.
customers for citric acid is Procter &
Gamble Co., which uses it for detergents.

Besides focusing on lysine and citric
acid, federal investigators also are known
to be probing the possible violation of

antitrust laws in connection with the sale '

of high-fructose corn syrup. The corn-
based sweetener is a $3 billion-a-year
market world-wide, and it is one of Archer-
Danieis's biggest products. Soft drinks
are the largest market for the syrup,
accounting for more than 75% of annual
production.

The investigation, now three years old,
‘doesn’t appear to be nearing its conclu-
sion. Federal investigators are still poring
over materials they seized in late .June
from Archer-Daniels’s Decatur headquar”
ters. In addition, other companies are still

| handing over to the government docu-
ments subpoenaed by the grand jury.

the domestic market with cheap imports. |

’
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safe area of Gorazde. Whether it will turn
out any differently is impossible to predict.
One hopeful sign: The U.N. secretary-gen-
eral says he has given up his personal veto
over NATO airstrikes — thereby making it
easier for NATO to call in such attacks.
U.S. officials claim that they have
learned their lesson. ‘It has to work this
time. We don't have any more credibility to
use up,” says one senior official. He says
that either the Serbs will now be intimi-
dated back to the barguining table or the
U.N. will be out of Bosnia at the latest next
spring. The latter prospect is particularly
terrifying to the Clinton administration,
which has pledged as many as 25,000
American ground troops to help in any
withdrawal.

Whether the allies have learned their
lesson also is far from certain. Should the
latest threat prove idle or its execution
half-hearted, the Serbs can always avoid
punishment by simply avoiding Gorazde
as they continue to gobble up other safe
areas — beginning now with Bihac. The
Clinton . administration is quietly talking
about extending the ultimatum to all of the
remaining safe areas. But officials admit it
won't be an easy sell.

U.S. leverage may have been further
weakened this week after the Senate voted
overwhelmingly to unilaterally lift an
arms embargo — which is hindering the
Bosnian Muslims — a move the Europeans
oppose even more vehemently than air-
strikes. U.S. officials said they didn't ex-
pect the Europeans to bolt immediately.
“But if they are looking for an excuse, this
could be a good one,” one top official
says.

A ‘European Problem’

From the beginning of this crisis—
when Slovenia took over the external bor-
der posts from the Yugoslav army in June
1991, both the Europeans and the Ameri-
cans decided that the breakup of Yugosla-
via was "‘a European problem.” '

It all happened just as the U.S. was
winding down from the Gulf War, and the
Europeans were putting the finishing
touches on the Maastricht Treaty, which
tried to create a common European foreign
policy and, by the end of the century, a
single currency. Jacques Poos, the Luxem-
bourg foreign minister who handled the
European Union’s first attempts to inter-
vene in the Balkan crisis, set the tone in
June 1991 as he and two other EU ministers
left on a blitz negotiating session to Bel-
grade and Zagreb.

“If anyone can do anything here, it is
the European Community," he said stand-
ing on the tarmac of the Luxembourg
airport. “'It's not the U.S. or the USSR or
anyone else.”

But when words failed, the Europeans
found they lacked the military bite to carry
out their threats. U.S.-led NATO was still
the only real military force in Europe able
to fight a war in a third country, and the
U.S. made it clear that it wouldn’t get
militarily involved. In a war like Bosnia,
military experts say, there was no way the
Europeans could have coped without
American military leadership. :

The lack of a credible military option
led the Europeans to a lot of decisions that
they might have otherwise avoided. In
retrospect, virtually every move by the
West looks like an instruction manual in
how not to handle a crisis.

Among the mistakes:

® Premature ‘‘peacekeeping’’: When the
Yugoslav war extended from Croatia into
Bosnia early in 1992, the U.N. sent a small
and lightly armed peacekeeping force into
a war zone. ‘‘Peacekeepers were being
sent when there is no peace, not even a
pretext,” the NATO official says.

e Failing to back up U.N. rhetoric with
action: The West's next step, in mid-1992,

|

- peared into the woods. In a series of

was to pass a U.N. resolution imposing an
arms embargo on all parts of the former
Yugoslavia, including Bosnia. This was the
era of “the $100,000 MiG," when the West
feared that the Soviet fire sale of arms
would incinerate the Balkans. But the U.N.
resolution called only for “‘monitoring'’ the
situation. Between July and November
1992, when' the U.N. finally changed the
wording to allow for enforcement of the
embargo, 53 suspect ships had passed into
Serbix. The Serbs also had much equip-
ment left over from the old Yugo;]av
army—while the Bosnia Muslims had little
more than their feet. Thus. the West
enforced an embargo thal appeared Ifan-
but in fact tilted the field overwhelming-
ly in favor of the Serbs.

e Barking but not biting: In the summer
of 1992, NATO planners were asked to
design a serious intervention force to bring
peace to Bosnia. It called for 100,000 troops.

| waved off an airstrike ordered by NATO
commanders because the U.N. forces
feared Serb retribution. A worried NATO
then began talking internally about either
withdrawing the U.N. or strengthening it.
But that talk was put on hold when former
President Carter arrived to negotiate a
four-month cease-fire just as winter
weather prompted a lull in the fighting.
At the root of the West's problems
in dealing with the war Bosnia is a
; fundamental disagreement over who to

| blame. Despite overwhelming evidence o

Serb atrocities and ethnic cleansing — and
repeated U.S. demands to brand the Serbs
as the aggressors—there is still a deep-
seated unwillingness among Europeans to
choose sides.

“Civil wars are very hard to intervene
in, especially when they are next door,”

| says a senior French official. “All we can

do is try to ease.the suffering and try to
convince the parties to settle at the

That was politically unacceptable, so the
planners then came up with the idea of

inserting around 7,500 troops, which NATO

wags dubbed “‘Bosnia Lite.”" It was never
clear what the military mission of the
smaller force would be — except to relieve
the political pressure on the West to *‘do
something.” Senior NATO commanders
were aghast.

e Tainting U.N. protection: In June
1993, the U.N., seeking to protect civilians,
passed a resolution creating “'safe areas.”
But the U.N. never followed up on a
commitment to disarm the Muslim forces
in the areas. So the Serbs — often accused
of targeting civilians—were able to use the
exclusion to claim that the areas were
really military targets. Indeed, in October
1994, Muslim fighters with the Bosnian
Fifth Corps launched an offensive from the
Bihac safe area.

e Playing to Serb opportunism: In Feb-
ruary 1994, in response to a mortar attack
on a Sarajevo marketplace, NATO threat-
ened airstrikes to force the Serbs to |
pull back heavy weapons from the city. To
prepare for the strikes, the allies pulled in
troops from Banja Luka and other outlying
areas — only to see Serb ethnic cleansing
resume in some of those areas.

® Lacking intent to use force: The U.N.
agreed to go along with NATO threats
of airstrikes, but failed to put in place the
military procedures gormally associated
with the use of force. On March 11, 1994,
‘French peacekeepers then in Bihac came
under {ire from a tank. They requested air
support. A U.S. AC-130 Spectre gunship
circled overhead with the tank in its sights.
But the U.N. couldn't locate its com-
manders, who were at a Chinese res-
taurant in Zagreb and had failed even to
bring with them a cellular phone. U.N.
permission finally came more than four
hours later — just after the tank disap-

subsequent incidents, the only targets the
U.N. approved were Serb targets of little
military significance, such as isolated
tanks. NATO attacks that followed over the
last year made such “pinprick strikes”
part of the West's vernacular—and further
fed Serb contempt.

e Allowing the West's differences to
make it vulnerable: Serb tactics eroded
the West's resolve by widening the differ-
ences between the U.N. and NATO and
among NATO members. In November 1994,
Serb surface-to-air missile sites around
Bihac, after months of being quiet, began

negotiating table.”

But it goes deeper than that. France
and Britain are reluctant to see Serbia
destroyed as a balancing factor in the
Balkans. Serbia, they say, may have
started this war, with. its whipping up of
nationalist passions. And some of its lead-
ers may indeed be war criminals, guilty of
horrible atrocities. But Serbia is a neces-
sary force among the other feuding nations
in the region, a buffer in this cauldron of
ethnic hatred, competing religions and
disputed history. In particular, Serbia
plays an important balancing role between
the Balkans most intractable enemies,
Greece and Turkey.

(Paris still has a statue and an avenue
named after King Pierre I of Serbia, a
memorial to his help against the Germans
in World War I. And Serbia won similar
affection in France and Britain for the
heavy casualties it took fighting the Ger-
mans in World War IL.)

American Thinking _

Such thinking also dominated Ameri-
can policy in the early days .of the
crisis. When Former Secretary of State
James Baker visited Belgrade in June 1991,
he compared the Yugoslav crisis to the
American Civil War and urged the country
to stay together. This led many in Serbia to
think the U.S. was giving the green light to
Serbia’s aggression. And by casting Ser-
bian strongman Slobodan Milosevic in
the role of Abraham Lincoln, the U.S. only

caused the breakaway republics of Croatia
and Slovenia to push more frantically for
independence. ¢

The split over Serbia and Mr. Milosevic
continues to this day. France and, to a

_ lesser extent, Britain are keen to re-estab-

lish contacts with Mr. Milosevic, once
dubbed ‘“‘the Butcher of Belgrade” by
some U.S. commentators for his backing of
the Bosnian Serbs. But now, French offi-
cials say, Mr. Milosevic has abandoned
the talk of Greater Serbia and has in some
cases actually been helpful. He helped
negotiate the release of more than 400
hostages held by the Bosnian Serbs, for
example. And they believe the split be-
tween him and the Bosnian Serb leader
Radovan Karadzic is real. Reopening
trade and contacts with Serbia could help
isolate the Bosnian Serb leadership even
more and force them into a peace deal.
But at a meeting last Friday in London,
anold story emerged — a split in the allies’
rapks. The U.S., joined by Britain and

“illuminating”™ NATO aircraft with their
radar, a demonstration of hostile intention
that precedes the firing of an antiaircraft
missile? NATO planes hit the sites — and
the Serbs responded by taking U.N. peace-
keepers hostage. The U.N. quietly asked
NATO to back off enforcing a no-fly
zone over the former Yugoslavia. In late
November, U.N. air controllers reportedly

Germany, refused to back a deal brokered

by the European Union's envoy, Carl Bildt,

and backed by France, which would have

I ended the sanctions against Serbia in

' exchange for Serbia's recognition of Bos-*

| nia. “At the time when the Serbs are
running amok, with the help of Milosevic,
we just didn’t think it was right,”" a senior
U.S. official said.




GOP Securities Law Plan
May Tilt Balance of Power

NEW YORK - House Republicans’ plan
for a sweeping overhaul of federal securi-
ties law could shift the balance of power on
Wall Streel.

Under the GOP plan, securities firms
would find it easier to fight claims by
individuals and institutional investors.
Stale laws that protect investors would be
discarded. And corporations would have
an casier time selling stocks and bonds.

As expected, House Republican leaders
yesterday introduced a legislative package

By Wall Street Journal reporters
Anita Raghavan and Deborah Lohse
in New York and Mark Anderson in
Washington.

that, among other things, would strictly
limit brokerage-firm liability on invest-
ment decisions by institutional investors,
undo federal disclosure laws for corporate
takeover efforts, scrap state securities
laws and give the Securities and Exchange
Commission greater leeway in phasing out
archaic rules.

The bill was widely applauded by secu-
rities industry executives and some corpo-
rations frustrated by the lengthy paper-
work and high costs involved in raising
capital. “*Some of these laws go back to the
'30s and even '20s," said Don ‘Aquila,
director of Treasury operations at Thomas
& Betts Corp., a Memphis-based electrical
components maker. This bill would “‘get
rid of some of that bureaucracy."”

But the legislation ran into fierce oppo-
sition from consumer groups and stunned
state securities regulators whose powers
will be cut as a resull of the proposed
changes.

“This really is a radical, radical bill
that would gut investor protection,” said
Neal Sullivan, executive director of the
North American Securities Administrators
Association, a group of U.S. state regula-
tors and provincial regulators in Canada
and Mexico.

Said J. Boyd Page, an Atlanta lawyer
and arbitration expert: “This is tanta-
mount to granting Wall Street firms a
license to abuse the American public. If
[the] proposal is accepted, we will have
basically created a Barbary Coast harbor-
ing securities pirates." ' )

The bill caught the SEC off guard.
While SEC officials were aware a Republi-
can legislative package was being written,
lawmakers didn’t tell the agency they were
aboutto introduce a bill, people close to the
SEC said. Indeed, in a slap to the SEC,
Texas Rep. Jack Fields, who introduced
the bill, bypassed the agency, turning
instead in recent months to securities
industry executives directly for their sug-
gestions on reform.

In a terse statement yesterday, SEC
Chairman Arthur Levitt said: "“As we
evaluate the legislation, our benchmark
will continue to be the protection of Ameri-
can investors.” Rep. Edward Markey (D.,
Mass.), who has worked closely with

. Key Points

House Republican Securities Law

Initiative

m Limit broker liability for investment
decisions of institutional investors

m Strike down state securities law

m Undo federal disclosure laws for
corporate takeover efforts

m Loosen broker margin rules for insti-
tutional investors

m Ease prospectus delivery rules

the SEC's view in more blunt terms. At 3
briefing yesterday, he said, SEC officials
were “extremely distressed” with Mr.
Fields's bill.

Under the bill, state securities laws will
be eliminated. While state regulators could |
still bring enforcement actions and require |
companies to register and pay fees to the
state, they would be restricted to enforcing
federal laws. Essentially, this provision
would strike down 51 separate sets of state
securities laws (including the District of
Columbia) and would greatly reduce corpo-
rate compliance costs.

"It usurps states' rights,” Mr, Page|
said. “Some of the major customer abuses
of recent times would never have been
uncovered or prosecuted as vigorously
under this kind of rule."

One good example, he said, is the
limited-partnership claims against Pru-
dential Securities Inc., the brokerage unit
of Prudential Insurance Co. of America.
“The 50 states were a major factor in|
seeing that the biggest retail fraud of Dur[

Please Turn to Page €20, Column [

the SEC on securities matters, describeﬁ

Continued From Page C1
lime was corrected," he said.,

Securities lawyers also said striking
down state securities laws would greatly
hamper investor- efforts to bring fraud
claims. Under federal securities law, in-
vestors can bring fraud claims, at most,
three years after they are notified of the
alleged fraud. But, under state law, the
statute of limitations for fraud claims is
much freer, allowing investors to bring
claims even 10 years after they are alerted
to [raudulent activity. Under the GOP hill,
“many investors would not have any
claim atall,” said John Coffee, a securities
law professor at Columbia University.

The bill will also restrict the recourse
that institutional investors like Orange
County, Calif.,, and the State of West
Virginia have for losses they suffer as
result of what they claim were *“‘unsuit-
able” investments. One of the key provi-
sions of Rep. Fields’s bill is that it limits
brokerage-firm liability for the investment
decisions of institutional investors that
hold marketable assets of $10 million or
more, unless the broker signs an agree-
ment assuming that liability or if fraudu-
lent activity has occurred.

Brokerage industry executives were
delighted with the provision.

“There isn't an inalienable right not to
lose money," said Joseph Grano, president
of PaineWebber Inc., the brokerage unit of
PaineWebber Group Inc. “We, as an in-
dustry, have to support efforts that say
that there is responsiblity on the other side
of the desk."

But institutional investors weren't so
sanguine. “The only thing that drives
disclosure is liability. That's the only thing
that makes people wake up," said.Roland
Machold, director of New Jersey's Division
of Investments. “I think the treasurer of
Orange County needs protection, too, un-
der the law.”

One provision of the bill likely to gener-
ate considerable debate is the easing of
prospectus-delivery rules for initial offer-
ings of stocks. GOP lawmakers believe the
SEC puts too much emphasis on investor
protection and does not consider the costs
of capital raisine. Rep. Fields's bill pro-

poses dropping a requirement that inves-

tors get a prospectus before buying a
security. The bill would also make it
easier for on-line services to deliver pros-
pectuses.

But that measure didn’t generate much
enthusiasm among individual investors.
Disclosure “gives us little fellows an idea
of what the big guys are doing," said Bill
King, a retired electronic engineer in
Bishopville, S.C., and the secretary of the
South Carolina Council of the National
Association of Investors Corp.

Meanwhile, some securities industry
analysts say that while the SEC is looking
al the idea of eliminating prospectuses for
seasoned companies that want to tap the
capital markets, they think the Republican
bill may go just too far.

Still, the idea of doing away with some
of the burdensome disclosures involved in
taking a company public had some appeal
among corporate lreasurers.

The bill “‘sounds as if it may be a net
positive for the corporate sector in that it
may streamline the IPO process," said
Thomas Logan, a director at the Treasury
Man_agement Association, a group repre-
senting corporate treasurers.

Even Mr. Logan, though, wasn't ex-
cited about all aspects of the bill.

One area that concerns him is a provi-
sion that would dismantle federal laws
requiring SEC filings whenever investors
take large stakes in companies.

Though Mr. Logan said he lacked de-
tails on the proposal, he said it “might

“ultimately harm shareholders where a

significant interest was acquired without it
being known that this was taking place.”

But even this proposal sparked differ-
ences of opinion among corporate execu-
tives. ““In as much as we are acquiring a lot
of companies, we are in favor of that,”
said Mr. Aquila of Thomas & Betts.

Also included in the Republican bill is a
measure calling for looser margin rules for
institutional investors and permitting bro-
kers to borrow against margin stock from
any lender. Currently, brokers may only
do such borrowing from banks.
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Back to a ‘Big Stick’ Foreign Policy

By FAREED ZAKARIA

The air in Washington is thick with
cries of “isolationism”—principally di-
rected by President Clinton against his Re-
publican adversaries. But while under-
standable politically, those charges are
! wrong historically. Isolationists haven't
been a major political force in this country
since World War II. The real post-Cold War
debate will not be between isolationism
and internationalism but between two ver-
sions of internationalism identified with
two great American presidents—Woodrow
Wilson and Theodore Roosevelt. It is
Wilsonianism that is in trouble, not inter-
nationalism.

Woodrow Wilson believed that Amerlca
should transform international politics
rather than engage in it. The goal of Amer-
ican foreign policy, he explained, was “the
creation of a universal dominion of right."
Such a world would be governed by inter-
national laws and arbitration boards. A
moralist rather than a strategist, Wilson
believed America had interests in every
corner of the globe. “Nothing that con-
cerns humanity,” he said, “can be foreign
or indifferent to us.”

Wilsonianism is an inspiring but im-
practical way of looking at the world.
When Wilson tried to sell his grand
scheme, the League of Nations, to his own
countrymen in 1919, they balked. The Sen-
ate properly reasoned that membership in
the League would mean that the U.S. could
be drawn into a war without the sanction
of Congress. When the League was tried in

Europe, it failed. What later rescued Eu-
rope from tyranny was not Wilson's col-
lective security system, but rather old-
fashioned balance-of-power politics. A
decade after Wilson's death, Wilsonianism
was a failed ideology.

But the Cold War turned foreign policy
into a moral struggle that could end only in
a total victory for one side.
American foreign policy was -
properly aimed at the trans-
formation of the Soviet
Union, because the Soviet
Union was not a normal
great power playing by
normal rules. This pe-
culiar situation meant
that Wilsonianism fit
nicely with U.S. for-
eign policy.

Now the Cold War is
over. The U.S. is still
the strongest nation in
the world, but it cannot
transform every regime it
dislikes. The Clinton ad-
ministration's  initial  at-
tempts to conduct foreign policy along
Wilsonian lines, and the failure of that ef-
fort from Bosnia to China, has led to the
realization that America cannot imple-
ment a Wilsonian policy.

This may return us to an older tradition
of American statecraft forged by Wilson's
great rival, Teddy Roosevelt. The world in
which Roosevelt came to power in 1901 has
many things in common with the world to-

w&(’

day. It was characterized by peace among
the great powers and an ever-widening
zone of liberty. Even some of the specifics
were the same: a rising Japan in the East,
a newly unified Germany in Europe, and a
Russia obsessed by its internal troubles.
Economically, America, then as now, was
the greatest of the great powers, with 20%-
25% of world economic output.
TR’s great challenge was to
> bring the U.S. onto the world stage.
He believed that America, like
Britain before it, had to play a role
as an offshore balancer, ensuring
" that the crucial power centers of
the world—Europe and East Asia—
stayed peacelul and prosperous
and did not fall prey to any one
power. Thus, he brokered a peace
in the Russo-Japanese War of 1905,
in which neither side triumphed.
#-~  Roosevelt believed, above all

" else, in national power. He dis-
missed the possibility of “estab-

lishing any kind of international
power . . . which can effectively check
wrong-doing,” and he regarded as “abhor-
rent” the “Wilson-Bryan attitude of trust-
ing to. . . all kinds of scraps of paper with-
out any backing in efficient force.”

TR believed that the maintenance of
ready power was not just a useful tool but
a preat deterrent. “The most important
service that I rendered to peace,” he once
explained, “was the voyage of the battle
fleet round the world.” Roosevelt also be-
lieved that America was a special country

Learn the Inner Workings of Outplacement

Despite dismal war stories from termi-
nated workers entering the new Darwin-
ian job-market jungle, outplacement can
still work efficiently and cost-effectively
for your organization and former employ-
ees if you keep the following in mind:

® Use outplacement services that are now
deliverable electronically. They enjoy sub-
stantial cost-benefit advantages over tra-
ditional methods. In a matter of hours or
days, a terminated employee in your orga-
nization can seek greener pastures using a

Manager’s Journal
By Stephen Rosen
And Celia Paul

combination of proprietary telephone-,
software-, and—most recently—online-
outplacement services.

® Make as much use as possible of “self-
directed” and “guided” career manage-
ment. Many career management books
and career advice articles are readily
available. What was once state-of-the-art
or expert knowledge is now virtually com-
mon sense, and cost-benefit analyses
should reflect these new developments.
However, what's missing is the assign-
ment of the critical outplacement activi-
ties—who does what best. Because highly
self-motivated job searchers who rapidly
land new jobs bring outplacement costs
down, the employver, employee and out-
placement firm should negotiate the ap-
portionment of job-search tasks.

® Review the “owner's manual” and the
“workshop manual.” New cars come with
an owners manual, explaining key fea-
tures to the driver. For an extra cost, an
owner can acquire a detailed technical
workshop manual, which tells the garage

mechanic how to resolve any technical
problem that may arise. Outplacement
firms have the equivalent of both.

® Decide whether you want internal or
external outplacement, or both. Are the
numbers of your layoffs large enough, and
steady enough, to warrant setting up an in-
house outplacement operation? Can out-
side outplacement firms, or your own hu-
man resource department, bid against
each other for the privilege? Are the bids
clear about the costs and benefits of each
service delivered?

® Consider dividing the work between
several outside outplacement firms. They
vary in size, technical capabilities and out-
placement technologies (such as job data-
bases, software and career management
“tools™). Some firms specialize in high-
level executives, others in middle-man-
agement, and still others in factory, cleri-
cal, legal or technology workers.

® Get competing bids. It's a lot like buy-
ing a sophisticated computer and software
system: Features, costs, trade-offs and fol-
low-up support materials and service sys-
tems are rapidly changing; caveat emptor.
If you have the luxury of time, a slow-mo-
tion decision will drive competing bids
downward.

® Take apart their numbers. Objective
analysis means you compare what the bid-
ders say you need with your actual need.
Do the bids refer to unlimited—or to a spe-
cific number of—individual or group ses-
sions with all terminated employees, or
with your highest level departees only?
Are the bids a percentage of salaries, an
hourly rate, a group rate? How many days
is each group program? How many partic-
ipate in each group? Is the outplacement
activity performed on your premises? New
developments allow remote delivery of
these services. Dollar costs per employee
range from hundreds o many tousands,

® Query the principals. Will they be
working on the assignment? Which parts?
How long? Who supervises the raw data
and summarizes results? Who deals with
problem cases, quality control? Does the
terminated engineering employee, for ex-
ample, have the opportunity to work with
an outplacement professional who is
demonstrably expert in getting jobs for en-
gineers, attorneys, MBAs or scientists?

® Supervise the relationship. Encourage
4 close working relationship between your
organization and the outplacement firm.
Proper supervision of the outplacement
firm cannot be ignored. Moreover, such
scrutiny will identify those employees who
are excessively angry or depressed and re-
quire additional support and attention.

® Fvaluate progress and results. Ask the
outplacement firm. to furnish to you evalu-
ation and progress forms for each client
and step of the outplacement process.
These forms should objectively measure
their hiring rate over time.

The claimed standard in the outplace-
ment industry used to be that about half of
the job seekers got hired in four to eight
months, depending on the economy and
their motivation, and that one month of job
seeking is mormal for every $10,000 of
salary. These tightly held, often “elastic”
numbers are now wandering upward. Un-
fortunately, “creative accounting” can op-
erate when all the raw data are confiden-
tial. If possible, independent verificatign
of placement results with client organiza-
tions, and with terminated employees,
wowld be useful ways to evaluate the out-
placement firm's performance.

Mr. Rosen is chairman of the New York-
based Science & Technology Advisory Board
and @ consultant to downsizing technology
companies. Ms. Paul heads a New York-
bused coveer management fivm.

and that its foreign policy should help pro-
mote its principles. He did not, however,
believe that this could be accomplished by
a moralistic foreign policy. He never made
threats or promises he would not honor.
Recall his famous phrase, “Speak softly
and carry a big stick.”

In a sense, Roosevelt had greater confi-
dence in American ideals than Wilson did.
Roosevelt believed that the progress of civ-
ilization was ongoing, that “History” was
on his side. The greatest service the U.S.
could do to promote liberty in the world
was to ensure great power peace and the
resulting spread of prosperity.

At the turn of the 21st century, as at the
turn of the 20th, the U.S. must conceive of
a foreign policy that first and foremost
protects its interests with power, not pa-
per. It must continue to promote American
ideals but without messianic crusades,
which are unnecessary and expensive.
More is gained, for example, by creating a
climate in which a country moves uneasily
toward greater economic and political
freedom than by hectoring its regime to re-
lease a handful of prisoners. The latter is
certainly a more rewarding experience
psychologically, but the former is the more
sober form of idealism.

Thus, Teddy Roosevelt's conception of
America's place in the world provides the
most sensible guide for American foreign
policy in the future. It is a post-Cold War
internationalism that America needs and
can well afford.

Mr. Zakaria is managing editor of For-
eign Affairs. A version of this essay appears
in. the Summer issue of the World Policy
Journal.
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Why Congress Took Over Bosnian Policy

Some of the more jaded Potomac
pundits see all actions of Washington's
decision makers as cynical plays for po-
litical advantage. Hence, the Senate
seizure of U.S. policy toward Bosnia last
week was accompanied by frequent re-
minders that Bob Dole is the leading
Republican candidate to run against Bill
Clinton next year.

Only a dolt would deny that games-
manship is committed with some fre-
(uency in the U.S. capital. But it isn’t en-
tirely fair toward politicians to accuse
them of unbridled and uninterrupted op-

Global View
By George Melloan

portunism. They do have serious and prin-
cipled moments, and last week’s Senate
vote on Bosnia would seem to have been
one. g
Consider how dangerous it was for Bob
Dole, in a purely political sense, to lead an,
overthrow of White House foreign policy.
He put Bill Clinton in a position to blame
whatever new horrors come down the road
in Bosnia, as they surely will, on Bob Dole.
Indeed, Mr. Clinton immediately posi-
tioned himself to do just that by declaring
that the Senate vote was a big mistake that
would “Americanize” the war.

Not that it was a great honor to the
Commander in Chief to be relieved of duty
on one of his watches. In a parliamentary
system, an overwhelming no-confidence
vote of this type would in test-vote circum-
stances bring down a government. In the
U.S. system, it was merely a strong re-
proof, the message being that over two-
thirds of the members of the U.S. Senate
think the administration is making a hash
of Bosnian policy.

Presidents are seldom censured on for-

eign policy by a bipartisan vote this pow-
erful. Congress kibbitzes a lot but usually
honors the constitutional prerogatives of
the President for the conduct of external
relations. The Founding Fathers recog-
nized that only the Chief Executive can
give consistency and coherence to Amer-
ica’s contacts with other governments.
While State Department’s fussiness about
treaty observances and policy coordina-
tion often bogs policy down in procedural
gavottes, it is of some importance for the
U.S. to uphold an international rule of law
and to try to keep its relationships as sta-
ble as possible.

Yet Congress certainly is entitled to
challenge the President when it detects a
pattern of drift. And that is what hap-
pened ldst week. The Senators seemed
less motivated by opportunism than by
simple disgust. Serbian brutalities in Sre-
brenica had been the last straw. Perhaps
emotion should not guide public policy to
this extent but neither can public policy
be emotion free. One of America's
strengths, relative to older civilizations,
is that its people still have a capacity for
moral outrage. There also is, as’it hap-
pens, a strong intellectual case to be
made against the U.S. handling of
Bosnia.

That case begins with the Bush admin-
istration’s decision to hand off the prob-
lems of ex-Yugoslavia to “Europe,”
thereby ridding itself of a difficult respon-
sibility. The one thing wrong was that
there is no such thing as “Europe” in any
true political sense. Bureaucrats at the
European Commission in Brussels have
conjured an illusion of a unified Europe
and have even institutionalized it by
changing the name of the European Com-
munity to “European Union.” But real po-
litical power remains in the hands of na-
tional capitals and there certainly has
been no unity on how to deal with Yu-
goslavian fission. So early on ex-Yu-

goslavia was consigned to that great
dumping ground for rat nests, the United
Nations. ;

The U.N. “solution” was to embargo
arms shipments, thereby putting the
poorly armed Bosnians at a military dis-
advantage to the Serbs, and to send in
“peacekeepers” that the Serbs could use as
hostages to discourage any stronger action
against them by the western powers. The
French and British, the two “union” states
that took the lead in sending in troops, be-
came, either unwittingly or wittingly, de-
fenders of Serbian aggression. The U.N.

Bill Clinton was
censured by the U.S.
Senate for in essence
preserving: fictions and
llusions.

sought to cover up its errors with elaborate
and unworldly partition plans to separate
the combatants and they were presented
periodically by the so-called “contact
group.” The Serbian thugs laughed and
went on with their plunder.

While the Clinton administration has
participated in this charade, Bosnian
Muslims have been systematically driven
from their homes, slaughtered and
abused. The Clintonites now and then put
up a “get-tough” front, but then nothing
happens. The latest get-tough step was a
NATO meeting in Brussels that wrested
control over NATO air strikes in Bosnia
away from U.N. Secretary General
Boutros Boutros-Ghali and put that au-
thority in the hands of the French com-
mander of the U.N. forces, General
Bernard Janvier. But if General Janvier
has any strong measures in mind, they
certainly aren't evident at this point.

Bill Clinton was censured by the U.S.
Senate for, in essence, preserving fictions
and illusions. The question now is
whether the Senate is ordering something
real or simply ereating a separate illusion
of its own. The huge 69-29 vote was for a
bill that would remove the U.S. from aiy
role in the U.N. arms embargo after with-
drawal of peacekeeping forces or within
12 weeks of any Bosnian government re-
quest that those forces be withdrawn.
The President could waive any unilateral
U.S. action, however, for an unlimitegl
number of 30-day periods if he could
make a case to Congress that abandoning
the embargo would endanger the U.N.
troops.

That’s not exactly a powerful man-
date and it is by no means clear yet that
it will force the governments that have
U.N. forces in Bosnia to pull them out. If
they remain there, in harm’'s way, it is
unlikely there will be any strong western
response to Serbian efforts to roll up
those parts of Bosnia they haven't al-
ready captured, including the major
cities, Gorazde and Sarajevo. Bob Dale
would like to have the U.N. forces out to
clear the decks for strong action, but the
difficulty of legislating an important for-
eign policy initiative in the absence of
presidential leadership is made evident
by the ambiguitics of the Senate bill.
There also still is some doubt whether
the Congress can override a threatened
Clinton veto of whatever bill the House
and Senate agree upon.

One thing the Senate vote did accom-
plish, however, is to suggest that Amer-
ica as a whole, if not its President, re-
mains capable of righteous anger. It has
emboldened Muslim states to openly re-
nounce the U.N. embargo. Turkey says it
will give Muslims help with their “de-
fense industry.” Considering the crimes
of the Serbs, that’s not much. But it is
something. '
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“Jim Hoagland
‘Make War,
Or Make
Way

Bosnia policy is the number one oxy-
moron in world politics today. The
West has no policy for Bosnia, only

-wishful thinking and good intentions.
“The United Nations and NATO must
-now face up to the failure and incoher-

~ence of their misconceived joint mis-
sion in the Balkans: They must radical-
‘ly transform that mission or abandon
it. They must make war, or make way.
- For three years, America and its
European allies have substituted hope
for strategy in Bosnia. Unwilling to
"help the Bosnian government regain
“the territory grabbed on the battle-
field, they have been also unwilling to
let the Serbs win the war outright.
NATO governments and others have
put their troops under the U.N. flag
and into harm’s way, then sought to

. muddle through without strategic
-goals. :

=: The Bosnian Serbs showed where

“‘muddling through gets you orf a battle-

field by grabbing 350-plus U.N. soldiers
*“as human shields and hostages in re-

~isponse to a NATO bombing raid. The

+Serbs did so confident that the world's

“.most influential politicians, diplomats

and generals had not thought through
‘the next move. The plan that NATO

garried out with U.N. approval was this

.simple: Let’s bomb the main Serb ammo

" dump and see what happens.
""" The purpose was to send a signal,

ot to achieve a military objective. The

. Serbs sent a far clearer signal back:

" They are at war. The Serbs are willing
to kill many more and to die in far
‘greater numbers for their goals than
‘the blue-helmeted outsiders are. They
will escalate beyond any price the
West will pay.

The hostage stalemate emphasizes
how badly miscast both the United Na-
tions and NATO are in this Balkan
tragedy. It also makes clear that this

Joint venture has now become unten-
able.

- The United Nations is good at pro-
viding humanitarian help and peace-
keepers to separate forces that are

.yeady to be separated by a politically

_peutral force. But the world organiza-
tion is in Bosnia primarily as political

scover, to take the heat off the NATO
governments that want to affect the

outcome without becoming directly in- _

_volved there. These governments es-
-sentially want nobody to win in Bosnia
.and no outside power to become too in-
volved. )

.. Having to seek U.N. approval for air
strikes lets NATO tie its own hands
when it wants its hands tied. Organized
and trained to repulse Soviet invasion,
;the 16-member defensive alliance ex-
poses itself to international ridicule
with on-the-job training to become a
U.N. subcontractor.

NATO’s European members pro-

vide the majority of the 22,000 sol-
diers operating under the U.N. flag in
Bosnia. NATO warplanes carry out
sporadic, ineffective air strikes to

The Serbs will
escalate beyond
any price the West

will pay.

send signals. Alliance warships enforce
an international embargo against ex-
Yugoslavia.

NATO is not a peacekeeping organi-
zation. It is a war-making organization.
Political neutrality is not a cause for
which NATO soldiers should be asked
to die. Political neutrality—evenhand-
edness between aggressor and vic-
tim—is the antithesis of the spirit,
meaning and function of NATO.

That is why I was discomforted a
few days before the hostage crisis
erupted to hear British Foreign Secre-
tary Douglas Hurd deliberately casti-
gate both the Muslim-dominated Bos-
nian government for “using the United
Nations as a shield behind which they
prepare attacks on their opponents”
and the Serbs for using “U.N. peace-
keepers as hostages.”

Hurd was surprised at the surprise I
expressed to him. He pointed out, cor-
rectly, that the Bosnian government
had “taken the offensive” three times
in recent months, breaking cease-fires,

embarrassing the United Nations and
escalating the war, .

Of course they have. The Bosnian
government, a U.N. member recog-

. nized by the United States and its ma-

jor allies, fights to regain its own terri-
tory. The Bosnians are victims, the
Serbs are aggressors. While there are
no angels in this war, there is a right
side and a wrong side. There is a side
with legitimate war aims. It is the Bos-
nian side.

The choice comes down to this: If
the NATO command is to stay in-
volved, it should take charge of mem-
ber-country troops and commit them
to not being neutral. Those troops
should protect themselves, and protect
the territorial integrity of Bosnia, with
all war-fighting means available. Other
U.N. troops should leave.

Hurd’s comments suggest the Euro-
peans, who have put the only ground
troops that count into ex-Yugoslavia,
are not prepared to go this far, and I
sympathize. Without U.S. leadership
and combat involvement—a political
impossibility under this president—the
Europeans will not take up this burden.

That means the time has come for
them to get out of the way and join the
United States in forcing a lifting of the
U.N. embargo against the Bosnian gov-
ernment. The newest Serb outrage pro-
duces a new dynamic in the constantly
changing Bosnian war. The Serbs
threaten not only the lives of U.N. sol-
diers but also international order. They
have knocked away any comfortable,
fence-sitting option in this conflict.
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Why Foreign Policy Gets No Respect

.+ “Our foreign policy should flow from our do-
-mestic society, from the needs and values of the

‘American people,” writes Ronald Steel in the
current Atlantic Monthly. That being the case,
-Steel observes, it is to be expected that Ameri-
-.cans-who were willing to give foreign policy the
“top ‘priority during the long Cold War are now

treating it and policymakers with less deference,
-especially since the sensibilities and priorities of

. majority of Americans often differ from those of

foreign policy elites. I agree.

‘" Now the Republican majorities in the House
‘dnd* Senate, frequently joined by congressional
“Democrats, are treating policies tolerated during
“the Cold War with no deference at all. We should
_not be surprised that this is happening.

" But while the pressures and disciplines of the
’_'cold War have been removed, the agencies and
“theé ‘specialists who peopled them remain. These
‘agencies have expertise and a vested (but not
“sinister) interest in the U.S. government’s broad
inyolvement (or, to use the currently preferred
;wq;;'d, “engagement”) in the world. Inhabitants of
‘thege bureaucracies constitute an informal but
*active and influential lobby for the preservation

of many agencies that are Cold War artifacts.

_“This lobby is now fully mobilized to defeat the

Republican House and Senate efforts to reorga-

nize foreign policy agencies, eliminate depart-
~ments and overhaul many aspects of the conduct

of. foreign affairs. Both the House and Senate
_have adopted bills that eliminate the Agency for
International Development, the U.S. Information

Agency (USIA) and the arms control agencies,
and that make deep cuts in foreign aid. They also
seek to give the administration some specific
instructions about what to do and not to do in
foreign affairs.

For instance, do let President Lee Teng-hui of
Taiwan visit the United States and his alma
mater, Cornell University. Do recognize Tibet as
an independent country and appoint an ambassa-
dor to deal with it. Do ban the importation of
goods made by forced labor (a human rights
violation of which China is frequently accused).
Do provide political asylum to women subject to
forced sterilization or abortion—another practice
charged to China’s government.

Meanwhile, don’t further or normalize U.S.
relations with Vietnam unless that country ac-
counts for all American POWs. Don’t spend U.S.
moneys on a policy of forced repatriation of
Cubans. Don't give U.S. assistance to any coun-
try (such as Russia) that sells or provides weap-
ons to any “terrorist” country (such as Iran), and
so forth. :

All these specific provisions are seen by th
Clinton administration and much of the foreign
policy elite as extremely objectionable efforts by
Congress to micromanage foreign policy. Secre-

.tary of State Warren Christopher called it “an

onslaught on the president’s authority to manage
foreign policy” and has said he would recommend
that the bills be vetoed, which Bill Clinton has
already threatened to do, declaring this “the most
isolationist proposal in 50 years.”

But these issues of “micromanagement” in-
volve much more than “isolationism” vs. “interna-
tionalism.” They are matters on which there are
large gaps between the views and values of the
American public and those of the foreign policy
elite, whose preferences are also those of the
Clinton administration.

The issues involving China and Taiwan involve
different evaluations of how important it is for
the U.S. government to respect the sensibilities
of the (Communist) Chinese People’s Republic
(PRC), and also how important it is for the
United States to respect the successful develop-

‘ment and democratization of Taiwan, which is

also a major U.S. trading partner. Views on this
matter do not split cleanly along party lines.

Historically, Republicans have been more fa-
vorably disposed than Democrats to Taiwan. But
organized labor raises the strongest objections to
importation of the products of prison labor. And
strong supporters of Tibet are found in both
parties—as likely to be liberals as conservatives.

It was argued, and believed by many, that Cold
War considerations required swallowing moral
concerns about China’s treatment of dissidents,
use of forced labor, repression of Tibet and a
“population policy” that features forced abortion
and sterilization. -

Most foreign policy professionals probably still
believe that China's geopolitical importance
should outweigh human rights and concerns.
Most human rights advocates disagree.

There are also deep splits between those
supporting one or more of the agencies slated for
disappearance, and between those who believe
initiatives in foreign policy should always be left
to the president and executive departments.

I, personally, was deeply embarrassed when
President Lee was not permitted to set foot on
the soil of Hawaii and when he was denied
permission to visit Cornell to receive an honorary
degree. 1 am offended as well by the PRC's
practice of forced sterilization and abortion, its
mistreatment of dissidents, its practices of forced
labor and its brutalization of Tibet. My sensibili-
ties have been offended by the State Depart-
ment’s habit of shrugging off such practices. So
have many other Americans in Congress and out.

I think it is an important mistake to eliminate
U.S. support for USIA and the freedom radios.
They are the best purveyors of the message of
freedom, the cheapest, safest and most effective
instrument of foreign policy. So I hope Congress
will change its mind on this.

I also believe it is clear that the Constitution
gives Congress a significant role in the conduct of
foreign policy. All of us associated with the
Reagan administration learned to defer to the
often arbitrary micromanagement of Democratic
congresses. The Constitution and precedent alike
divide powers in this as most other policy do-
mains between the president and Congress, and
constitute an “invitation to struggle.”

© 1995, Los Angeles Times Syndicate
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Bv Michael Lind

he United States 1s approaching the vear

2000 with a grand strategy designed for

1950. Although America spends almost as

much as the rest of the world on defense,

neither party 1s seriously questioning the

continuing need for alliances designed for
the cold war.

With the illusion of the “last superpower’ long
shattered, we have to think about American interests
in terms of four other great powers: Japan, China,
Russia and Germany. And for the next century, we
must concentrate on Asia. It contains most of the
world's population and much of its industry, and Japan
and China are the only powers with the potential to be
formidable rivals.

~ An “Asia first” foreign policy would entail main-
taining an economic and military balance between
Japan and China, ending America’s military agree-
ment with Japan, increased cooperation with Russia
on Asian affairs, forcing open Japan's and China's
markets to U.S. goods, and dismantling NATO.

In the very long run, China may be the greatest
threat to our interests. A China with only a quarter of
America's per capita income would surpass us as the
world's largest economy and, perhaps, as the pre-
eminent military power. It has already replaced the
Soviet Union as the major military supplier for anti-
American regimes, and is insisting on great-power
hegemony over the South China Sea.

Seeing Japan's success in exploiting the open U.S.
- market N@fhlle placing barriers on foreign investment

Cat i:ome. China ‘is building up a huge bilateral trade
~surplus. Americans who hope that capitalist develop-
ment will, inspire a democratic and peaceable China
: wlila;mut certainly be disappointed: after all, it took,
" military defeat and occupation to bring democracy to
capitalist Germany and Japan.

History warns us, however, against overestimating
China's potential — and underestimating that of Japan.
Japan's economy is superior to ours in many areas of
finance and technology. If it chose to, Japan could
become a high-tech military superpower overnight.

Ominously, many Japanese politicians and intel-
lectuals are taking the line that the East Asian model
of capitalism — stressing national community and
strong government at the expense of individualism —
is superior to “‘decadent’’ American liberal democra-
cy. ““This is a nation of Asian people with Asian blood,”
Shintaro Ishihara, one of many Japanese politicians
arguing for a ‘‘re-Asianization” of Japan, has said.
Reversing the 19th century slogan ‘‘Datsu-ah, ny-o0™'
(“Leave Asia, enter the West'"), many Japanese lead
" ers now’recite the trendy slogan ‘‘Datsu-o, nyu-a
("Leave the West, enter Asia'). >
huse who argue that the U.S. can besl
restrain Japan by continuing to insure
its military security must answer an
obvious question: what do we pget in
return? As the Asian market becomes
more important than ours for Japan, our
leverage with Tokyo in trade talks will continue to
diminish, no matter how many troops we have there.
Why should U.S. trogps serve indefinitely as the securi-
ty guards of a latter-day Greater East Asian Co-
Prosperity Sphere from which many American prod-
ucts are effectively excluded? '

Besides, in the event of American-Chinese conflict,
Japan is more likely to act as an opportunistic intermedi-
ary than a local ally, if its recent record of undercutting
U.S. positions on human rights and arms proliferation in
China and North Korea 1s any indication.

It is too early to tell Whether Japan or China will
be a greater challenge. The most prudent policy would
be for the U.S. to keep its distance from both, weighing
inon the snde of the weaker whenever one grows overly
sstrong. -

In lhe mtenm we should remove most of our
troops from Japan and replace the U.S.-Japan security
treaty with more flexible agreements. Japan should
assume responsibility for its own defense, with the two

Michael Lind is a senior editor of Harper's Magazine.

natons cooperating with others on regional sec

(U.S. forces should remam m South }';:n a hu\u
untit peacefnl umiicanon y Treatme Janan as an eo
not a dependent, may also mean pushing for 1t to b
given a permanent seat on the United Nations Security
Council and allowing it to develop a nuclear weapons
program if it seeks one.

A new realism 1n our Asian policy would mean

rejecting the counsel of those who would continue to
appease Japanese mercantilism on the theories that
an overvalued yen or a domestic consumer revolt will
soon eliminate its trade surplus. Our deficit with Japan
is really worse than it appears, because Japanese
subsidiaries in other Asian countries are exporting (o
the U.S. The problem has festered for so long only
because many of America's Asian experts and policy-
makers are supported by Japanese business interests
and U.S. companies with stakes in Asia. (The second
largest *‘soft money' contributor to the Republican
party in the first two months of 1995 was the United
States Asia Commercial Development Corporation).
The Clinton Administration should follow up its
successful tough line in trade talks with China by giving
Japan a stark choice between opening its market to the
estimated $50 billion in American imports that is lost
every year and our setting up equally restrictive barri-
ers. The Administration should also begin negotiations

Disband NATO, exit Japan,
help Russia, beware China.

with the European Union to form a trans-Atlantic com-

“mon market limited to industrial countries:that practice

liberal capitalism and two-way trade.

Although our foreign policy should focus on Asia,
we of course cannot ignore Europe’s great powers,
Germany and Russia. Fortunately, neither are strong
enough to be world-class threats.

Economists predict that by the year 2020, there will
be one German pensioner for every German worker.
Countries with low birth rates do not engage in conquest,
for lack of cannon fodder. The European Union’s inabili-
Lty to set a common policy toward the Balkans, though
tragic, should reassure Americans worried about the
emergence of a German-dominated superstate.

The Russian Republic combines a population only
slightly larger than Japan's with.a third world economy,
an enfeebled Government, an insubordinate military and
chaos on its borders. Eventually, no doubt, some regime,
more likely authoritarian than democratic, will forge
some degree of order and prosperity. A hostile Russia
with nuclear weapons would be a threat — but more like
a large Iraq than another Nazi Germany.

Yet it is in America's interest for there to be a
moderately strong Russia to act as a military counter-
weight in Asia to Japan and China. We should continue
to support Russia's ternmna] integrity and give it
economic aid.

We cannot expect Russ:an cooperation in Asia, how-
ever, if we antagonize Russia by.extending NATO into
Eastern Europe. Thus we should replace NATO with a
pan-European security organization that includes Russia
and the U.S. The Western Europeans as a group, or the
Germans independently, would assume separate respon-
sibility for their own defense, permitting the U.S. to pull
out most of its troops and end its implausible nuclear
guarantee of Europe.

““The commonest error in politics is sticking to the
carcasses of dead policies,” wrote the Marquess of
Salisbury, one of Britain’s greatest statesmen, in 1877.
“‘When a mast falls overboard, you do not try to save a
rope here and a spar there, in memory of their former
utility; you cut away the hamper
altogether.”” The United States-Ja- .
pan alliance and NATO have been
rendered irrelevant by cold war
success. The new slogan in Tokyo
ought to be adopted in Washington
as well: “Leave the West, enter
Asia." - O
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Offer Russia
A Peace of Vienna

By Fareed Zakaria

merica’'s relations with

Russia have veered

off the promising

path set by Presi-

dents Ronald Rea-

gan and Mikhail Gor-

bachev as they ended the cold war.

The United States, alarmed by the

violence in Chechnya, is eying its

former adversary warily. Russia is

equally alarmed by the threat of

NATO’s expansion to its borders.

President Clinton can begin to move

this critical relationship back on

course when he meets with President
Boris Yeltsin today.

By 1988, once it became evident that

a Soviet surrender in the cold war was
imminent, President Reagan made it
clear the Soviet Union would have to
abandon military and political expan-
sionism. In return, he indicated, the
U.S. would help the Soviet Union in its
transformation and give it the respect
due a great power.

he strategy, as contin-

ued by President

George Bush, worked

superbly. The Soviets

acquiesced as Eastern

Europe liberated itself
and Germany unified within NATO.
They agreed to reduce their nuclear
arsenal by almost 75 percent and to
eliminate their stock of intercontinen-
tal missiles armed with multiple war-
heads. Boris Yeltsin dismantled the
Soviet Union itself, allowing the 300-
year-old Russian empire to disinte-
grate without resistance.

In return, the U.S. and its allies sent
food, money and business and political
know-how to Russia, and cut back
their military forces substantially.

They welcomed Russia at meetings of

the Group of Seven industrial coun-
tries — a classic example of the Rea-
gan strategy. Russia is, of course, not
a legitimate G-7 country but it wants
to beé treated like one.

Over the last year, however, Rus-
sia’s behavior has led many thoughtful
people to wonder about its intentions.
In addition to its ruthless war in
Chechnya, it has pursued a nuclear
reactor deal with Iran and its diplo-
mats have spoken warily about arms
control treaties that Russia has signed.

For its part, the U.S. has given Rus-
sia less aid than was promised, has
increasingly criticized its halting eco-
nomic and political reforms and has
begun to deal with it less as a great
power than as a burgeoning threat. A
‘competitive, almost combative, tone

now marks both sides’ rhetoric. Can -

this downward spiral be -arrested?
The first issue President Clinton
should raise in Moscow is Russia’s

Fareed Zakaria is managing editor
of Foreign Affairs.

Moscow abandons
imperial dreams.
We treat it like a

great power.

commitment to arms control trea-
ties it has signed. The second stra-
tegic arms limitation treaty —
START I1 — faces rejection in its
Parliament. Russia must ratify the
treaty and observe it strictly.

Russia has also raised objections
to the treaty in which both sides
agreed to reduce their conventional
forces. Some of these claims may be
legitimate, such as troop limitations
on Russia’s southern border. The
treaty was negotiated in 1990 when
the Soviet Union existed and Central
Asia was part of it and stable.

The discussion of these treaties is
Mr. Clinton’s opportunity to press
Mr. Yeltsin to end the campaign in
Chechnya. Although Chechnya lies
within Russia’s borders, Russian ac-
tions there — the leveling of towns
and the killing of tens of thousands of
civilians — raise a legitimate inter-
national concern. If these are the
methods that Russia will use to ““sta-
bilize” the Transcausasian and Cen-
tral Asian republics, then America
must cannot assist by renegotiating
the conventional forces treaty.

But if Russia demonstrated that it
would assert its interests in a more
civilized way — using carrots not
just sticks in its rebellious regions —
it can make the case for a renegotia-
tion of the conventional forces treaty.

For its part, the U.S. must temper
its belligerent calls for the expansion
of NATO. True, expanding NATO to
include Poland, the Czech Republic,

@
®

@ &

Slovakia and Hungary could re-
inforce European stability. But an-
tagonizing Russia in the process
would create the problem expansion
seeks to solve. As a global power, the
U.S. has concerns in Europe as well
as East Asia. Russia sits astride both
crucial power centers. We must de-
velop a strategic relationship with it
that secures our interests in both

—

places. While Central Europe is im-
portant, it cannot constitute the be-
all and end-all of American strategy.
It has become fashionable to say that
Russia should not have a veto over
American foreign policy; of course it
should not. Neither should Poland.

There is an easy compromise. As it
acts to expand NATO, the U.S. should
simultaneously propose a special trea-
ty of cooperation with Moscow con-
firming that NATO will not plan ma-
neuvers against the Russian Army
and that its troops will not be deployed
into any of the new member countries.
Mr. Clinton should also guarantee that
only Poland, the Czech Republic, Slo-
vakia and Hungary would be admit-
ted. (The other aspiring members —
notably the Baltic republics — are
militarily indefensible.)

America’s cold war victory was
total — far more so than any cold
warrior could have imagined. Ameri-
can security is vastly improved and,
since 1987, the U.S. has spent hun-
dreds of billions of dollars less on
defense than it would have had the
cold war persisted. New antagonism
with Russia would not lead to a new
cold war — Russia’s defense budget

. this year is only $15 billion, less than
10 percent of America’s — but it
would lead to a world marked by
great-power tension that would only
increase as Russia recovered eco-
nomically and psychologically.

Historically, there are only two du-
rable strategies to secure peace. The
first was exemplified by the peace of
Carthage. At the end of the Third
Punic War, in 146 B.C.,, Rome razed
Carthage and, according to legend,
sowed its fertile lands with salt; thus
the opposing great power was de-
stroyed and its source of power
crushed. The second model was the
peace of Vienna. At the Congress of
Vienna in 1815, a vanquished France
was welcomed into the Concert of Eu-
rope and became a normal great pow-
er. The Peace of Versailles after
World War I, by contrast, did neither,
leaving an angry but potentially pow-
erful Germany in the heart of Europe.
not apply to Russia. We must there-
fore fashion the best ‘“Viennese”
peace we can, one requiring that, in
return for a place at the table of the
principal powers, Russia will aban-
don any lingering dreams of empire.
Membership in the G-7 and the Or-
ganization for Economic Coopera-
tion and Development would be
granted in return for arms reduc-
tions and peaceful conduct. The U.S.
and Russia will always disagree on
many issues, but so will the U.S. and
France. The trick is to help make
Russia into another France.

onald Reagan and Win-

ston Churchill, each a

leader who who ended

a war, were of like

minds on how former

adversaries should be

treated. Mr. Reagan explained on this

page in June 1990 that “‘even though

we see ourselves as victors, we must

not humiliate the other side.” Church-

ill composed a four line “moral of the

work,” which precedes his magisteri-

al 6-volume history of World War I1.

“In War: Resolution/ In Defeat: Defi-

ance/ In Victory: Magnanimity/ In
Peace: Goodwill.”

There will be time enough for reso-

lution. Let us now remain magnani-

mous. O
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On My Mind

A. M.ROSENTHAL

Naming the Enemy

In the 1930’s the Socialists and
Communists of Europe had a unity
slogan — ‘‘no enemies on the left.”

It was not comradeship that made
the non-Communist left decide that
the Communists could not be ene-
mies. It was fear — fear of the rising
Hitler- and of the support he was
getting from the non-Nazi conserva-
tives of Germany.

That decision could be defended as
emergency anti-Fascism. But over
the years it became built into the
non-Communist left and muted criti-
cism of Communist dictatorships —
from Stalin’s to Castro’s. The failure
to recognize that long term the Com-
munists were enemies of freedom
became the intellectual and political
graveyard of the non-Communist
left.

This reminder comes from Jeffrey
Herf of the Institute for Advanced
Study in Princeton. I pass it on for the
urgent attention of American conser-
vatives. God save them and the coun-
try from the attitude that is creeping
over mainstream American conser-
vatism — no enemies on the right.

One important result of Oklahoma,
whoever is found guilty, is that it
forced America to see and smell the
bands of armed bigots that infest the
country, preaching hatred of Ameri-
can society and warfare against the
laws that bind it together.

But listen to what so many conser-
vative Republican politicians and
like-minded journalists have been
saying after the bombing — and for
what they do not say.

They were shocked. But, snap,
they found something that seemed to
shock them as much. The target of
choice became not the hatred behind
the bombing, but President Clinton
for his denunciations of those who
spread hatred and for suggesting —
too briefly — that some of it came
over the airwaves. Ooh, horror, they
shouted, he is destroying the First
Amendment — as if it outlawed criti-
cism of those who live to destroy it.

Now we hear something more dan-
gerous — attempts to rationalize the
nastiness in American life brought to
logical result by the bombing and
represented by the militias and their
supporters.

We are treated to lectures and
columns about how we city folk must
understand the fears in Rural Amer-
ica, how angry they are out there at
law enforcement officials who get in
their hair, how important are the
memories of Waco.

Representative Newt Gingrich is
one of the important Republicans
who tells us all that. Certainly there’s

some truth in it. But because of what
he and other Republicans do not say,
the lecture becomes not insight but a
classic case of the disease of moral
equivalence — equal weight to good
and evil, truth and myth, or reality
and nightmare, without drawing the
line between them.

They do not say that the fear is
deliberately fed and spread by the
bigotry brigades, that although hear-
ings on Waco are justified, equating
law enforcement with spreading gun-
point hatred 1s shameful, and that
American citizens must learn the
difference between the two.

Are the votes conservatives may
get from evading the truth about the
far right so completely overriding to '
them that they are doing what the
moderate left did in Europe when it
allied itself with Communists, what
American liberals did when they

Time for
conservatives
to speak.

abandoned the anti-Communist
cause, what the German conserva-
tives did when they decided that the
world had to understand the Nazis?

Let’s investigate Waco, conserva-
tives should be saying now. But only
if they add: at the same time we
should investigate, fast, whether the
U.S. has the right to allow these
private armies to exist, when the
Supreme Court has ruled that all
military operations should be under
government control — and what le-
gal steps we can take to put them out
of operation.

Otherwise, conservatives will be
opting out of a critical moral strug-
gle, and out of historic reality. Dad-
dy, what did you do when the militias
were growing?

Republican politicians should be
out there doing their job, which be-
comes more important the more that
Americans lean toward conserva-
tism. They should be drawing clear
differences between conservatism
that Americans should vote for and
right-wing hate peddling that they
should be fighting as enemy to con-
servatism and the country. Else they
betray themselves, and all Ameri-
cans who believed in the essential
decency of mainstream conserva-
tism, and still do. O
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Bosnia is once again at a turning point. The
United States and its allies are mired in the
conflict. Western diplomats are weary and
frustrated as they contemplate the onset of a
fourth, futile year of war. '

. The present situation is unacceptable in all
respects. A diplomatic solution remains distant.
The current cease-fire has been shattered, and
the parties are preparing for further war. The
conflict is likely to continue indefinitely and
could intensify. The Balkan leaders seem to
want to keep fighting. There is a high risk of
American involvement as the parties try to,
draw the United States into the conflict. :

For all these reasons, we need some fresh
thinking.

" The absurdity of the situation is reflected in
the most recent round of what passes for
diplomacy in this conflict. Leaders of Croatia,

Bosnia and Macedonia issued “ultimatums” to- .

the United Nations demanding a renegotiation
of terms under which U.N. troops (UNPRO-
FOR) would remain in their respective coun-
tries.

It was as if the countries hosting the UN-
.~ PROFOR forces were doing the United Na-
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In Bosnia: No Peace, No Peacekeepers

tions, and those nations providing troops a favor
by letting them stay. ‘ '

The United States and its allies are also
frustrated over the issue of sanctions against
Serbia. International mediators are trying to
find a formula that will allow the suspension of
economic sanctions against Serbia, in return for
Serb recognition of Bosnia and Croatia. Yet the
Serb leaders are cynically moving the goal posts
to avoid a result that seemingly is in their
interests.

The dynamic of this diplomacy is all wrong—

and demeaning. We should not beg the warring
parties in former Yugosiavia to allow us to keep
troops on the ground in their countries. We
should no longer plead with them. to compro-

‘mise

Instead, we should tell them that our pa-
tience and the length of our commitment are
limited. At this point, the United States and the
international community simply do not have the
will or the power to resolve this conflict without
the cooperation of the parties themselves. We

" must make clear once and for all the limits of

our involvement.
For nearly four years we have tried hard to
\

stop the wars in the former Yugoslavia. Many
U.N. and other personnel have died or been
injured trying to carry on a humanitarian mis-
sion under difficult conditions. The United
States and its allies have been criticized for not
being forceful enough, yet it is undeniable that
the work of UNPROFOR in the former Yugo-
slavia, flawed as it may be, has saved literally
hundreds of thousands of lives.

What we need is a new approach that will get
the attention of leaders of the region, some of
war while their people suffered. This new
approach must be one that the Balkan leaders
cannot misconstrue or ignore: an ultimatum of
our own.

' The United States should immediately begin

discussions with its allies in the contact group—

those whose troops make up the backbone of
the UNPROFOR force—to set a final deadline
for the continuation of UNPROFOR in Croatia
and Bosnia.

The deadline should stipulate that all UN-

- PROFOR troops, or at least those from NATO

countries, will be removed from both countries
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at the end of the next U.N. mandate, Nov. 30,
unless:

m All parties have agreed to an open-ended
cease-fire and cessation of hostilities and have
begun to implement them.

s All parties have reached agreement on an
overall political framework for resolution of the
conflict, be it the contact group plan, the
Zagreb-4 plan for Croatia or some other plan.

Troops removed from Bosnia and Croatia
should be redeployed, as necessary, along inter-
national borders with the former Yugoslavia,
but only to prevent spill-over of the conflict.

Some will caution that the removal of UN-
PROFOR and a wider war within former Yugo-
slavia will simply lead to civilian casualties and
refugees. Yet this bad option is better than an
indefinite continuation of the Yugoslav wars.
The longer the current, unproductive dynamic
continues, the more likely that leaders in the
region will keep fighting—and try to draw us
into their conflict.

We must impress upon the leaders of the
former Yugoslavia that we will be manipulated
no longer. They know full well they have
benefited from the U.N. presence and will

suffer if it leaves. If they are intent on continu-
ing the carnage, they will be doing so on their
own.

1 am not advocating the immediate with-
drawal of UNPROFOR. It is far better if UN-
PROFOR can stay—both to accomplish its
indispensable humanitarian mission and because
President Clinton has committed U.S. troops to
help if UNPROFOR must leave.

Yet I fear that the United States and its allies
may be trapped indefinitely in the former Yugo-
slavia. This compels me to advocate this new
approach to break the cycle of violence.

If the leaders of the region are convinced that
the threat of a U.N. pullout is for real—that the
international community is ready to give up and
leave them to their own bloody devices—they
may be more amenable to making peace. To
paraphrase Samuel Johnson, the prospect of an
all-out war may be the only way to concentrate
the parties to negotiate a comprehensive peace.

The writer, a representative from Indiana, is
ranking Democrat on the House
International Relations Commiltee.
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South Africa: Not Apartheid in Reverse

As a black South African and leader
of a development organization formed
by the U.S. Agency for International
Development, I feel compelled to reply
to Paul Taylor’s front-page article “Aid
to South Africa Assailed as Tilted To-
ward Blacks” [March 27).

Today South Africa is enjoying the
first fruits associated with a democrati-
cally elected black-led government.
AID is playing a significant role by
funding projects involved in implemen-
tation of the government’s Reconstruc-
tion and Development Program. The
strategy of empowering black-led de-
velopment organizations is consistent
with the philosophy of the reconstruc-
tion program and supported by a ma-

refusal to be granted access to decent
housing, education and health care un-
der apartheid systematically eroded
black people’s self-esteem and dignity.
Providing vital social services through
programs managed by white-led orga-
nizations only continues the wrong.
The article also describes the AID
mission policy requiring higher educa-
tion contracts to go to black American
colleges and universities. This issue is
inconsequential for South African
blacks. While we value the experience
brought by African Americans, who
also have suffered from oppression,
what is more important is the hand
that guides the project. And that hand

oty od o T anpuest must belong to a black Scsouth Afru‘.allilm
this approach is apartheid in reverse D
cemonstrates an inability to appreciate Private Agencies Collaborating Together/South Africa
South Africa’s political history. The y Johannesburg
Hard to Get on Board
I live near the intersection of public most inconvenienced by the
Wisconsin Avenue and Jenifer extra steps required to get special
Street NW. For this reason, board-  farecards.

ing the subway system is a simple
matter for me; the Friendship
Heights entrance is just a short
distance south of the intersection.
However, acquiring a senior citizen
farecard is a different matter: I
must go halfway around the block
and ascend a fairly steep stairway
before I can arrive at the office
where senior citizen farecards are
sold '

One of the drawbacks of being a
senior citizen is that many of us
suffer from arthritis and other
muscular complaints, and hence se-
nior citizens and the disabled are
that section of the subway-riding

The citizen purchasing a stan-
dard farecard is not exposed to this
inconvenience. He can pick up his
farecard right in the Friendship
Heights station, from a vending
machine just in front of the turn-
stiles,

The solution is simple: Move the
office that now distributes cards
for senior citizens and the disabled
from its present location to the
Friendship Heights station. There
is plenty of room right next to the
machine dispensing standard cards.

MARY VILLAREJO
Washington

Jack Valenti’s Picture of Free Speech

Jack Valenti’s selective disregard for
the First Amendment [“Campaign Fi-
nance Disease,” op-ed, March 25] is
remarkable in light of his position as
~ head of the Motion Picture Association
of America. In equating campaign
spending with “flesh-eating bacteria,”
Mr. Valenti brings to mind the consti-
« futional spigot that allows the movie
) industry to spew forth toxic cultural

pollution. Some think that speech
should be limited. A constitutional
amendment modeled on the Valenti
proposal, giving Congress the “right to
make reasonable regulations” in regard
to sex and violence in media, could
have a culturally cleansing effect of its
OWIL

With the First Amendment thus con-
stricted in accordance with the Valenti
model, Congress could require that all
movies adhere to a uniform “G-rated”
standard. However, that still leaves the
question of unequal speech guantify.

Mr. Valenti launches class warfare
against the Supreme Court's 1976
Buckley v. Valeo decision that gave
campaign spending First Amendment
protection from arbitrary caps, since
such spending is primarily for the pur-
pose of communicating with voters. Ex-
trapolating from Mr. Valenti's conten-
tion that disparity in campaign spending
means some people have “more” free-
dom of speech than others, perhaps
Congress should rectify the fact that
celebrities have more speech power than
unknowns. It is unfair that Barbra Streis-
and’s political ruminations are widely
disseminated and that Mr. Valenti's writ-
ings are printed in a manner that is
denied to the average American. In the
same vein, it is unfair that large movie
companies can crank out more “speech”
(e., movies) than small movie compa-
nies simply by virtue of their wealth. A

simple Valenti-style constitutional

~ Perhaps Mr. Valenti would not advo-
cate such a Draconian action if he exam-
ined his underlying premises more care-
fully. He asserts that candidates spend
“80 to 90 percent of their time” fund-
raising. Such hyperbole is unsupported
by the facts. Federal Election Commis-
sion reports reveal that in a six-year
Senate election cycle, more than 80
percent of reelection funds are raised in
the final two years, In fact, fund-raising
is not the day-in/day-out all-consuming
chore that Mr, Valenti describes. =
Mr. Valenti throws out terms such as
“humiliate,” “pleading,” “cajoling” and
“coarse” to describe the act of fund-rais-
ing. His observations are certainly not an
accurate assessment of the process for
credible candidates with any semblance
of self-respect. In any event, nothing
“forces” people to run for office. Howev-
er, | will grant that fund-raising was a lot
easier in the old days when Mr. Valenti's
boss, Lyndon Johnson, was not con-
strained by contribution limits and the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1974.
Campaigns also were less expensive be-
cause broadcast advertising was less
expensive and because electorates were

smaller and less dependent on expensive
media for information.

Times have changed, but the value of
the First Amendment remains constant.
It should not be eviscerated because Mr.
Valenti's movie industry offends some

people, or some people’s fund-raising

offends Mr. Valenti.
MITCH McCONNELL
U.S. Senator (R-Ky.)
Washington
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For American Foreign Policy
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January 20, 1995.

marica stands today at the
Uarwahiold of a new century and
- W faces a challenge that recalls the

epportunitics and dangers that son-
fronted us at the end of the First and
Seeond World Warw. Then, as now, two
diatinct patha lay before us: either to
claim vietory and withdraw, or to
provide American lesdership to build a
more peaceful, free, and prosperous
world. After World War I, our leaders
chose the first path and wc and the
world paid a terrible price. No one will
dispute that after the Second World
War, Hury Trwnan, Gearge Marshall,
Dean Acheson, Arthur Vandenberg—
and moot of all the American people—
wisely chose the other path.

That same farsightad enmmitment
tu Asuerican leadership and engage-
ment must guide our foreign policy
today. The Soviet empire is gone. No
gru:‘s)ower views any other as an
immediata military threat. And the
(riumph vl dewocracy and free markets
is transforming countries from Europe
to Latin Ameriea, and from Asia to
Africa. We now have a remarkuble
opportimity to ahape a world conducive
to American interests and consistent
with Americen values—a waorld of open
societias and open markets.

In the past year, we helped per-
wuade Ulcrtine, Kazakhstan and
Belarus to give up nuclear weapons on
their territory. Nuclear warhieads and
missiles from these states and Rugsia
are being dismantled. Russian troups
are nut of the Baltic States and Ger-
many. We have begun to build a new
Ewopean security architecture. We

halped to lsunch seeurity
dialoguus in Asls. We negotiated a
Framewark with North Korea that

freezes and will ultimatoly aliminate its
nuckar weapons program. We reached
an agreement with China that will
sharply limit its missilc cxperts. And
we stopped Lragi aggression against
Kuwait dead in its tracks.

We also conwributed to hiswric
progress in resolving eonflict, baciing
democracy, and promoting develop-
ment in countries wround the world.
We fostered nts between
Isrzel and the PLO, and the peace
treaty hatwaen [srael and Jordan. We
restored the democrutically clocted
government in Haitl—and we are guing
to do our part to make sure that
uchiwveiment endures. In long troubled
regions like Northern Lreland, South
Africa and Cambodis, the United
States contributed %0 extraordinary
advanrer tnward peace and reconcilia-
Liun. And at the historic Cairo Confer
ence, we restored American leadership
on the critical iseues of popalation and
development.

003003

ISPATCH

Finully, we have taken giant steps
to build the open trading system of the
noxt century, with Americs ot its hub.
‘We won bipartisan support for the
GATT agreement and led the way for
ils approval around the world, We
helped to forge commitments to
eliminate trado barriers in the Asia-
Pacific region by 2020 and to negotiste
fram trade in um! own hlﬂmpﬂl
by £005. And we medo important
progress In widening access to Jupun's
markets.

These are significant accomplish-
ments, But we st not rest on our
lanrels. Aggression, tyranny and
intolerance atill undermine political
ntahility and economic development in
vital regions of the world. Americans
face growing threats from the protf-
eration of weapons of mass deatruetion,
terrorism, wid international crime.

And a2 number of problems that once
seemed quitc distant, like environmen-
tal degradation, unsustainable populs-
tion growth, and mass movementa of
reflugess now pose immediate threato
to emerging democracies and to global
prooperity.

In meeting these opportunitivs und
dasaling with thase dangers, our foreign
pulivy is driven by several principles.

Flrst, America must continue to
engage and to lead.

To be printed
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Second, we must maintain and
Strengthen our cooperative rclation-
ships with the world's most powaerful
nations.

Third, it is essential that we adapt
and build institutions that will promote
economic and security cooperation.

Fourth, we must continue to
Support democracy and human rights
because it serves our interests and our
idealy.

The imperative of American
leadership, the first principle of our
strategy, is a central lesson of this
century. It is sobering to imagine what
the world would have been like without
it In the Jast two years alone, We
might now hava four nuclear states in
the former 8oviel Union instesd of one.
We might have a fall-throtile suclear
program in North Korea. We might
have no CATT sgreement or NAFTA.
We might have brutal dictators still
terrorizing Haiti. And wa might very

well have Iraqi troops back in Kuwnit. -

As a global power with global
infarests, the United States must not
retreat from its leadership role. It is
our responsibility to ensure that the
post-Cold War momentum toward
grwuler freedom and prosperity is not
reversed by ueglect or by short-sighted
indiffcrence. Only the Uilead Blutes
has the vision and the capacity to
rongolidate these gaina.

AR aur recent accamplishmenta
suggest, American leadershin requires
that we be ready to back our diplnmacy
with credible threats of force. Andto
this end, President Clinton is deter-
mined that the U.S. military will
remain the most powerful and effective
fighting force in the world—as it
certainly is right now.

When our vita] interests are at
stake, we inust be prepared to act
alone. Qur willinguess W do 80 is often
the key to cffective joint action. The
recant debste botween the proponents
af unilateral and multilateral aotion
asswmes a falaa cnoira  Multilateralism
is 2 means, not an end. Somezimes. hy
mobilizing the support of other naticns,
by leveraging our power and leading
through ﬂcea and institutions, we

will uchieve better results at lower cost
in human life wid uutivnal treasure.
That io @ acnaible bargain I know the
American people mxpport.

Leadership also means foeuming
international attantion an emerging
global problems. That is why we have
given new and enhanced attention to
global issues like the environmant,
population, and sustainable develop-
ment. ‘I'hey deserve a prominent place
on aur foreign policy sgenda, and as
longas [ am Secretary of State, they
will huave it.

Just as owr nation snuat wlways
maintain its military readiness, so we
must be raady to advanoc our political
and economic interests sround the
world through diplamacy. That
requires highly trained men and
women. It requires modern communi-
cations technology. And it requires
adequate resources.

''he second tenet of our strategy is
the central importance of constructive
relations with the world’s most power-
fal uauuas: vur Westarn European
allies, Japan, China and Russix. These
nations poascas the political, economic,
or military cspahility to affcet—for
goad or for illethe well-baing of every
American. The relatively snoperative
relations that these countries now have
with each other is unprecedented in
this century, but it is not irreversible.

Qur strategy toward the grear
rowers begins with Western Europe
and Japan. We must revitalize our
alliar.ces with this democratic core, We
must also selze the opportunities to
build constructive relativns with China
and Ruasia, countriea that were not tou
long ago our ficrccat adversaries. Doth
are undergoing momentous, though
very different, transfarmations that
will directly affact American interegrs.

Ouwr partnership with Japan is the
linchpin of our policy toward Asia. the
world's most dynamie region, This
Administration has placed Asia st the
core of our long-term foreign policy
zpproach. Realizang President
Clinton’s vision of a stable and prosper-
ous Pacific Comuwuty will evntinue to
oe & top priority. Asia figures promi-
nently in many of our eentrnl arcas of
emphasis for 1295,

It is also imperative that we
reinforce our security and politiesl ties
with Japan—as well as with South
Korea aid vur uiher treaty sllfes in the
Pacific. It is equally essential Ui (he
strength of our ¢conomie ties with
Japan matches the overall strength cf
our relationship. During this year that
marks the fiftieth anniversary of tha
end of World War 11, we will hightight
and heighten our close cooperation on
regional and global issues-—while
cantinuing to press for greater access
to Japanese markats,

Our success in Asia also requires
purvuing constructive relations with
China, consistent will: vur yverall
interesta We weicome China’s particis
pation in regionai s¢curity and eco-
nomie erganizations. We support itc
aceassion ta the World Trade Organiza-
tion on proper terms. And we will
work hard to gain its cooperation with

obal non-proliferation regimes. In

8 Own interest, and conaistent

with its increasing role in the world
community, it needs to demonstrate
greater respect for human rights ana
the ruls u[law. China’s recent erack-
down on dissent is disturbiug und
incompatible with realizing the full
potential of our bilateral relations.

Our relationship with Russia is
central to America’s seemvity. Tt has
been a key foreign poliey issue for this
Administration. Its importance is
refiected in my meetings in Geneva this
week with Andrei Kozyrev, where for
more than eight hours we discusseq a
broad array of common challenges and
concerns. The United States has ar.
enurmous stake in the outsome of
Ruassia's vunlinuing runsiormation. A
atable, democratic Ilussia is vital to a
secure Europe, to roaclve regional
canflicts, and to fight proliferation. An
unstahle Rusaia thet reverts to
authoritarianism or siidea intn ehana
would be 2 disaster—an immediate
threat to its neighbors ard, with its
huge nuclear stockpile, once again a
strategic threat to the United States.

That is why the Clinton Adminis-
watlon has been unwavering ir. our
support fur Russian reform. Despite
the setbacks that we kiuew Russia
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Arheson built the great institutions
that pave structure and strength to the
common enterprise of weatern domoc—
racies: promoting peace and aconomis
growth. Cur challenge now is to
modernize and to revitalize those great
institations—NATO, the UN, the [MF
and the World Bank, the OECD, among
others. And we must extend their
benefits and obligations to new democ-
Tucies and market economies, particu-
larly in Ceulrul and Eastern Europe.
At the ['resideut’s lnitiative, our
G-7 partners agreed that in Halifux
next July, we will chart a strategy to
adapt tha post.war aconomio institu
tions to & more intagrated past-Cold
War period. We are also helping
regional instituticns and structures
such as the Organization of American
Siates, ASEAN, ang the Orgznization
of African Unity to promote peace ard

S0 vital to American exports and good
jubs for Americana. A core premise of
our dumeslic and foreign policies i3 tha;
our economic streiyth al hume and
abroad arc mutually reinforcing. I
beliave thst history will judge this
~mphasis t> ba a distinctive imprint
and a lasting lagney of the Clinton
Administration.

We wiil implement the Uruguay
ound and ensure that the new Worid
Trade Organization upholds vital trade
rules and disciplines. We will wari
with Japan and our other APEC
partners 1o develop a biueprint for
suueving upen trage and investment in
the Aasia-Pacific regivi. We will begin
to impiement the Summit of the
Amaricas Action Plan, And we will
=130 begin to negotiate Chile's asccssion
o NAFTA.
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might encounter during thia histaric democratio dovelopment, As we go Let me add 2 word about something
and diffieult transition, our steady forward into the noxt sentury, we will  on al] our minds today: Mexioo, and our
policy of engagement and cooperation find ourseives relying mare and more effort to address the econvmic crisis of
hs paid off for every American—from  on these regional institutions. confidance in that country. The
redusing the nuclear threat to sdvane- As a fourth principle, this Adminis-  President has demonstrated vision and
ing peace in the Middle East. Ihat is tration recognizes the importance of leadership in assemhling the package of
why FPresidenl Clinton reaffirmed last democracy and human rights as a SUPPArt neceasary to help Maxicn get
vweak in Cleveland Lis determination to fundamental part of our foreign policy.  back on track. The package of loan
maintain our substantial assistance for  Our commitment is consistent with guarantees has the backing not only of
democratic and economie reform in Amnerican ideals. It also restson g the Administration, but the bipartisan
Ruoaria sober assessment of our long-term Congressional leadership and the

We are deeply concarned about the  interest in a world where stabflity is Chairman of the Federal Reserve
conflict in Chechnys. Tt is a terrible reinforccd by accountability and Board, as well a8 the international
human tragedy. The way Ruasia has disputes are medioted by dialogue; a fnancid institutions. This
used military foree there has been warld where information flows froely containa tough Lut fuir conditions o
excesmive and it threatens to have a and the rule of law protants not only protect U.S. interests and to enswe i
corrosive effect on the future of political rights but the essential guaranteas are used wisely and well.
Russian demoeracy. That is why [ elements of free market economies. An the Prosident has ssid, we
vmphasized 80 strongly to Foreign ; ,. should resist the tamptatinn to logd up
Minister Kuzyrev this week that the - In :!;;c “e:ai.“"u;‘:‘ 1?9." iy this package with conditions unralated
conflict muat end and that a process of e T iiot ”Y':gpf:' to the economic thrust of our affort,
reconciliation must begin, taking into ~~ "'P'le8. m'; 2 SORUN i iivo kiy Let me say this to the Congress and
acoount the views of the le of — th‘t‘ g P"“‘"‘.ﬂ"’” vignifieant the American le: This is

PRV opportunities: advancing the most : A peop 2
Choehnyamdthomcdtamﬂde bal o T ot in the overriding interest of the United
tham with humanitarian sssistanec. gunulo trading system in hiatory; States. It ahould be acted upon quickly
What we do not want o see is x Russia m"’:&“ secrily  and favorably.

13 mlltary quaguire hat evies O elping acklems o compesheniive
refarm and tends to isolata it in the e e . 'o'? s ;”""3 European Securlty Architecture
international community. spresd of weapons of mass destruc- ;

The third principle of our strategy ~ U0 and fighting international crime,  In our second ares of opportunity, we
i8 that if the historic movement towarq  "“4"°°lics and tarrorism. will take concrete steps to build 2 new
open aocieties and open markets is to Europesn security architecture. We
«ndize, we muse and revitali Open Trade undmr._md that deep political, military,
the inatitutivas of global and regional  First, we must sustain the momentum  *°VROMic, and SRR s ke
cooperation. After World War I1, the we have generated towsrd the more i np:a? :: i ;nl:i pr:sperlq;‘ i
genaration of Truman, Marshall, and open giobal and regional trade that is b e RS S At

lesst half a centiry. Our efforts wiil
foeus on maintaining strong relations
with Weatarn Europe, consolidsting
the new demneracies nf Central Europe
and the former Soviet Union, and
engaging Russia as a regponsible
partner,

NATO remains the anchor of
American engagement in Europe and
the linchpin of transatlantic seeurity.
NATO has always been far more than
ransilury responsa tg g lemporary
threat. It has Leen a wusrantor of
Europcan democracy and a farce for
European stability, That is why its
miasinn hatandured, and that is why
its benerits are so attractive ta
Europe’s new democracies.

Tn eariier years, NATO hzs wel-
comed new members who shared its
Purposes and who could add tc its
strength. Undar American leadership,
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the Alliance agreed last December to
begin a steady, deliberate process that
will lesd to further expansion. We
have already beguu Ly examine with
our Allies the process and objectives of
expansion. We intend to share our
conclusions with the members of the
Partnership for Prane by the end of
year.

As we move toward NATO expan.
sion, we will also bolster other key
clements of the new European seaurity
architecture: a vigorous program for
the Partnership for Peace, which now
includes 24 nations, a strengthened
Organization for Seearity and Coopera-
tion in Europe, und & process for
e;randng the NATO-Rusaia relation-
ship.

The tragic war in Bosnia under-
scores the impartance of building an
effective new architecture far conflict
prevention and resolution in Europe.
Together with our partners in the
Contaet Gnqm we are seeking a
negotiated solution in Bosnia because

only a ne

chance of lasting and of preventing a
wider war. What we must not do is to
make the situulivn worse by unilater-
ally lifting the arms embargo. We have
always belicved that the embargu is
anfair. But geing it alone would lezd to
the withdrawal of UNPROFOR and an
escalation of violence. It would
Americanize the conflict and lead
others to abandon the sanctions on
Serbia It would undermine the
authority of all UN Security Council
Resolutions, ineluding resolutions that
impose sanctions on Iraq and Libya.

Middie East Peace ana Security
Our third ares of opportunity is
advancing peace and security in the
Middle East. We have witnessed 2
profound transformation in the land-
scape of the Arab-Israsli conflict—one
that would simply not have been
Imaginable just a few years ago.
Ofcourse, there are still many
difficulties. But despite those difficul-
tiea, we muot not let this remarkalle
opportunity slip away. On the Israeli-
Paleatinian track, we must sontinuc to

make progress in the implementatinn of
the Declaration of Principles. I was
encouraged by yesterday’s meeting
between Prime Minister Rabin and
Chairman Arafat and by the serious
elfurta both sides are making to work
out the complex issues in the next
phasa, where there will L self-yovern-
ment for the West Bank. Each side
must see the benefits of peacc. Israelis
must gain seeurity, Palestinians must
achieve genuine armtrol over tha
political and economic decisions that
affect their lives. Each must build the
trust and confidence of the other—
especially at & time when those op-
posed to peace seek to destroy mutual
confidence.

The negotiations between Israel
and Syria are entering a very crucial
phase. The parties an: serivus and
some progress has baen made in
narrowing the gape. If a broalcthrough
is to be achigved in the next few .
months, critical dacisiona mmst be made
and the process must be accelerated. I
assure you that President Clinton and I
will do all we can to support these
efforts.

A3 we promote peace in the Middle
East, we must also deal with the
enemies of peace. Iraq’s massing of
troops at the Kuwaiti border last
October underscurad Lthe dunger Irag
poses to regional security and peace. It
iz my convietion, and that of ell the
leaders with whom I have talked in the
Middle East, that Saddam Hnssein's
regime cannot be trusted. Full compli-
ance with all relevant UN obligations is
the only possible basis on which to
consider any relaxation of sanctions.

Another rogue state, Iran, now
leads rejectionist efforts to kill the
chances for peace. It directs and
materially supports the operations of
Ilizballah, Hawmus und others who
commit atrocities in places like Tel
Aviv and Buenoa Aires, It sows tervor
and subversion across the Arab world.
Thosa industrialized nations that
continue to provide concessionary
credits to Iran cannot escape the
consequences of their actions: They
make it easier for Iran to use its
resources to sponsor terrorism and
undermine the prospects for peace.

Today Iran is cngaged in a crash
effort to develop nuclear weapons. We
are deeply concerned that. some nations
are prepared to cooperate with Iran in
the nuclasr field. I will not mince
words: These efforts risk the security
of the entire Middle East. The United
States places the highest priority on
denying Iran a nuclesr wespons
capability. We expect the members of
the Security Council, who have special
regponaibilities in this area, to join wilh
us

Non-Proliferation

Our fourth area of emphaais for 1995 is
to take specific steps to stop the spread
of weapons of mass destruction und
their means of delivery, With the
demise of the Soviet Union, the
proliferation of these weapons poses
the principal direct threat. ta the
survival of the United Btates and our
key allies. Our giobal and regionsl
strategies for 1995 comprise the most
ambitious nonproliferation agenda in
history.

The centerpiece of our global
slrulegy is the indefinite and uncondi-
tional extension of the Non-Prolifera-
tion Treaty (NPT, whik is up fur
renewal this year. The treaty’s
greatast achievement is invinible—
wesapons not built and material not
diverted. But the impact of the traaty
ie clear: The nightmare of a profusion
of nuclear weapons states has not come
to pass. Ithink that history will record
that the NPT is one of the most
important treaties of all time.

Our global strategy also includes a
moratorium on nuclear testing as we
negotiate a Comprehensive Test Ban
Treaty; a global ban ou the pruduction
of fissile materials for building nuclear
waapons; ratifiscation of the Chemical
Weapons Convention; and strengthen-
ing the Biological Weapans Canvention

With the agreements President
Clinton signed last December in
Budapest, we can now begin to imple-
ment the START I nuclear reduction
treaty. Later this month, I will be the
Administration's lead witness in urging
the Senate to promptly ratify START
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would-be nuclagy smugglers by improv-
ing security at vulnerable facikities.
When this Administration took
office, North Kuu?‘ had an setive
ruclear program. Left unchalle , it
Was puised to produce mwlng:d
kilograms of plutontum that eonld be
uscd in nuclagy weapons. The stage
;ﬂlbcingutfernu-iﬂ. t!n:lumdd
peril socurity throughout Northeast
Asia and nnderming our entire global
nonproliferation effart.

program, provides for its dismantla-
ment, and puts the whole issue on the

gﬂ to resolution. The Kramework has
slrung of Japan and South
Kma—m whoas security it will
ipl:ot-ctandwho will fiunce most of fts

plementation, Of couxve, we arw
nnder no illusions about North Eorea,
Implementation of the Framework will
be based upon verification, not trast,
We are determined to ensure that
North Koruﬁﬂﬁ]]am every obligation at
every step of .

Thoee who i the Framework
with North Korea have a heavy
responsibility to offer an effective
allernative that protects our interests
and the Lilerests of our alliss in
Northeast Asia. They have not done
80.

We alzo have an aggreasive strat-
gy with respect to conventional arma
and missiles. Wa will gaek to broaden
the Missile Technnlogy Control Re-
gime. We will push far a ginhal
agreement to control the export of
antipersonnel landmines, one of the
real scourges of the warld, and work
bilaterally to remove the millions of
mines still in place. We are also
seeking to egtablish a COCOM succes-
sar regiuie, which will restrain trade in
arms and sensitive wedinvlugies to the
pariah statea.

Crime, Terronsm, and Drugs

Turning to our fifth ares of emphagig,
international terrorists, criminals and

drug traffickers pose direct threats to
0our people and to our nation’s interests.
1hey ruin countless fives, destroy
property, and siphon away productive
resourcea. They sap the strength of
indus(rialized societdes and threaten
the survival of cuerging democracies,

That is why in 1995 we plaa W
implament a comprehensive strategy
to combat thase thraats, The State
close and urgent eonperation with the
Departments of Justice, , and
other law enforeement agencies. The
strategy on international erime and
tarrorism will include several vita]
steps:

® First, we will insiat that other
countries fulfill their obligations either
to extradite or prosecute inzm_ntioml

werk with other
governments to develop and implement
tough asset forfeiture and m
laundering laws to attack International
criminals in & vulneruble pluce—in
their pocketbaak, Unfortunately, may
countries have very woak laws ns far as
asset forfeitura snd money laundering
goes.

* Third, we will toughen standards
for obtaining U.S. visas to make it more
difficult for international criminals to

in entry to this coun "
g'al.. Fourth, we will gmw legisla-
ton to combat alien smuggling and
Immigration fraud by providing
increased penalties and more effective
investigative woly; and,

* Fifth, the Clinton Administrulion
is plarming new steps to expand the nse
nf U.S. law agzinst terrorists and
againgt funding for their worldwide
activities.

Thave discussed five key areas of
opportunity for American foreign
poliay in 1996. I alao want to under-
score that our foreign policy will
rontinue to address 3 whole range of
issues important tn e intarasta, guch
as promoting stability and demoecracy

in Asia, Latin America, and Africa:
meeting humanitarian needs aroung

As I conclule, let me note that since
my first week in office, I Liuve con.
wulted olosaly with both parties i
Congress on overy impartant issue on
our agends. Wa have grined bipartisan
Mwhﬁqkﬂg)bjﬁm nf our
on the Middle East pesce - our

trade agreemants, such as
NAFTA, GATT, and APEC, and
denuclearization in the former Soviet
Union.

The recent elections changed the

of power belwesn Lhe parties,

But they did not change, indeed tlicy

enhancod, our reaponsibility to cooper-
ata on a hipartisen basis in fore;
affgirs. The election was not g eense
ta lose sight of our nation's global
intarests or to walk away from our
commitments in the world.. Leaders of
both parties undarstand that well, and
lmzhdtoullyonﬂmwenemive
meetings with the new lican
laadership give me great confidence
Uit we will be abla to sustain the
bipartisan foreign policy Lhul is
Amorica’s tradition,

Bipartisan sooperation hag alwaya
been grounded in the convietion that
our nation’s enduring intaresta dn nat
vary with the times. President Harry
Truman had it right 40 years ago:
“Clreumstances change,” he said, “but
the great issues remain the same—
prosperity, welfare, human rights,
effective democracy, and above all,
peace.”

With the Cold War behind us, the
United States lus x chunce to build a
more aceure and integrated world of
Open societies and opon markets. We
are the world's largest military and
economic power. Our natinn's fonnding
principles still inspire people all over
the world We are blessed with great
resources and resolve. We will con-
tinue to use them with wisdom, with
strength, and with the backing of the
American people. W
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Guess Who’s Coming to St. PatriclgDéy

By GEOFFREY WHEATCROFT

Today is St. Patrick’s Day, and at the
White House President Clinton is giving a
reception to honor Gerry Adams, leader of
Sinn Fein. This has caused a tiff between
the British and American governments,
but the Adams visit goes beyond diplomatic
disagreements. There is a serious moral is-
sue at stake here.

Sinn Fein is the “political wing” of the
Irish Republican Army. It uses the
rhetoric of Marxist revolution. For the
fashionable international left, the IRA has
become one of a revered trinity of initials,
along with the ANC and PLO; for them the
Gerry Adams visit is a cause of celebra-
tion. Those who aren’t Marxists might
point out, in defense of today’s reception,
that the white regime in South Africa fj-
nally talked to the ANC and the Israelisto
the PLO.

But these comparisons are absurd.
Whatever was thought of those other or-
ganizations’ use of terrorism, Nelson
Mandela undoubtedly spoke for more than
20 million disenfranchised people, as the
first universal elections.in South Africa
proved. Yasser Arafat also speaks (or
spoke; the Israelis are learning to their

chagrin that the past tense may be in or- -

der) for many Palestinians. At the least,
it was hard to deny either man’s claim ab-
sent elections.

By contrast, we know exactly what Sinn
Fein’s political support is. For all the un-
doubted injustices that the Catholic minor-
ity there has suffered, Northern Ireland is
part of a country with a constitutional gov-
ernment, universal suffrage, and free elec-
tions. At the last such general election,
Sinn Fein won 78,291 votes, 9.5% of votes
cast in Northern Ireland.

So why is Sinn Fein now in a sense
the most important party in Ireland, and
Mr. Adams courted on all sides? He has
achieved his position of strength through
a formidable campaign of terrorist vio-
lence in which more than 3,000 people
have been Kkilled in Northern Ireland.
And if that doesn't sound like very
many, keep in mind that, as d propor-
tion of respective populations, it is equiv-
alent to 500,000 Americans, or more than

- eight times as many Americans as were
killed in Vietnam. By some trick of will-
ful blindness or psychological denial,
this is overlooked in the U.S., a country
whose politicians and commentators af-
fect great indignation at terrorism else-
where

In the New York Times last week, An-
thony Lewis harrowed us with the death
of a seven-year-old -Bosnian boy at the
hands of Serb terrorists. Some of us

* were reminded of other deaths, of other
children. On the Shankill Road in Belfast
in October 1993, an IRA bomber Kkilled
nine innocent people, all Protestants, in
a deliberate act of ethnic terror. Two of
those killed were girls, of seven and 13.
The bomber also killed himself inadver-
tently. At his funeral, as seen in the
nearby picture, his coffin was born aloft
by Gerry Adams in a conscious act of
celebration. -

Or of homage to a fallen comrade, one
might say. For some years now, Mr.
Adams has been chairman of Sinn Fein and
removed from the everyday nitty-gritty.
That was not always'so. The British press
has widely reported that in 1971-72, at a
high point of the violence, Mr. Adams com-
manded units of the IRA. Mr. Adams re-

5 :
4
:
:

Gerry Adams at the funeral of an IRA
bomber in 1993.

portedly rose to be “chief of staff” of the
IRA in 1978. And while Mr. Adams has
protested these charges, he has never di-
rectly refuted them.

But now comes the fascinating con-
trast. The Serbs are universally and
rightly execrated. And yet, within
fmonths of the Shankill killing and the
killer’'s funeral, President Clinton had
granted Mr. Adams permission to visit
the U.S. He was warmly greeted by lead-
ing politicians, was genially interviewed
on television, and received not one but
two flattering profiles in Mr. Lewis’s
newspaper. Now comes his apotheosis as
he goes to the White House and meets
the president. It doesn’t seem fair to
Radovan Karadzic. Of course, it may be
that, if there were only a few Irish-Amer-
icans but 40 million Serb-Americans, it
would be Mr. Adams who was execrated
and Mr. Karadzic who got to shake hands
with President Clinton and got the fawn-
ing profiles. -

To justify this glorification of Mr.
Adams, it is said that he is now a “peace-
maker.” It is true the IRA has called a
cease-fire. And yet, the cease-fire was

. called only because Sinn Fein-IRA had

been given to understand that many con-
cessions would be made to them. That has
proved to be the case, up to the recent
“framework document” that, though
promising half-heartedly to respect the
wishes of the majority, clearly adumbrates
the united Ireland that is the IRA’s dream
and the Unionists’ dread.

At the same time, British Prime Min-
ister John Major made specific recipro-
cal demands: that the IRA should de-
clare its cease-fire permanent and un-
conditional, and that it should give up its
weapons. Nothing of the kind has hap-
pened, in either case. What has hap-
pened instead is that, in a rather humil-
iating striptease, the British have gradu-
ally dropped their own demands. This

reached the point where Sir Patrick
Mayhew, the Northern Ireland secretary,
intimated recently in Washington that
Sinn Fein need only give up “some”
arms before it earns the right to meet
British ministers, in flat contradiction to
what he had said before.

On Tuesday, the White House said that
it too had asked Sinn Fein for an assurance
on the decommissioning of arms, as the
phrase now goes. It is hard to see how this
can be given. Sinn Fein and the IRA have
achieved what they have thanks to the use
of violence. If they were really to renounce
“the armed struggle” permanently and to
surrender all their arms, Sinn Fein would
be one party among many, and not atall an
important one.

In Boston at the end of September, Mr.
Adams warned that, if the cease-fire failed,
bombing would begin again. This is simply
the language of the protection racketeer, or
the rapist: Do just as I say and don't strug-
gle, and you won’t get hurt. And this is the
man whose hand the president will shake
today.

Mr. Wheatcroft is an English journalist.
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Stabilize Prices, Not the Dollar

By MARTIN FELDSTEIN

The recent fall of the dollar could add
nearly one percentage point to inflation
over the next 12 months. To prevent that
from happening, the rate of increase in the
prices of services and nontradable goods
must be slowed to offset the more rapid
rise in the prices of imports and other trad-
able goods that the dollar’s decline will
cause,

Unfortunately, however, the dollar’s
fall comes at a time of increasing tightness
in domestic labor and product markets
that will by itself increase inflation. Pri-
vate employment has risen at the rapid
pace of more than 300,000 jobs a month
since November with no offsetting decline
in the average number of hours worked per
week. Capacity utilization increasingly ex-
ceeds the 85% level that has been a prelude
to inflation in the past.

Although the expansion won't continue
at last year's rapid pace, the slowdown
projected in the current consensus fore-
cast isn’t enough to stop inflation from ris-
ing this year and in 1996. To prevent the
higher inflation, the Fed should raise
short-term rates at least once more this
spring and be ready to do so again later
this year.

It would be wrong, however, to use

monetary policy to try to reverse the dol-
lar's decline or even to prevent it from
falling further. The Federal Reserve's re-
sponsibility is to defend the purchasing
power of the dollar for American con-
sumers at home and not the international
value of the dollar. Although a falling dol-
lar adds to inflationary pressure, a stable
dollar is not necessary to achieve a low
rate of inflation. Even during the dollar’s
sharp 35% fall from 1985 to 1988, the rate of
inflation was only 3.1%, actually less than
it had been in the three prior years when
the dollar rose by 23%.

An Inevitable Response

The dollar’s decline over the past
decade has been a natural and inevitable
response to the persistent U.S. trade
deficit. Because a dollar decline does not
induce an equally large offsetting rise in
the prices of American tradable goods, a
lower dollar makes American products
more competitive in, world markets and
thereby helps to shrink the U.S. trade
deficit. In 1986 our current account deficit
exceeded 3.5% of gross domestic product.
The dollar’s decline after 1985 cut that
GDP share in half by 1990.

Although the current account deficit .

remains relatively smaller than a decade
ago, it rose to $150 billion in 1994. The dol-
lar continues to decline because financial
investors around the world are not willing
to go on financing such a large U.S. trade
imbalance. Those who say that the dollar’s
decline is inconsistent with economic fun-
damentals ignore the basic fact that the
U.S. still has a massive trade deficit that
requires a capital inflow of more than $12
billion a month. The lower dollar, by cut-
ting future trade deficits, reduces the
amount of foreign capital that will be

needgd.\

The Mexican crisis that began three
months ago is the primary reason for the
dollar’s recent accelerated fall. Because
the Mexicans can no longer attract large
inflows of private capital, Mexico must
now cut its imports by more than $20 bil-
lion a year. Since about two-thirds of
Mexican imports come from the U.S., our
exports to Mexico will decline by about
$12 billion a year. If nothing else
changed, that would increase our global
trade deficit by an equal amount. Since
foreign investors are unwilling to finance
such an increase in our trade deficit, the
dollar must decline to shrink our trade
deficit with the other countries of the
world. In this way, the fall in the dollar
causes the world as a whole to share in
the reduced Mexican demand for imports
from the U.S.

The U.S.-IMF package of help for Mex-
ico, by reducing the extent to which Mexi-

Board of Contributors

Those who say that the
dollar’s decline is inconsis-
tent with economic funda-
mentals ignore the fact that
the U.S. still has a massive

‘trade deficit that requires a
capital mflow of more than
$12 billion a month.

can imports must fall, implies a stronger
U.S. dollar than would otherwise emerge.
Far from dragging the dollar down, as
some opponents of our aid package have
claimed, our assistance to Mexico has
helped to prevent an even larger fall of the
dollar.

There were, of course, also temporary
psychological factors that contributed to
the dollar’s fall. Alan Greenspan's testi-
mony at the end of February hinted that
the Fed’s next move might be to ease
monetary policy. The collapse of the bal-
anced-budget amendment suggested that
Congress was adrift. But Mr. Greenspan
has since clarified the Fed's commitment
to inflation-fighting, and 'market partici-
pants have had time to recall that the fun-
damental impact of a larger budget deficit
is likely to be higher interest rates and a
stronger dollar, just as it was in the 1980s.
The dollar could therefore temporarily re-
verse direction and offset some of the
speculative decline. Yet the collapse of
Mexican imports and the persistence of
our trade deficit with the rest of the world
are likely to mean that the dollar will re-
main significantly lower than it was last
year.

Because the dollar’s decline is driven
by our trade imbalance, the dollar’s real
value cannot be stabilized by monetary
policy or by exchange market interven-

tion. The underlying cause of our trade im-
balance is the excess of domestic spending
over production. Only by reducing private
or public spending through a higher saving
rate, a smaller budget deficit, or a lower
rate of investment in equipment and build-
ings can we free up the resources to shrink
the trade deficit.

If we don't do it by higher saving or
smaller budget deficits, the falling dollar
and shrinking inflow of funds from abroad
will cause domestic interest rates to rise
and investment in equipment and con-
struction to fall. The resulting decline in
economic growth should of course  be
blamed on the low rate of domestic saving
and not on the falling dollar.

A lower real value of the dollar does
mean that the U.S. receves less in foreign
goods and services for the products that
we send abroad. Since foreign trade rep-
resents about 11% of GDP, a 10% decline
in the dollar’s real value reduces the value
of what we as a nation receive in ex-
change by about 1.1% of GDP. This ad-
verse effect of a lower real dollar on our
standard of living is the primary reason to
dislike a decline of the dollar, not the
much touted fear that the dollar’s role as
a reserve currency will be diminished or
that New York City will lose financial-sec-
tor jobs.

Retained Its Role

As long as the Federal Reserve keeps
inflation under control, foreign govern-
ments will continue to use the dollar as a
reserve currency. The clollar has retained
its role as the world’s primary reserve
currency even though the dollar has
fallen by more than 50% relative to the
yen and the mark since the system of
floating exchange rates began in 1973.
Moreover, the entire U.S. gain from be-
ing a reserve currency is only about $10
billion a year, the government’s interest
saving that results because foreign gov-
ernments hold reserves in short maturity
securities.

New York's role as a key financial
center also does not require a strong dol-
lar. Although the British pound has
fallen by more than 60% relative to the
German mark since 1373, it is London
and not Frankfurt that is the premier fi-
nancial center of Europe. Technology

‘and legal rules rather than currency

strength determine where financial mar-
kets prosper.

The Federal Reserve and the adminis-
tration have been wise to limit their ex-
change rate actions to pronouncements in
favor of a strong dollar and to a token
amount of exchange market intervention
aimed at reinforcing the message that the
dollar’s recent decline is not a goal of U.S.
policy. Monetary policy cannot reverse the
dollar’s inevitable real decline. But the Fed
should make sure that the dollar’s fall does
not exacerbate domestic pressures and
cause higher inflation in the months ahead.

Mr. Feldstein, former chairman of the
president’s Council of Economic Advisers, is
a professor of economics at Harvard.
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Good morning. I am pleased to appear for the first time
this year before the Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on
Commerce, Justice, and State. I am here to provide you with an
overview of our proposed fiscal 1996 budget, and to highlight
the foreign policy objectives the budget supports -- in
particular those areas under this Subcommittee’s jurisdiction.

The American people justifiably expect that their
government will do what it must to protect our nation’s
interests in the world. At the same time, the American people
rightly demand that we apply the most rigorous standards when
we decide how to spend their tax dollars. We have been
tough-minded in putting together what is an austere budget.

The International Affairs budget represents only 1.3
percent of total federal spending. It has absorbed substantial
real cuts in the last several years, and is now 45 percent
lower in real terms than it was in 1984. Despite the
extraordinary challenges we face, our 1996 spending request is
essentially what we are spending in the current fiscal year.
Indeed, the resources we are requesting are the rock bottom
minimum we need to advance our nation’s vital interests.

Consider what the world would be like if we had not had
the resources we needed to sustain American leadership and
protect American interests in the last two years alone. We
would have four nuclear states in the former Soviet Union
instead of one, with Russian missiles still targeted at us. We
would have a full throttle nuclear program in North Korea. We
would have no GATT agreement to expand world trade. Brutal
dictators would still terrorize Haiti, and more people would
risk their lives and wash up on our shores. Very likely, Iraqi
troops would be back in Kuwait. And an unaddressed Mexican
economic crisis would threaten instability along our border.

Last November’s elections certainly changed a great deal.
But they were not a license to lose sight of our global
interests or to walk away from our commitments in the world.
This budget advances our interests and maintains our
commitments. Approving it will be a test of our willingness to
dedicate the resources necessary to protect the security and
prosperity of the American people. It will be a stern test of
the first principle guiding our foreign policy: a test of our
commitment to lead.

Our foreign policy strategy is driven by four principles:
that we continue to engage and to lead; that we maintain
effective relations with the world’s great powers; that we
adapt and build institutions that will promote economic and
security cooperation; and that we continue to support democracy
and defend human rights. Today, I would like to devote
particular emphasis to the first: American leadership.

The end of the Soviet empire removed the central threat to
American security, but it did not eliminate our vital stake in
international engagement. A clear-eyed assessment of our
interests makes it plain that American leadership remains

essential.



DEPARTMENT OF STATE (WE) 03,01, 895 11:4] NC. 1460120750 PAGE

=,

The spread of open societies and open markets offers an
unprecedented opportunity to advance our interests. Our former
adversaries in Europe are becoming our partners in diplomacy
and trade. Dynamic growth will help fuel our economy well into
the next century. These developments matter for every American
community. Millions of American workers will clearly benefit
from the market-opening agreements we helped forge, like NAFTA
and the Uruguay Round of the GATT. Just as important, they
will benefit from our support for economic development,
democratic government, and political stability-- the conditions
upon which key new markets in Latin America, Southeast Asia,

and Central Europe depend.

But we must not be complacent. Aggression, intolerance,
and tyranny still challenge the march of democracy and threaten
our interests in many regions of the world. Problems like
nuclear proliferation, terrorism, and environmental degradation
pose growing dangers to our nation. The security of nuclear
stockpiles in the former Soviet Union, for example, and the
possibility that rogue states like Iran or Iraq might acquire
nuclear weapons, are matters that directly affect the security
of each and every American.

As we address these opportunities and threats, we must set
strict priorities that are consistent with our interests. But
we also know that we cannot assure our security and prosperity
by building a wall around our nation and abandoning the
instruments of global leadership. The world looks to us to
lead. More important still, the American people expect no less.

Today America faces a choice: between engagement and
retreat; between the concrete benefits of integration and the
illusion of isolation; between sharing burdens and
responsibilities with others and shirking them altogether.

We are the nation that spent trillions of dollars to
defend the free world during the four decades of the Cold War.
It would be a historic mistake if America now refused to spend
a fraction of that amount to consolidate those remarkable gains.

Of course there is room to differ on specific issues -- on
the best ways to make peacekeeping more effective, for example,
or the best possible targeting of our assistance programs. But
I believe that the wholesale rejection of all the instruments
of our engagement would undermine America’s ability to lead.

Those who say they are for a strong America have a
responsibility to help keep America strong.

We cannot have it both ways. We cannot be the world’s
most powerful nation if we do not marshal the resources to
stand by our commitments. We cannot lead if we do not have all
the tools of leadership at our disposal. Preventive diplomacy
is often the first line of defense. Those who would undermine
our diplomatic capacity threaten our national interest at a
vital stage in the process when peaceful solutions are still

possible.
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We obviously cannot lead if others do not join us =-- and
our friends and allies will not be there when we need them if
we are not constant in meeting our commitments. We cannot take
our friends and allies for granted.

As several of our recent accomplishments suggest,
maintaining American leadership requires us to be ready to back
our diplomacy with the credible threat of force. And when our
vital interests are at stake, we must always be prepared to
defend them alone. Yet no American believes that our soldiers
should have to take all the risks, or that our taxpayers should
have to pay all the bills, when the world responds to crisis.
That is why leveraging our resources through institutions like
the United Nations is a sensible bargain the American people
support. In this budget, we are requesting $445 million for
our fiscal 1996 assessed share of UN peacekeeping operations.
In addition, we are seeking a supplemental appropriation of
$672 million for peacekeeping arrearages.

During the Cold War, peacekeepers kept a lid on regional
disputes that might have led to superpower confrontation.
Since the Cold War ended, the UN has helped to resolve
conflicts in places like Afghanistan, Cambodia, El Salvador,
and Nicaragua, where, in one way or another, the United States
had once been engaged. Everyone acknowledges that some
missions have failed. But no one would deny that many missions
have succeeded, even under the most difficult circumstances.

There is no question that the UN can be and must be more
effective. We are committed to the reform and reinvention of
the UN system. Some progress is being made and we will press
for more. But some people argue that we should back away from
the UN entirely. I think that would be a terrible mistake for
the United States and the world.

In the last two years we have developed clear peacekeeping
guidelines designed to ensure that tough questions are answered
before any new missions are approved and that money is not
wasted. And we are improving our consultation with Congress at

every step.

As a result, there have been fewer new missions and better
management of existing ones. The UN has established an
independent office with the functions of an Inspector General
to sharpen oversight. And the UN’s new Under Secretary-General
for Administration and Management, Joseph Connor, the former
head of Price Waterhouse, is aggressively pursuing a broad
agenda for reform.

But two weeks ago, the House of Representatives passed
legislation -~ the so-called National Security Revitalization
Act -- which, intentionally or not, would end over four decades
of U.S. support for UN peacekeeping. That would violate a
solemn treaty commitment =-- something that the United States as
a great nation should not do. If our NATO allies and Japan
were to adopt similar policies, UN peacekeeping would end
overnight.
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If peacekeeping were no longer an option, we would lose a
tool that every American President since Harry Truman has used
to advance American interests. Peacekeepers and monitors would
have to be withdrawn from vital trouble spots around the world,
including the Golan Heights between Israel and Syria, the
Irag-Kuwait border, and Cyprus. That would be an invitation to
aggression and disorder.

The United States would then be left with an unacceptable
choice whenever an emergency arose: a choice between acting
alone and doing nothing.

Our request for peacekeeping, Mr. Chairman, is a small
price to pay to gain international participation and financing
for objectives the United States supports. It allows us to
deal with threats to peace without having to deploy American
troops every time. As the President has made clear, we will
vigorously oppose any efforts to curtail this commitment.

The second principle driving our overall strategy is the
central importance of constructive relations with the world’s
most powerful nations: our Western European allies, Japan, )
China and Russia. These nations have the economic or military
capacity to have an impact -~ for good or for ill =-- on the
well-being of every American. The relatively cooperative
relations that these countries now have with us and with each
other is unprecedented in this century, but not irreversible.

Our strategy toward the great powers begins with Western
Europe and Japan. We must revitalize our alliances with this
democratic core. We must also seize the opportunities to build
constructive relations with China and Russia, countries that
were not too long ago our greatest adversaries. Both are
undergoing momentous, though very different, transformations
that directly affect American interests.

Our partnership with Japan is the linchpin of our policy
toward East Asia, the most dynamic and fastest-growing region
in the world. This Administration has placed the Asia-Pacific
region at the core of our long-term foreign policy approach.
Realizing President Clinton’s vision of a stable and prosperous
Pacific community will continue to be a top priority.

Moreover, the region figures prominently in many of the central
areas of opportunity that we are pursuing in 1995.

It is imperative that we reinforce our security and
political ties with Japan -- as well as with South Korea and
our other treaty allies in the Pacific. Our alliance with
Japan, based on shared democratic values and a common
commitment to peace and stability, is central not only to our
strategic position in the Asia-Pacific region but to the
resolution of key security issues such as the North Korean
nuclear program, to developments in regions such as the Middle
East, and to the effective management of global economic and
political issues in the G-7 and at the UN,.
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It is equally essential that the strength of our economic
ties with Japan matches the overall strength of our
relationship. During this year marking the fiftieth
anniversary of the end of World War II, we will highlight and
heighten our close cooperation on regional and global issues --
while continuing to press for greater access to Japanese
markets.

With China, we are pursuing constructive relations that
are consistent with our global and regional interests. The
President’s strategy of comprehensive engagement is designed to
maintain our overall momentum in advancing a broad agenda with
Beijing. We want China to be fully integrated into the
international community. For that to happen, it must accept
the obligations that come with membership in international
institutions and adherence to international norms.

We are encouraging China’s participation in regional
security and economic organizations. We are supporting its
accession to the World Trade Organization on commercially
acceptable terms. We are seeking its full commitment to global
nonproliferation regimes. We are encouraging China to )
demonstrate greater respect for human rights. And we have just
achieved an important success in gaining China’s agreement to
demonstrate greater respect for intellectual property rights.

President Clinton had made it clear that the widespread
pirating of computer software, videotapes, and compact discs in
China is unacceptable to the United States and incompatible
with China’s responsibilities as an emerging economicC power.

He outlined a course of action that the United States would be
prepared to follow if progress was not made. The agreement
reached last weekend in Beijing shows that we can work together
toward common goals. It includes specific steps to stem
Chinese copyright violations and to improve market access for
information and entertainment products. China must now act to
implement the agreement, and we have a detailed protocol
designed to ensure that will happen. For our part, we will
provide technical assistance to help China establish effective
enforcement regimes, especially in its customs capabilities.

This agreement will help American and other foreign firms
gain fair treatment in the world’s fastest growing market. It
will reinforce the strength of a global trading system in which
markets are increasingly open and rules are rigorously
observed. It will also advance our goal of encouraging China
to exercise its full international responsibilities. At the
same time, as President Clinton emphasized on Sunday, "Greater
respect for the rule of law and greater access to intellectual
property products both promote a more open Chinese society."

We will continue to work with China on issues such as
North Korea and other proliferation threats, Cambodia, and the
control of narcotics. Success will not come overnight. But
our goal remains a broad and full relationship with a strong,
stable, open and prosperous China that is a full and
constructive member of the international community.
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The United States, of course, has an enormous stake in the
outcome of Russia’s continuing transformation. A stable,
democratic Russia‘is vital to a secureé Europe and a stable
world. An unstable Russia that reverts to dictatorship or
slides into chaos would be an immediate threat to its neighbors
and once again a strategic threat to the United States. We
have no illusions about how difficult that transformation has
peen, and how hard it will continue to be.

There is little doubt that the conflict in Chechnya has
peen the most serious crisis for reform in Russia since the
Soviet Union collapsed. We have been profoundly concerned
about the excessive and indiscriminate use of force, and the
corrosive implications that has for Russia’s future as a
democratic, multi-ethnic state.

We have emphasized strongly to the Russian government that
the fighting must end. A process of reconciliation must begin
that takes into account the views of the people of Chechnya and
that validates Russia’s commitment to democratic principles.

We also call upon the Russian government to support fully the
efforts of the Organization for Security and Cooperation in
Europe (OSCE) to hasten an end to the conflict and to 2
facilitate delivery of humanitarian relief to its victimg. We
especially support the call of the OSCE Chairman-in-Office for

a continuous OSCE presence in Chechnya.

The tragedy of Chechnya has not altered our interest in
helping Russian reformers build a nation that is finally at
peace with itself and its neighbors.

Our assistance to Russia remains important because it
advances that interest. It supports the safe transport and
dismantlement of nuclear weapons and materials. It provides
seed money for small business development. It supports the
development of a free press, and backs solemn commitments the
United States has made to encourage Russian troops to leave the

Baltic states.

Most assistance is distributed through private
organizations, in areas outside Moscow. And of our total
assistance to the former Soviet Union, more than half goes to
newly independent states like Ukraine, Kazakhstan and Armenia.
Cutting assistance now would hurt the friends of democracy in
Russia -- the very forces that have been most critical of the
Chechnya operation.

At the same time, let me stress that the pace, depth, and
substance of Russia’s dealings with the United States, as well
as with institutions like NATO and the G-7, will depend in
large measure on the pace, depth, and direction of Russia’s
transformation. To the extent the Russian government upholds
international norms in its internal and external policies, the
cause of Russia’s integration is bound to advance. Further
violence in Chechnya can only set back that cause.
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The third principle guiding our overall strategy is that
if the historic movement toward open societies and open markets
is to advance, we must adapt and revitalize the institutions of
global and regional cooperation. After World War II, the
generation of Truman, Marshall, Acheson, and Vandenberg built
the great institutions that gave structure and strength to the
common enterprise of western democracies: promoting peace and

economic growth.

Now, as President Clinton told the Canadian Parliament
last week, "we must adapt the institutions that helped us to
win the Cold War, so that they can serve us well in the 21st
Century." At the President’s initiative, we and our G-7
partners will chart a strategy in Halifax this June to adapt
the post-war economic institutions to the more integrated
post-Cold War world.

Our 1996 budget includes $934 million in contributions to
the UN and to other important international bodies. We are
also helping regional institutions and structures like NATO,
the OAS, and APEC to promote peace and development. Our
support advances our interests around the world, from defending
human rights and the rule of law to promoting economic growth -
to settling disputes peacefully to encouraging nuclear
safequards. It enables us to influence the development of
international standards to support international trade,
transportation, telecommunications, and intellectual property
protection. And it strengthens cooperation in areas such as
the environment, agriculture, technology, and health.

Our fourth principle is the fundamental role that
democracy and human rights have in this Administration’s
foreign policy. Our commitment is consistent with American
ideals. It also rests on a sober assessment of our long-term
interest in a world where stability is reinforced by
accountability and disputes are mediated by dialogue; a world
where information flows freely and the rule of law protects not
only political rights but the essential elements of free market
economies.

One month ago, the State Department issued its 19th annual
report on human rights practices worldwide. The first reports
were prepared under my direction in 1977 during my first year
as Deputy Secretary of State. Those early reports were small
in scale and narrow in scope compared to today’s effort. The
Country Reports help us to shape our diplomacy, assistance and
trade policy. They are also important in their own right,
pecause they shine a bright light on human rights violations
that might otherwise be shielded by a veil of secrecy and
indifference.

Our budget also requests $1.3 billion for the United
States Information Agency -- a reduction of $123 million from
1995 levels. USIA plays a unique role in strengthening
pluralism, supporting the free exchange of news and ideas, and
broadening the dialogue between Americans, their institutions,
and their counterparts abroad.
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From public diplomacy to international broadcasting
through the Voice of America, Cuba broadcasting, and Radio Free
Europe/Radio Liberty to educational and cultural exchange
programs, USIA brings America’s message to the world. We are
all familiar with the educational exchange program that bears
the late Senator Fulbright’s name. The thousands of Americans
who have studied abroad, and the thousands of foreign students
who have studied here, all carry with them a Fulbright legacy:
International understanding is indispensable in an
interdependent world.

USIA has been at the forefront of the streamlining effort
initiated by the National Performance Review. Its
consolidation of all U.S. Government non-military overseas
broadcasting will generate savings of $400 million by 1997.

As part of the USIA request, we are seeking $34 million
for the National Endowment for Democracy. Since its creation
under President Reagan, the NED has played a critical role in
fostering democratic development around the world. 1Its
programs have assisted political parties, human rights
organizations, free trade unions, business associations, civic
education groups, and others working to strengthen the roots of
civil society. The NED is an important vehicle for advancing
America’s interests and ideals.

Mr. Chairman, let me add just a few words on Cuba. The
Summit of the Americas last December showed that the nations of
this hemisphere have committed themselves to democratic
institutions, respect for human rights, and free markets.
Today, only Cuba stands in defiance of those goals.

The fundamental aim of our Cuba policy is a peaceful
transition to democracy, respect for the human rights of the
Cuban people, and an open economy with opportunity for all.
This Administration is committed to a vigorous pursuit of that
objective. We believe the best means of achieving this goal is
the course outlined by the Cuban Democracy Act. The CDA
maintains firm pressure on Cuba for peaceful change by denying
legitimacy and resources to the Castro regime through the
embargo, while reaching out to the Cuban people through
humanitarian donations and enhanced communications. As part of
our USIA budget, we are requesting $26 million for Radio and TV
Marti to continue providing the Cuban people uncensored news
and commentary on internal and international events.

QPPORTUNITIES FOR 1995

Guided by these basic principles, in 1995 I am focusing on
five key areas that offer particularly significant
opportunities: advancing the most open global trading system
in history: developing a new European security order; helping
achieve a comprehensive peace in the Middle East; combatting
the spread of weapons of mass destruction; and fighting
international crime, narcotics, and terrorism.

nJ
o
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Open Trade, Exports and Jobs

First, we must sustain the momentum we have generated
toward the increasingly open trading system that ig vital to
American exports and American jobs. A core premise of our
domestic and foreign policy is that our economic strength at
home and abroad are mutually reinforcing. I believe that
history will judge this emphasis to be a distinctive imprint
and a lasting legacy of the Clinton Administration.

This year, we will take steps to implement the Uruguay
Round and ensure that the new World Trade Organization upholds
essential trade rules and disciplines. We will work with Japan
and our other APEC partners to develop a blueprint for
achieving open trade and investment in the Asia-Pacific
region. We will begin to implement the Summit of the Americas
Action Plan for open trading in our hemisphere. And we will
start negotiations for Chile’s accession to NAFTA.

At the same time, American companies and workers must be
in a position to take advantage of the opportunities that these
negotiations are helping to create. That is why this
Administration is sparing no effort to make sure that our
companies can compete on a level playing field. That is why I
continue to sit behind what I call the America Desk at the
State Department, and why I am determined to keep economic and
commercial diplomacy at the core of the Department’s work.

We have really changed the culture of the State Department
in this respect. I am pleased to see CEOs quoted in national
publications saying that they have never seen the State
Department and our Ambassadors more supportive of American
business.

Our embassies around the world are working harder than
ever to help win contracts, safeguard investments and support
American firms and American jobs in every way they can. This
Administration has achieved an unprecedented degree of focus
and coordination in our export promotion efforts.

Exports have been the driving force in our economic
recovery. They must remain the driving force for long-term
growth. Over the past two years, our export promotion efforts
have created more than one million high-paying American jobs.
Our budget request for FY 1996 will help sustain that
performance.

Let me add a word about an issue that I referred to
earlier in the context of fundamental interests that compel
American engagement and leadership in the world: the Mexican
financial crisis. Our interests are crystal clear: the
prosperity of our people, the security of our borders, and the
stability of our closest Latin neighbor and of other emerging
markets in which we have a growing stake in American jobs,
exports and investment.
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In light of delays in the legislative process, the
president announced on January 31 that the situation had to be
addressed immediately. With the full support of the
congressional leadership of both parties, he put forth a
package of support. Under the U.S.-Mexico Framework Agreement
that Treasury Secretary Rubin and Mexican Finance Minister
Ortiz announced on February 21, the United States will make
available up to $20 billion from the U.S. Treasury’s Exchange
Stabilization Fund. Our support will be complemented by
increased commitments now totalling $17.8 billion from the
International Monetary Fund and $10 billion from the Bank of
International Settlements.

Let me emphasize that our support is in the form of short
and medium term currency sSwaps and loan guarantees. Mexico
will pay all costs. AS difficult as it will be, Mexico has a
responsibility to implement the strict policies needed to
stabilize its economy. Mexican oil and oil product revenues
will serve as assurance of repayment. These funds will help
the Mexican government move aggressively to resolve the current
crisis. Its ability to do so quickly is in the overriding
interest of the American economy and the American people.

—

In our second area of opportunity, we are taking concrete
steps to build a new European security architecture. Deep
political, economic, and cultural bonds continue to make
Europe’s security and prosperity essential to ours. We are
focusing on maintaining strong relations with Western Europe,
consolidating democracy in Central Europe and the former Soviet
Union, and engaging Russia in promoting European security.

We are pursuing these goals through continued development
of NATO and its outreach to the east, strengthening the
Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe, building

our relationship with the European Union, and developing a
cooperative NATO/Russia relationship.

NATO remains the anchor of American engagement in Europe
and the linchpin of transatlantic security. NATO has always
peen more than a transitory response to a temporary threat. It
has been a guarantor of European democracy and a force for
European stability. That is why its mission has endured, and
why its benefits are SO attractive to Europe’s new democracies.

NATO has previously welcomed new members who shared its
purposes and who could add to its strength. With American
leadership, NATO agreed last December to begin a steady,
deliberate process that will lead to further expansion. We
have already begun to examine with our Allies the process and
objectives of expansion. We intend to share our conclusions
with the members of the Partnership for Peace this fall so that
at the December Ministerial we can evaluate the results of our
consultations and be ready to consider next steps.
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Qur strategy encourages new democracies to become
responsible partners in a new European security order. The
partnership for Peace is a critical tool for cooperation
petween NATO and partner states. It is also the best path to
membership for countries wishing to join the Alliance. The
President’s budget request meets the commitment he made in
Warsaw last July to help the states of Central and Eastern
Europe participate in the partnership for Peace, and to help
potential members prepare for the obligations they will assume
if they join NATO.

Our step-by-step approach to NATO expansion is designed to
ensure that each potential member is judged fairly and
individually, by its capacity to contribute to NATO’s goals and
the strength of its democratic institutions. By following this
approach, we give every new democracy a powerful incentive to
consolidate reform. We remain convinced that arbitrarily
locking in advantages for certain countries, or setting
specific timetables, could discourage reformers in countries
not named and foster complacency in countries that are.

The tragic war in Bosnia underscores the importance of
building a more effective architecture for conflict prevention’
and resolution in Europe. Together with our partners in the
Contact Group, we continue to seek a negotiated solution. The
Contact Group plan with its 51/49 territorial division must be
the basis for a settlement, and Bosnia’s territorial integrity
and independence must be respected.

As you know, the parties entered into a ceasefire and a
cessation of hostilities last fall. But we are entering a very
precarious stage of this crisis. 1In the coming months, we face
a real risk of renewed and more destructive conflict not only
in Bosnia but in Croatia and perhaps elsewhere in the Balkans.

We have used every opportunity during this period to
intensify our diplomatic efforts to bring an end to the war.
Last month in Munich, Defense Secretary Perry and Assistant
Secretary of State Holbrooke met with Bosnian Muslim and Croat
leaders to bolster support for the Federation. At a meeting in
Paris on February 14, the Contact Group discussed an
initiative, backed by Bosnian President Izetbegovic, to. gain
President Milosevic’s recognition of Bosnia and other former
Yugoslav republics, as well as his agreement to implement
tougher sanctions enforcement against the Bosnian Serbs.

I remain convinced that only a negotiated settlement has
any chance of lasting. I am committed to pursuing that goal.
What we must not do is to worsen the situation by unilaterally
lifting the arms embargo. We have always believed the embargo
is unfair and worked to end it multilaterally. But going it
alone would lead to the withdrawal of UNPROFOR and more
violence. Such a course would leave Sarajevo and the enclaves
extremely vulnerable to Serb offensives. It would effectively
Americanize the conflict, and lead others to abandon the
sanctions on Serbia. It would undermine the authority of all
UN Security Council Resolutions, including resolutions that
impose sanctions on Iraq and Libya.

23
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Middle East Peace and Security

The third area of opportunity is advancing peace in the
Middle East. Our budget allocates $5.24 billion to sustain our
efforts at a decisive moment for the peace process.

Over the past few years, we have seen an extraordinary
transformation in the landscape of the Arab-Israeli conflict --
one of the century’s most intractable. Clearly, however, there
are still many horrible vestiges of the past that must be
eradicated. The terrorist outrage in Israel on January 22 is
only the most recent, painful reminder.

The United States will stay the course to ensure that the
forces of the future triumph over the forces of the past.
Toward this end, I will be traveling to the region next week to
consult with the key parties about how best to move the
negotiations forward. I do not want to underestimate the
challenges we face. At the same time, we must not
underestimate the opportunities we have for working toward a
lasting comprehensive peace.

President Clinton and I are determined to do all we can to
sustain the momentum and to support those who are willing to
take risks for peace. I believe the unprecedented meeting at
Blair House on February 12 helped to improve the atmosphere
between the parties and to get negotiations back on track.
Ministers from Israel, Egypt, Jordan, and the Palestinian
Authority identified a series of cooperative goals that must be
met in four key, related dimensions: the peace process,
security, economics, and people-to-people. And in their
declaration, Israel and the Palestinians vowed that there could
be no turning back in the peace process. The Palestinian
Authority underscored its commitment to preempt terror, punish
those responsible and deny safehavens to those who plan and
carry out terror.

For our part, President Clinton proposed that the United
States extend duty free treatment to products from future
industrial zones on the West Bank and Gaza and free trade zones
in Taba, Eilat, and Agaba. This proposal can probably do more
over time to help the region’s struggling economies than any
aid program. We look forward to further consultations with the
Congress on this important matter.

Israel’s negotiations with Syria are also entering a
crucial phase. We have made progress in narrowing the gaps
petween the parties. But if a breakthrough is to be achieved
in the next few months, critical decisions must be made and the
process must be accelerated. president Clinton and I will
continue to do everything we can to help the parties reach such
a breakthrough.



w5 8 SETATE W . e 1 .
JF STAT \WE) 03.0i. 95 11:41 NO, 1460120750 PAGE

n
w

-] 3~

The fourth area of emphasis is to intensify our efforts to
stop the spread of weapons of mass destruction and their means
of delivery. We face a year of decision for global
nonproliferation. Indeed, our global and regional strategies
for 1995 comprise the most ambitious nonproliferation effort in
history. We will carry out that effort in close consultation

with the Congress.

The centerpiece of our strategy is to obtain the
indefinite and unconditional extension of the Non-Proliferation
Treaty, which is up for renewal this year. I note that this
Sunday marks the 25th anniversary of the entry into force of
the NPT, which I believe history will record as one of the most
important treaties of all time. Achieving this objective is a
key priority of our diplomacy around the world -- a point that
President Clinton will stress in his speech at the Nixon Center
this evening.

With the agreements President Clinton signed last December
in Budapest, we can also begin to implement the START I nuclear
reduction treaty. Prompt Senate ratification of START II will
in turn enable us to complete the work we began with START I.
Its elimination of missiles with multiple independently
targeted re-entry vehicles will further enhance stability and
lower the chances of a massive nuclear conflict. At the same
time, it will enable us to retain a strong and capable
deterrent.

North Korea is also central to our non-proliferation
objectives. Let me emphasize that we have stressed to the
North Koreans the need to resume North-South dialogue. This is
essential to full implementation of the Agreed Framework. We
are holding talks with North Korea to ensure implementation of
the Framework. In these talks, we have made clear to the DPRK

‘that South Korean light-water reactors are the only financially

viable option if the light-water reactor project is to proceed.

As we implement the Agreed Framework, we will continue
close consultations with our allies. I met three weeks ago
with the new Foreign Minister of South Korea. Assistant
Secretary Lord has just had productive consultations in Seoul.
The South Koreans, including President Kim, have reaffirmed
their determination to move forward. We all agree that we must
remain vigilant. But we also agree that careful implementation
of the Agreed Framework is far preferable to the alternatives
we were facing: a North Korea going forward with its nuclear
program, a return to the Security Council for sanctions, and a

costly military build-up.

Our 1996 budget dedicates $166 million to meet
proliferation threats. Of this sum, $76.3 million will go to
the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA) to support its
important role in arms control policy, implementation,
negotiation, and verification.
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ACDA"s core budget is less than 1 percent of the total 150
function. The $22.3 million increase over the FY 1995
appropriation is related to ACDA’s new responsibilities in
verification of the START treaties, implementation of the
Chemical Weapons Convention, and coordination of federal
research and data on arms control.

Our budget also provides assistance to the International
Atomic Energy Agency -- an organization vital in our
non-proliferation efforts and especially in the implementation
of the Agreed Framework with North Korea. And it replenishes
the Non-Proliferation Fund we use to combat nuclear smuggling,
enforce export controls, and ensure missile dismantlement.

ori : !

The fifth area of opportunity for 1995 is combatting
international terrorists, criminals, and drug traffickers.

This Administration is aggressively fighting these threats at
home. But we recognize their global dimensions, and we are
actively mobilizing other nations to help us defeat them.

Our budget request would more than double our funding to
fight international crime. And it will support a comprehensive
global strategy that we are developing with our colleagues at
Justice, Treasury, and other law enforcement agencies.

This strategy will include intensive diplomacy to ensure
that other nations fulfill their international obligations;
broader international cooperation in asset forfeiture and money
laundering; and consideration of tougher requirements for
obtaining U.S. visas. The Department’s own border security
initiative, funded through the collection of a $20 applicant
fee for machine readable visas (MRVs), will substantially
improve our information systems and help ensure that criminals
and fraudulent visa applicants are kept out of the United
States. We have already installed the MRV system at 136 of our
busiest non-immigrant visa posts, which handle 70% of the
non-immigrant visa workload worldwide. And, as the President
recently announced, the Administration will be proposing
legislation to combat alien smuggling and illegal immigration.
We will be consulting closely with Congress as we put the final
elements of this strategy together.

We have made substantial progress against international
terrorism in just the past few weeks, from the President’s
Executive Order freezing the assets of certain terrorist groups
to the spectacular arrest of Ramzi Yousef, the alleged
mastermind of the World Trade Center bombing. Our budget will
sustain that momentum. We know that resources for even the
most modest initiatives, like printing matchbooks with
photographs of terrorist suspects, can make a vital difference
for our nation’s safety. Last month, the President transmitted
to the Congress our proposed Omnibus Counterterrorism Act of
1995, which would give the Executive Branch new tools to
improve prevention, investigation, and prosecution of terrorism.

n
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* * *

Beyond these five key areas of opportunity for 1995, I
want to stress that we will continue to address many other
issues important to our nation’s interests and to this
Congress, such as promoting stability and democracy in Asia,
Africa, and Latin America. American engagement in the world is
also reflected in our willingness to take on global challenges
that call for international partnership, but require the
leadership that only the United States can provide.

We can no longer escape the consequences of environmental
degradation, unsustainable population growth, and destabilizing
poverty beyond our borders. Increasingly, they threaten not
just our continued prosperity but our security. Countries with
persistent poverty, worsening environmental conditions, and
feeble social infrastructure are not just poor markets for our
products. They are likely victims of conflicts and crises that
can only be resolved by costly American intervention. That is
why the Clinton Administration is dedicated to restoring
America’s leadership role on sustainable development. We are
requesting resources for sustainable development, including
funding for the multilateral development banks, the IMF, the
Peace Corps, and other small agencies, and our bilateral and
multilateral assistance programs.

The FY 1996 budget also harnesses the will and capacity of
our nation to respond to famine, natural disasters, and the
displacement of peoples from their homes. Our request for
humanitarian assistance is integral to our overall development
strategy because it not only provides relief, but helps victims
of violence and disaster return to the path of recovery and
sustainable development.

State Department Operations

The ability of the United States to achieve success in the
five areas of opportunity that I have identified for 1995, as
well as the other objectives of our foreign policy, depends on

providing adequate resources to the dedicated men and women who
serve our nation’s international affairs agencies.

At 266 diplomatic posts overseas, these men and women help
American companies open markets and create American jobs. They
help keep our borders secure and keep drugs off our streets.
They protect their fellow citizens overseas. They help ensure
timely assistance to refugees and disaster victims. They
promote American culture and values abroad. They help American
families adopt foreign children. They even, on occasion,
provide assistance to Congressional delegations. Putting a
dollar value on their work is difficult, but I believe with the
greatest conviction that their daily efforts pay lasting
dividends for the American people.

i
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It is essential to the vital interests of the United
States that we equip our international affairs personnel with
the skills and resources they need. Just as we must maintain
the best prepared armed forces to meet challenges to our
nation’s security, we must also maintain the best prepared-
diplomatic service to address the threats and opportunities
that affect the well-being of each and every American.

I know that every member of this subcommittee and indeed
of the Congress is committed to America’s defense readiness. I
pelieve that we must ensure the same level of diplomatic
readiness -- as one of the most effective ways to avoid having
to call upon our armed forces.

Our diplomatic and foreign affairs personnel are truly the
front-line sentries of America’s security. They must be
equipped to do their jobs. They must have access to modern
information technology. They must work in facilities that
help, not hinder, their productivity. They must be trained in
essential diplomatic disciplines, from foreign languages to
commercial promotion to the growing imperative of fighting

international crime, terrorism and narcotics.

Moreover, our foreign affairs agencies must be able to
meet the challenges presented by the end of the Cold War. 1In
the last few years, for example, we have opened 12 new
embassies strung across the 11 time zones of the former Soviet
Union. All told, the number of new embassies that we are
supporting has risen by 30 since 1991 -- and we have had to
support these facilities without additional resources. In
addition to conducting the normal pbusiness of bilateral
relations, our embassies around the world play pivotal roles in
advancing diplomatic initiatives, from the search for peace in
the Middle East to the recent Summit of the Americas. And
working with other government agencies, we have responded
promptly and effectively to the crises in Haiti, Rwanda, Cuba,
and Bosnia.

As we meet these challenges, we have a continuing
obligation to make our operations as efficient as possible. As
you know, Vice President Gore has been heading up a major
effort to reinvent government. I have taken the strong.
position that the foreign affairs agencies are not exempt from
that process. Each of the foreign affairs agencies is
proceeding vigorously with streamlining efforts. I also
support the Vice-President’s decision that each of these
agencies, ACDA, AID, and USIA, has a distinct mission that can
pest be performed if they remain distinct agencies.
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At the State Department, we have been involved in the
National Performance Review since the outset. In the last two
years, we have closed 17 posts overseas. We have 1,100 fewer
people at State than when I arrived in 1993. We have abolished
30% of our Deputy Assistant Secretary positions and
Ambassadors-at-Large. We have absorbed a 26% increase in
passport workload with no increase in staff. We have reduced
total senior officer positions to the point where we will meet
Congressional targets ahead of schedule. We have reduced
overseas allowances and eliminated cash awards for senior
officers.

After four years of essentially flat budgets, this year’s
request of $2.6 billion for State Department operations
represents a significant decrease in real terms when
uncontrollable costs such as inflation and currency
fluctuations are taken into account.

Pushing for greater efficiency and higher productivity in
the management of our foreign affairs is a personal commitment
of mine. I am working on a strategic plan to change the way we
do business.

The strategic plan will streamline our overseas missions.
We will close 15 more posts. It will push decision-making and
responsibility downward by a further reduction in mid-level
managers. It will significantly cut back on administrative
overhead. It will expand the use of teams to better coordinate
policy development at the Department and among different
agencies in Washington. And it will better focus our reporting
and analysis to be sure we are not duplicating information
available from other sources.

But Mr. Chairman, I would be neglecting my responsibility
as Secretary if I did not tell this Subcommittee that some of
the recent budget cutbacks have taken a toll on our readiness.
Without adequate funding for language training, 50% of our
language-designated positions are filled below their
established competency levels. Almost 75% of the telephone
systems serving our overseas posts are outdated -- so outdated
that when we needed repairs in our vital 24-hour operations
center, the AT&T repairman had to consult with Bell Labs on how
to service the antiquated equipment. Almost 80% of our
automated data processing equipment is obsolete -- so old that
we can’t get maintenance contracts or locate spare parts.

That is why our FY 1996 request supports a modest $32.8
million Capital Investment Fund. This will be used to upgrade
information systems, replace overseas telephone systems, and
purchase a classified mainframe computer. It will improve our
efficiency and productivity, reduce our maintenance costs on

antiquated equipment, and help us continue to do more with less.
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* * *

Mr. Chairman, I began by noting that the United States
enjoys remarkable opportunities in the post-Cold War world. It
is important to remember that most of these opportunities are
themselves the product of many years of American leadership on
behalf of peace and stability, open trade, and political
freedom.

Most of our closest allies and friends are nations that we
helped rebuild after the second World War. The structures
through which we advance our interests, including NATO, the
GATT, the UN, and the Bretton Woods institutions, were created
largely by American leadership. And consider our most
promising new export markets, countries like South Korea,
Brazil, Poland, and the Philippines. All these countries have
benefited from our support for open trade, economic
development, and democratic institutions.

In short, Mr. Chairman, the United States is one of the
few countries on earth with the ability to create its own
opportunities. As the most successful and powerful member of
the international community, we have both an interest in
maintaining the health of that community and the strength and
vision to do so. With your support, Mr. Chairman, and the
necessary foundation that this budget provides, we will
continue to use that strength to build a world in which
America’s interests and values will flourish -- a world of open

societies and open markets.
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It is a great honor to receive this award from the Center, which has played such an import
role in the debates that take place in our Nation, in this City and in the Democratic Party.
Whether through "Squaretable" panel discussions or Symposium or studies or task forces or -
briefings for Members of Congress, CNP has become a critical forum for debate and
discussion on the pivotal issues of our time.

This is where you learn a lot about issues, sometimes even before they happen.

The last time I spoke here was about health care reform. I thought it was going to happen
before now. We are still working very hard and we still plan to continue.

I do appreciate that video, Mark Twain once said you can live for a month on one
compliment -- I think I am now set for the rest of my life after that.
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Tonight I would like to use this opportunity to share a few words with you on something that
is quite important to me. Almost exactly two years ago, I came here to this very hotel to
speak to the Center for National Policy on the foreign policy of the last administration. And
tonight I would like to talk about the foreign policy of this administration over the past two
years. What we are trying to do. What we have started. The progress that we have made.

Now here is a reason why I want to talk about it. It has suddenly become fashionable in
many quarters in the news media to say "you know President Clinton's domestic policy is an
awful lot better than people have been giving him credit for. Just look at the record. But boy,
I'm not sure about his foreign policy."

And well they might wel begin to acknowledge the record on domestic policy. Just as an
aside, in twenty months time we've seen the creation of 4.3 million new jobs. A rate of job
creation seven times faster than during the previous four years. The new job

s have wages half again higher than the average jobs in the economy. And contrasted with
the reality that existed twenty months ago, instead of a triple-dip recession, we now have a
strong sustainable economic recovery. Thanks incidentally to President Clinton and the finest
economic policy team this Nation has ever seen.

I am a little fired up about this because I just read the reports of the Republican press
conference. You know they just put out a contract on America's future. They have such
audacity, such gall, the very idea -- I'll say this with all due acknowledgment of the fact that
there are some Republicans here tonight, I hope you'll forgive me, but I want to say to my
Democratic friends here -- I think it is time we start fighting back hard!



The very idea of a group posing as fiscal disciplinarians, that presided over the quadrupling of
the national debt in only a dozen years, proposing another trillion dollar debt for the next four
years. When they left, our Nation was losing 10,000 jobs per week, now we are gaining
30,000 jobs a week. That's a contrast.

Unemployment has gone way down, from 7.6 to below 6.0. Inflation is at historically low
levels. Bankruptcies and bank failures are down. The Help Wanted Index is way up, so the
people who need jobs are finding it easier to get jobs. And we have changed the nation's
priorities. You may remember the cover of one of the weekly news magazines that had
Ronald Reagan's picture turned upside down, right after the economic plan passed by the
narrowest of margins, thank you very much.

What we did, is we said look: those who disproportionately received the huge tax

cuts, aimed at the wealthy during the previous twelve years, should pay a little bit more of
their fair share. And yes, for the wealthiest 1.2 percent tax rates went up. That group is well
represented in this room, and we appreciate the leadership that you're showing in supporting
what it is good for the country.

But for every family in that wealthy 1.2 percent that received a tax rate increase, there were
14 working families that got a tax cut. Now it doesn't necessarily make news when that
family is struggling to get above the poverty line gets an extra $100.00 in the paycheck every
two weeks. It may not make news but it makes a difference to that family and it makes a
difference to our country because it lifts the economy up!  That is why the economy is
recovering!

And it makes a difference when their kids are better able to get college loans. It makes a
difference when they have family and medical leave protection if they have to be with a sick
or injured child.

We are trying to fix the way the government operates as well. A reference was made earlier
to the reinventing government project. We're downsizing the federal government, in the way
it should be downsized, and within three years we will have created the smallest bureaucracy
in federal government since John Kennedy was President. We're saving the money and using
that to finance the Crime Bill which now enables Americans to roll up their sleeves and start
fighting back against crime in their communities..

We want to fix the government. And it makes a difference what kind of approach you take.
As Ned McWerter says in Tennessee, it's like the story about the veterinarian and the
taxidermist who went into business together and put up a sign that said "Either way you get
your dog back." We want to fix the government not kill it and put it in the wall as a trophy.

So now because of this record, because of the fact that President Clinton has made an
excellent start at solving the problems that face ordinary Americans: fighting crime, getting a
good job, getting a better standard of living, getting a college loan, we have made a good
start in helping to improve the prospects in the lives of ordinary Americans. And because of
all this the pundits are now saying "Well, you know, actually when you look at the record,
things really are a lot better. But what about that foreign policy?"



OK. -- Let's talk about it.

We've been in office for a little more than a year and a half. We have pursued a policy
based on beliefs that have characterized this country since our beginning and in particular
since the beginning of this century. Americans believe in the possibility of a world in which
power is governed by law and law is informed by respect of the dignity of peoples. Both
collectively and especially individually.

We believe in a world of open markets, whether for physical goods or the equally
vital spiritual goods represented by the contrasting beliefs and intellectual constructs of other
countries and societies. '

Our message is one of profound hope that denies fatalism about the nature of history. It
asserts the power of human beings, both individually and as societies, to transcend their worst
impulses. It asserts that we are all on the planet for the purpose of moving toward the light,
however distant it may seem. Let there be no mistake, this administration sees clearly the
fixed stars by which we must make that journey . We approach it guided by principals of
right conduct. We believe, for example, that even the most disparate governments and
societies on the face of the earth today are aware of the urgent need to protect our
environment.

Applying these principals will not always be easy, we understand that quite well. But in the
last 20 months President Clinton has fashioned these principles into a foreign policy that will
enable America to lead the world into the next century. Let me be concrete.

First, President Clinton has met the most dramatic challenges to security by forging new links
with both former adversaries and allies that will allow us to lay the foundation for a post Cold
War age.

Over the last three days for example, during intensive meetings with Boris Yeltsin, President
Clinton continued his historic effort to ennoble and save and invigorate the historic movement
by Russia toward Democracy and free markets. This bilateral relationship is now on a very
sound footing.

I remember well the day when the constitutional crisis in Russia began about one year ago.
Within thirty seconds after the end of the speech on worldwide television signaling the
beginning of that crisis, within thirty seconds, President Bill Clinton had sent out the word for
all of his foreign policy advisors to assemble and begin intensively analyzing what we must
do. And many voices were raised saying, "Boris Yeltsin is finished, why are you betting your
chips on this person? Why should we continue to try to work with this Russian
government?" But President Clinton steadfastly organized a world-wide rescue of the
prospects for Russian democracy.

And all the nay-sayers and cynics who claimed reform was dead in Russia, that their
commitment to both free markets and democracy was waning have been proven wrong
because the United States of America under the leadership of President Clinton has created a
new relationship with Russia. Some of the fruits are already evident.



The two way trade between our countries is now growing dramatically. Privatization is
growing rapidly there. Reform is continuing swiftly. Business investment there is helping

to deepen the roots of free markets. And for the first time in my lifetime, because of President
Clinton's negotiations, no Russian missiles are targeted on any American cities! A small

but significant step.

Let me continue. Because of President Clinton, the world's third, fourth and fifth largest
nuclear powers have now agreed to completely give up all their nuclear weapons. Ukraine,
Khazakstan and Belarus are becoming non-nuclear countries . And because of the new
agreement President Clinton has negotiated between Russia, Ukraine and the United States,
Ukraine is transferring all of the missiles back to Russia.

In Europe President Clinton has launched the historic new venture known as the Partnership
for Peace, and will soon begin the delicate and significant discussions about the expansion of
NATO. Twenty-one nations have joined the Partnership for Peace.

In September, troops once under the command of the Warsaw Pact have held training
exercises jointly with NATO forces in Poland, and indeed, U.S. and Russian forces have just
concluded joint training exercises on the soil of Russia itself. These are the foundation stones
of a new era for American security.

And, second, the President has systematically aligned America with those on the side of
peace.

Who will ever forget the historic handshake between Yitzhak Rabin and Yassir Arafat
presided over by President Clinton on the South Lawn of the White House? Many
contributed but when the final chapter of this story is written readers will find that American
diplomacy including the immense effort of Warren Christopher was indispensable in creating
this achievement and the cessation of hostilities between Israel and Jordan, and the dramatic
progress in the talks still underway with Syria. We now also have efforts like Builders for
Peace creating the infrastructure for the West Bank and Gaza that can create prosperity for
Palestinians and security for Israel.

And it is not an accident that all of the parties in Northern Ireland and Britain credit President
Bill Clinton for the breakthrough that is now giving such momentum to the prospects of peace
in Northern Ireland. Just today the President continued his lengthy series of meetings and
negotiations on this matter as he met with the Foreign Minister of Ireland.

Now in Bosnia where the world has witnessed such tragedy for so many years, including for
several years before this administration took office, we are struggling to end a savage
explosion of ethnic hatred in the midst of Europe despite all the lessons of the past. We
cannot expect to put out this fire ourselves. But, we continue to work in concert with others
to reach a solution and a durable peace.

At the same time, third, President Clinton has promoted free markets and international
economic policies that have led to prosperity around the world -- and he has succeeded where
others before him failed.



For 12 long years whenever the United States met with our principal allies in the world and
asked them to take steps that would ignite a global economic recovery, they always said,
"Once you have the fortitude to face your budget deficits, come back and then we'll listen to
what you have to say." So, never before has Japan been willing to take seriously American
arguments that they should follow a more stimulative policy to increase the consumption of
goods. Or, Germany, that it should have lower interest rates than they would otherwise have.

But now, because of President Clinton's historic leadership in cutting our budget deficit 40
percent in the first year and more in the second year, and in creating for the first time three
successive years of deficit reduction since Harry Truman was President, and in making $255
billion worth of spending cuts, now these other nations are listening -- and responding to U.S.
leadership. -

Japan just announced that it s income tax cuts will not be offset for at least three years by
increases in the consumption tax as had earlier been planned. And they are following a more
stimulative policy. And interest rates have been more cooperative in Europe. And now the
projections are that the world economy is recovering, coming back strong, creating jobs here

in the United States of America. Because we put economic pollcy for the first time at the
center of America's foreign policy.

And we plan to have GATT approved this year, to continue with the second APEC meeting
this year and continue building on the success of NAFTA to open up new markets for
American products. And incidentally, I just saw an article about Chevrolet moving a plant
back from Canada to the United States. Because of the way NAFTA has opened the Mexican
market auto sales are up 600 percent by U.S. companies in Mexico in the year since NAFTA
has passed.

And speaking of promoting democracy, and our relations in this hemisphere, this

year has been a watershed in our relationship with the Western Hemisphere, and in December,
President Clinton will host the historic Summit of the Americas. Gathering together all the
democratic nations in this hemisphere for the first time in more than three decades and it is a
summit that will succeed because there are such broad are as were we can and will be
partners. A new era is dawning in this hemisphere. And now instead of 33 of our 35 nations
being democracies, in a very short period of time, 34 will be democracies, because of
President Clinton's deft use, in combination, of diplomacy and military strength in Haiti.

We've also taken on policies that meet global needs which have been ignored for a very long
time -- including a new approach to restore U.S. leadership on issues like global climate
change and the Biodiversity Convention. And just recently at Cairo, twelve years of U.S.
neglect was reversed as the United States of America led the world community toward a
broad consensus to form a plan to stabilize population growth in the world which many
believe is the single most serious challenge the world faces in the remaining years of this
century on into the next century. President Clinton did it and changed our policies and
restored U.S. leadership.



When it comes to prevention, stories aren't often written in the newspapers, but they will be
written by the historians. In East Africa, in the Horn of Africa, when the predictions came
in about famine threatening the lives of as many of 20 million people, President Clinton
immediately assembled his advisers, this time in the Roosevelt Room, and set in motion a
comprehensive plan to put the supplies in place before the disaster strikes. He urged the
other countries that need to join this historic effort to do so and, although it is rarely
mentioned here at home, whenever we meet with leaders from that African region it is the
first thing that comes out of their mouths. "Thank you President Clinton for providing the
kind of leadership that the United States of America ought to provide in the world." I heard
the same thing in South Africa when Tipper and I and the First Lady were privileged to
represent our country at the inauguration of Nelson Mandela.

And I want to say, that when you put together this record of outstanding success in restoring
U.S. leadership in the world, with the historic reversal of the economic prospects that our
nation faced 20 months ago. I'm telling you here this evening, you can write it down,
whatever the press says from day to day, when this record is compiled, Bill Clinton will be

regarded as one of the greatest Presidents of this century for the people of the United States
of America.

I would like to close, Ladies and Gentlemen, by saying that when Tipper and I and the First
Lady went to South Africa it was a moving occasion. Maya Angelou who was kind enough
to participate in this film, was one of the many members of the delegation. But I had a
personal experience that I would like to close with.

When Nelson Mandela raised his hand to take the oath. I suddenly remembered a very
personal moment four years ago when I was in our family room watching television early on
a Sunday morning and world-wide coverage of the release of Nelson Mandela preempted the
programming. The only other person awake at that hour happened to be our youngest child,
who came and sat next to me -- he was then seven -- and he began asking me a series of
questions about this event beginning with "Why?"

I gave what I thought was a very good answer and he asked "Why?" again and then I
answered quite thoughtfully, I believed. And then "Why?" came back and he got on a
"Why?" tear, as seven year olds can -- and I began to get frustrated.

And suddenly I caught myself and I realized how many times I had the burden

with him, and with our other children when they were younger, of explaining the existence of
some terrible event, explaining the existence of evil in the world,or why some tragedy was
occurring. And you know children will ask, "Why Rwanda? Why are the homeless on the
side walks? Why did the horrible killing take place that was covered on the evening news ?"
And all parents have the burden of trying to explain things that cause young children to

wrinkle up their faces and contemplate the fact that this world may not be all sweetness in
life.



And we have a duty to respond to those things. As John Kennedy said in his inaugural
address, "On this earth God's work must truly be our own". But sometimes they just seem
beyond us. Well here, on this occasion, as Mandela was being released from prison, I had the
great opportunity as a parent to explain something extraordinarily good, and positive and
wonderful and so I warmed to the task and recovered my stamina.

And I recalled that event as he was taking the oath, and when he finished the oath, I made up
my mind that I would do my best to learn all I could about how that had come about. We
had a few days to spend there. And of course many of the good reasons were well known.
The courage of Mandela, the vision of DeKlerk. And yet there was one factor which had not
received a great deal of attention in the news media, and it suddenly loomed as a very
significant, in deed the most significant cause of the change there.

What I found was men and women, black and white -- of all ethnic backgrounds in fact --
professionals, business people, from all walks of life, who had absorbed the dire prophesies
about the future of South Africa, and looked at their own families and decided, no, we're not
going to let that happen. And they reached across the barriers that divided them. And they
joined hands with their fellow human beings. And they made up their minds and hearts that
they were going to create a future that was much brighter than anything they were ever told it
was permissible for them to even dream of. And they went about the task of making it so.

We face the same choice in America in the 1990s: whether to go forward or to go back,
whether to build a bright future of hope or to surrender to the forces of division and hatred
and fear. To put it in another way; when our grandchildren look down at a young child who
asks "Why?" Will we bequeath to them the burden of explaining why violence got worse,
why racial divisions deepened, why the homeless population increased, why other problems
that should have been addressed were allowed to fester, were ignored?

Or will we give them the extraordinary opportunity to explain the emergence of very positive
and hopeful developments, the foundation for which was laid here in America in the 1990s?
It really is up to us. To dig in to the details of what needs to be done to bring positive
change to America. To keep fighting, to keep moving forward, to resist the temptations of
the cynics who say "Nothing can be done." Those of you who are participating in these
debates know how important they are. This Center has been a place that has enabled us to

make progress. To all of you who are helping to create that kind of future in America and
our world.

Thank you.



Hodges said. *'I wish them well.
'In the end, you have to have people like me, stupid
enough and faithful enough to do this kind of work."

Distributed by the Los Angeles Times-Washington Post
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Analysis: Christopher's Stature N—
Eroding in Carter's Wake (Washn)
By Mark Matthews

(c) 1994, The Baltimore Sun=
WASHINGTON In the capital's zero-sum atmosphere, the

big loser in the Jimmy Carter mission to Haiti is widely seen
to be Warren Christopher, whose public stature hardly needed

another blow.

Not only did the former president assume a high-profile
negotiating role usually accorded to a secretary of state, but
Christopher is depicted as having opposed the mission.

He flatly denies that, and aides say his chief pitch was to

have a high-level administration official along to spell out U.S.

intentions to Haiti's dictators and not leave that job up to
Carter.

But the fact that he was overruled even on that point
offers just the latest piece of evidence that his
influence on policy and his relationship with Clinton are
less than anticipated when he joined the administration.

No one expected a superstar when Clinton tapped the
lawyer-diplomat, then 67, for the nation's top
foreign-policy,job. But he brought other qualities that
were meant to boost a young president with no foreign
policy experience, entering uncharted post-Cold War
territory: a lustrous record as a negotiator, a cautious
steadiness, decency and, above all, the president's trust.

Yet at two crucial moments on Haiti and earlier on
North Korea
Clinton has turned to former President Carter as a special
envoy, not to the secretary, who, when he himself worked
for Carter, had secured the release of American hostages
in Iran after months of tortuous negotiations.

(Begin optional trim)

The administration's foreign policy on a number of
fronts has been anything but steady, alarming allies with
its unpredictability. And on some key issues, Clinton has
overridden his gray eminence and accepted others' advice.

When Christopher returned from Europe in the spring of
1993 after failing to persuade allies to support a lifting
of the Bosnian arms embargo and air strikes against Serbs,
he nevertheless believed that if the president took a
strong leadership role the allies would follow.

But Clinton backed away from the plan, leaning to the
advice of, among others, his longtime friend Strobe
Talbott.

He opposed the Carter mission to North Korea earlier
this year, arguing internally that the United States
should stay on the course of seeking U. N. sanctions.

And several months ago, he also opposed granting a visa
to Gerry Adams, leader of the Irish Republican Army's
political wing, because Adams had not yet renounced
violence,

(End optional trim)

For Christopher, a skilled lawyer who carefully
marshals his facts, such setbacks are surprisihg, and have
disappointed some State Department officials who expected
him to be a more powerful champion.

Part of the reason he hasn't is the flip-side of his
character. While a dogged negotiator, he's also a
conciliator and consensus-builder who keeps his own ego
carefully in check.

And when a decision is made, no one is a more loyal
spokesman, as he was Friday in defending the Carter
mission.

*'I think President Carter is a particularly great
national resource. He's been used very effectively. And I
did not oppose his mission to Haiti," Christopher told
NBC's *Today" program.

Christopher will meet with Carter in Georgia Saturday.
**I think if we have a conversation, it's more likely to
be private and personal than official in character.”

(Begin optional trim)

His courtesy is even more apparent in private,
undercutting reports of a bitter feud with national
security adviser Anthony Lake. Like Christopher, Lake was
a close witness to past acrimony between national security
advisers and secretaries of state, and took his present job
determined to avoid it.

But the severe drubbing the entire foreign-policy team
has received for a record of Clinton zig-zags has taken
its toll on the reputations of both men and prompted
speculation of a major shake-up. When this kind of talk
starts in Washington, staffs often resort to
finger-pointing.

In Christopher's case, resignation talk is fueled by
his wooden television performance in the age of CNN
statesmen.

But it may be premature, because Christopher later this
year or early next could still bring home a triumph in the
form of an Israeli-Syrian deal that would drastically
change the Middle East, scene of his most dogged
diplomatic efforts.

(End optional trim)

Christopher's relationship with Clinton, who relied
heavily on him in making early appointments, is something
no one besides the two men can assess. The secretary talks
to the president frequently, and often about subjects
other than foreign policy.

A key question is whether even the most trusted adviser
can persuade this president to stay on a steady course.

Clinton, Democrats Facing Prospect
of Major Polling Defeat (Washn)
By Jack W. Germond=

(c) 1994, The Baltimore -Sun=

WASHINGTON With less than seven weeks until the
midterm elections, President Clinton and the Democratic
Party are facing the prospect of a devastating defeat that
would threaten both the president's ability to function
during the final two years of his term and his re-election
in 1996.

Both the opinion polls and the seat-of-the-pants
assessments of professionals in both parties point to a
defeat far more severe than the party in the White House
normally suffers in such midterm elections.

Indeed, if the election were held today, it is quite
possible that the Republicans would regain control of
the Senate, establish
a de facto conservative control of the House and-win five
or six more governorships in the nation's most populous
and politically important states.
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The threat to Democrats this year has been at least
dimly visible for weeks as Clinton has dropped in opinion
polls and evidence has accumulated that voters will turn
their dissatisfaction against incumbents and the

Washington political establishment dominated by Democrats.

But Democratic uneasiness has crystallized into
near-panic with the results of primaries and new polling
data on key races. As one leading Democratic Party
official put it privately after hearing the returns from
Washington state Tuesday, ' You can put me down as
spooked."

Democratic strategists working in the field are coming
back to the capital with little but bad news. *"It's very
ugly out there," said Tom King, a consultant whose
clients included Rep. Mike Synar of Oklahoma, who was
defeated in a runoff Tuesday. *'I've never seen anything
like it."

The most intriguing development was the weak
performances in a Washington state primary of
House Speaker Tom Foley and four other House Democrats
weak enough to suggest that at least three of the five will
fall to Republicans in the general election.

The Democrats' concern has escalated almost daily as
more evidence of potential problems surface:

In California, considered the one state Clinton must
win to be re-elected in 1996, Republican Gov. Pete Wilson,
written off a year ago as a hopeless case, has pulled
ahead of his Democratic challenger, Kathleen Brown. Polls
show Sen. Dianne Feinstein is running no better than even
in her race with Rep. Michael Huffington.

In Tennessee, surveys show both the state's Senate
seats in danger of switching from Democratic to
Republican. For the seat vacated by Vice President Al

Gore, Republican Fred Thompson has pulled even with Rep.

Jim Cooper. More surprisingly, Sen. Jim Sasser, a
candidate to succeed George Mitchell as majority leader,
is holding only a margin-of-error lead over Republican
Bill Frist.

In Massachusetts, Sen. Edward M. Kennedy is facing his
first serious challenge ever, from Republican businessman
Mitt Romney, who won his party's primary with 82 percent
of the vote against a well-financed and ostensibly
legitimate opponent.

In New York, the other leading personification of
Democratic liberalism, Gov. Mario M. Cuomo, is running
behind a Republican state senator, George Pataki, who was
almost totally unknown four months ago.

In Texas, Gov. Ann Richards is running even with
Republican George W. Bush, eldest son of the former
president.

In Florida, unpublished polls now show Democratic Gov.
Lawton Chiles' support leveling off after a gain from his
action against more immigration from Cuba and Haiti.
Surveys show his lead over Republican Jeb Bush with
Democrats in central and northern Florida slimmer than
needed for him to win. Bush is also a son of the former
president.

(Begin optional trim)

Much of the Democratic fear is based on polls that can
be volatile and suspect. Even so, the polls seem to be
running in only one direction against Clinton and the
Democrats. The president's approval rating is down to 40
to 42 percent nationally and is under 40 percent among
white voters.

In the more conservative South and Southwest, Clinton
is worse off. His approval rating in Texas is about 35
percent. In Alabama, it is 32 percent . Even in New
Hampshire, which launched *'the comeback kid" two years
ago, Clinton's approval rating is 39 percent, compared with
a disapproval rating of 51.

Another gauge of opinion the percentage of Americans
who say the nation is *'off on the wrong track" rather
than *“headed in the right direction” i3 discouraging
for Democrats. The **wrong track" nuraber has risen to
between 60 and 65 percent; a number even as low as 50
percent is menacing to incumbents.

(End optional trim)

The election is by no means a pure referendum on
Clinton. But his failure to make a convincing case for
himself and his party at this point equates to a low level
of enthusiasm among Democrats. *'If Clinton were a great
success,” said a Southern party leader who asked not to be
identified, "*they would be motivated to turn out. As it
is, of course, it energizes the damned Republicans.”

No one seems to have any ideas of how the president or
his party can salvage the situation. Asked if he had any
ideas, Georgia chairman Ed Sims pauszd and then replied,
**Nothing comes to mind."

Asked if he could see any bright spots in the
Democratic picture, veteran poll-taker Bill Hamilton said,
I wish I could say there were, but I can't think what
they are." :

Mission Creep in Haiti

= (c) 1994, The Baltimore Sun=

It took only a couple of days to explode the myth that
the United States could intervene with 15,000 troops in
Haiti and yet avoid the internal entanglements that
brought it to grief in Somalia. Mission creep is
unavoidable in this operation, and the administration's
pretense that this is not the case will make its position
only more untenable.

The spectacle of U.S. troops standing by passively
while Haitian thug-police cracked the skulls of civilians
brought the first quick turnabout in U.S. policy. Now
American Gls can move in to stop the kind of abuses cited
by President Clinton to justify his intervention provided
there is no danger of American casualties. Good luck.

This, however, is only the beginning of a deeper and
deeper involvement in the process of ''nation building"
that the White House unconvincingly vows it will avoid.
Very soon, U.S. planes are likely to be flying in exiled
Haitian parliamentarians so they can vote on an amnesty law
that may or may not induce Lt. Gen. Raoul Cedras to leave
his land something he vows he will not do. And then, what
happens when exiled President Jean-Bertrand Aristide
returns to take power on Oct. 15, the very day Cedras has
promised to give it up?

The prospect of having these two bitter rivals on the
scene simultaneously is chilling. The United States is
committed to the unpredictable Aristide, whose restoration
to power is supposedly what this intervention is all
about. But police power will effectively remain in the
hands of elements aligned with the military junta for some
time to come.

Congress is demanding an explanation of U.S. policy,
this on the assumption that a plausible explanation is
possible. And, for the sake of posturing, it is asking for
the early withdrawal of U.S. forces though this notion is
far-fetched. Meanwhile, the White House twists and turns.
In this bizarre renewal of the executive-legislative
struggle over war powers, President Clinton holds the high
cards because of the inherent nature of his position. But
by dispatching forces unwisely, he is compromising his
constitutional authority as commander in chief, a
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THE PRESIDEN¥ HAS SEEN

By George F. Kennan  \

PRINCETON, N.J.

The following is an item, dated Dec.

9. 1992, in my personal diary, whica |

have kept intermittently for most of

my hfe. I have left it unedited, exactly
as then written.

hen | woke up

this morning,

| found the

television

screen show-

ing live pic-
tures of the Marines going ashore, in
the grey dawn of another African day,
in Somalia. It 1s clear that with a very
large part of the American public, but
particularly with that part of the pub-
lic that speak or writes on public af-
fairs, and — not last — with the politi-
cal establishment, there is general
support for this venture.

There was no proper public discus-
sion, not even a Congressional discus-
sion, of this undertaking before the
President, only a few days ago, an-
nounced his intention to launch it. 1t
would be idle for me or for anyone
else to come out publicly at this point
with a questioning of the wisdom of
this intervention. The action is al-
ready in progress.

Anything that might be said in criti-,
cism of its rationale would have no
practical effect in any case, and, to
the extent that it attracted any public
attention, would be received as some-
thing tending to demoralize the forces
now in action by sowing doubt as to
the worthiness of the effort in which
they are now involved. | see, there-
fore, no advantage to be gained by
trying to say anything publicly about
what is going on.

On the other hand, | regard this
move as a dreadful error of Ameri-
can policy; and I think that in justice
to myself | should set down at this
point, if only for the diary, my rea-
sons for this view.

The purpose ol LNIS eXErcise is, we
are told, to take charge of the chan-
nels of transportation and to assure
the movement of food to certain ag-
gregatons of starving people. The
reasons why we must do this are, in
the official and widely accepted view,
that the people are starving; that this
1s outrageous and intolerable; but
that food cannot be brought to them in
adequate amounts becaus2 the sup-
ply lines by which it would have to be
delivered are subject to harassment
on the part of armed bands and indi-
viduals along the way, as a result of
which much of the food is plundered
and lost before it can reach its desti-
nation. How many of these congrega-
tions of starving people there are, and
where they are situated, seems not to
have been clearly explained; perhaps

our people do not even know.

Why, then, is our action undesir-

able? Firsl..b:m&u_‘mgu%g
limited and short-term aspectof what

15 really a much wider and deeper
Wemﬁ’i%:l
when we have made possible the orig-

inal delivery to the collection points of
the food that has already been
shipped or is being shipped to Soma-
lia, our forces will be withdrawn, and
the United Nations, using other

i rther supply-

forces, w
ing_of these people.
i t highly uncer-

tain, and even doubtful. The situation
we are trying to correct has its roots
in the fact that the people of Somalia
are wholly unable to govern them-
selves and that the s
sim wi t a government. The
starvation that we are seeing on tele-
vision is partly the result of drought
(or so we are told), partly of overpop-
ulation, and partly of the chaotic con-
ditions flowing from the absence of
any governmental authority.

What we are doing holds rut no !
hope of coming to terms with zny of |
those situations. If we are to with- {

George F. Kennan is author most '
recently “‘Around the Cragged Hill."”

draw st any early date (and the Pres-
ident has spoken about the possibility
of withdrawal before the end of Janu-
ary), these determining conditions
will remain exactly as they were be-

fore. The marauding bands and indi- |

viduals will resume their activity,
and in the absence of any strong
foreign military force there will be no
stopping them.

Beyond that, the problem of starva-
tion 1s one that reaches much farther
than the aggregations of people we
have seen on television. As one of the
nurses pointed out, these wreiched
people are among the more fortunate,
as i1s shown by the fact that they were
able to walk to the places where they
are collected. There are presumably,
further afield, even greater numbers
of people who never showed up there
because they were too weak to walk at

A 1992 diary
entry anticipates
a quagmire.

all. They, of course, are not touched by
our actions.

The fact is that this dreadful situa-
tion cannot possibly be put to rights
other than by the establishment of a
governing power for the entire terri-
tory, and a very ruthless, determined
one at that. It could not be a demo-
cratic one, because the very prerequi-
ies for a democratic political
ystem do not exist among the people
in question. Our action holds no prom-
se of correcting this situation.

The upshot of all this is that what
we are undertaking will assure at
best a temporary relief for those peo-
ple who are gathered together in the
camps, and probably a relief that will
not be completed before our own de-
parture, unless we propose to keep
our forces there for many months, i
not years, in the future.

Secondly, this is an immens .
pensive elfori. Whal we are pouring
—_—

Into it must run, in the monetary
sense, into hundreds of millions, if not
billions, of dollars. This cuines at a
time when our country is very deeply
indebted and where it is not even able
to meet its own budget without fur-
ther borrowing. This entire costly

venture 1s then, like so many other
things we are doing, to be paid for by
.our children — the coming genera-
tion. Meanwhile, there are many
needs at home, particularly in the
condition of our cities and of the phys-
ical infrastructure of our society,
which are not being met, ostensibly
for lack of money.

All this being the case, one is
moved to inquire into the inspiration
and rationale of this enterprise.

On Mr. Bush's part, one must as-
sume that the reasons lay largely in
his memories of the political success
of the move into the Persian Gulf, and
in the hope that another venture of this
nature would arouse a similar public
enthusiasm, permitting him to leave
his Presidential office with a certain
halo of glory as a military leader using
our forces to correct deplorable situa-
tions outside our country. The action,
taking during the interregnum be-

tween two administrations, obviously
saddles his successor with the task of
completing it, albeit without responsi-
bility for its origin.
The dispatch of American armed
forces to a seat of operations in a
place far from our own shores, and

this for what major|
police aammmd
in_a_situalion_where no delensive
American interest is involved — this,
obviously, is something Thaf the
Founding Fathers _l)_l_lgﬂ_t:Mmev.

er envisaged or wou!d ever have ap.

pmvea.—rrm—urrne’xﬂ;ﬁcan

[Tadilioh, then it is a very recen

tradition, and one quite out accord

with the general assumptions that

have governed American public life

for most of the last 200 years.

| have already pointed to the ab-
sence of any prior discussion in Con-
gress of this .ndertaking. This raiscs
the question, Why, then, so suddenly
and without any preparation in public
or political opimon? If the President
thought 1t wise to use our armed
forces for this purpose, why did he not
say so weeks or months ago and lay
the question squarely before Con-
gress and public opinion? The answer
is obvious: the paralysis of govern-
ment that has existed for the last six
months — before and after the elec-
tion. This is in itself sigmficant.

But an even more significant ques-
tion is that of the reason for the

general acceptance by Congress and
« the public about what is being done.
There can be no question that the
re r This acceptance lies firi-
marily wilh the exposure of the So-
malia situatior: by the American me-
dia, above all, television. The recaction
would have been unthinkable without
this exposure. The reaction was an
emotional one, occasioned by the
sight of the suffering of the starving
people in question.

That this should be felt as adequate
reason for our military action does
credit, no doubt, to the idealism of the
American people and to their ready
sympathy for people suffering in an-
other part of the world. But this is an

or deliberate one. It is one which was

not under any deliberate and thought-
ful control — one that was not really
under our contrel at all.

But if American policy from here
on out, particularly policy involving
the uses of our armed forces abroad,
is to be controlled by popular emo-
tional impulses, and particularly ones
provoked by the commercial televi-
sion industry, then there 1s no place —
not only for inyself, but for what have
traditionally been regarded as 1
responsible deliberative organs of
our government, in both executive
anu legisiaiive bianciies. -
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Freedom and Its Discontents

Fritz Stern

THE TRAVAILS OF THE NEW GERMANY

In 1983 THE PRESIDENT of the Federal Republic, Richard von
Weizsicker, published a collection of essays under the title German
History Has Not Stopped. Even he could not have predicted the pace
of progress since then. And as the process of unification has unfold-
ed, one can see the drama of German history continue as well. The
economic consequences of unity are becoming apparent; the moral
and psychological consequences are harder to grasp and may prove
longer lasting. It is these that this article addresses.

While the two states of postwar Germany existed, Germans could
believe in the unity of their nation, of a people with a common lan-
guage, a common past, even a common fate. Now unified within one
state, the deep divisions among Germans are more visible. No doubt
there is truth in Freud’s words about “the narcissism of small differ-
ences” that divides neighborhoods and family members, and yet in
1989 there was an expectation that Germans would understand Ger-
mans. In the first flush of enthusiasm, people forgot the estrange-
ments that had grown so strong over 40 years, as West Germans came
to regard the French or the Tuscans or the Dutch as closer, and per-
haps more attractive, to them than the East Germans. For their part,
East Germans lived with a prescribed if gradually attenuated hostili-
ty to the Federal Republic of Germany (F.R.G.), and with a nonpre-
scribed envy and resentment of its freedom and prosperity, witnessed

FriTz STERN is a University Professor at Columbia University. His
article is an abridged and revised version of the second of two Tanner
Lectures that he gave at Yale in April 1993.
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Fritz Stern <

nightly on their television screens.

Visitors to East Germany, including this author, sensed the
estrangement. And in the Federal Republic, for all the ritualistic invo-
cations of German solidarity, for all the many individuals who did
genuinely care about their fellow Germans in the East, one sensed an
enormous, unacknowledged indifference to them. Sudden common-
ality, sudden huge demands, did not instantly transform indifference
to openhearted solicitude.

DIFFERENT KINDS OF FREEDOM

BOTH GERMANIES GAINED greater, if sharply different, kinds of
freedom after unification—and with that freedom came new uncer-
tainties and discontents. In the East it was the freedom from the
knock at the door, freedom to travel, release from a regimented,
intimidating, false existence, freedom to examine one’s life. But
almost immediately 17 million East Germans discovered that freedom
also meant freedom to face an uncertain future, freedom to lose a job,
to lose support nets, however inadequate they may have been.

For 40 years, most East Germans had accommodated to life in a
world of public lies and private doubts. Totalitarian regimes mobilize
people into passive participation in politics. After 12 years of Nazi rule
and 40 years of communist rule in the German Democratic Republic
(G.D.R.), they may have survived psychologically by practicing
denial, by wishing not to see.

After 1989 avoiding reality became impossible, given the econom-
ic dislocations of transforming a dysfunctional, decaying command
economy into a market economy—as if there was but one type of mar-
ket economy. The closing of state-run enterprises led to mounting
unemployment. Moreover, economic affairs were only part of what
had been prescribed under the old command economy. So much of
life had been lived in the public realm. So much of it had been ordered
from above or came by inherited routine. Suddenly the East Ger-
mans, released from public control, had to learn to make their own
choices, think their own thoughts, find their own truths. They were
indeed privatized at a time when the associational life of a civil soci-
ety was being but slowly introduced.
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Freedom and Its Discontents

Market economies presuppose legal structures, a system of private
and public law—a legal code that has to be taught, learned and grad-
ually assimilated. But the art of evasion also flourishes in market

. economies—as the 1980s so o vividly illustrate. Western enthusiasts for -
the free market in the former G.D.R. often ignored the social costs of
the transformation. Worse, the abrupt introduction of new forms of
economic life also created what sociologists and Marxists have long
identified with modern capitalism: alienation, anomie, insecurity. For
the East Germans, the move from the rigid world of communist rule
to the demands of a mobile society was hard. The very notion of plan-
ning for a market economy had an ironic ring to it. A new dependency
developed. Much of life in the new eastern Léinder of the united Ger-
many came to be organized by Westerners who were practiced in tak-
ing decisions, in making things work and assessing the risks of the
market, and who had the skills and the funds to take charge. East
Germans had been taught to live and work by plans that bore little
relation to reality; they had learned to suffer and endure but not to
take responsibility or to live by trial and error. j

East Germans hoped that the end of communism would bring
instant rehabilitation as well as instant improvement in their living
standard. But soon they began to think they were being “colo-
nized”—a word commonly used that was infuriating to Western ears.
Defeated, humiliated, more object than subject, many East Germans
expressed their disappointment in terms of self-pity and resentment.
Wias there no end to their being victimized? In the early years of occu-
pation, the Russians had dismantled and taken what was left of Ger-
man industrial plants in their zone. A current estimate is that the Rus-
sians extracted some 54 billion Deutsche marks in reparations—all
this while the Western zones and later the Federal Republic received
Marshall Plan aid. Of course the balance sheet is far more complicat-
ed: West Germany also benefited from the huge influx of refugees
from the Soviet zone and of Germans expelled by Poles and Czechs,
and on the other hand, Bonn did make restitution payments to Israel
and gradually gave support to the G.D.R. But East Germans
believed, with some justification, that they had paid disproportion-
ately for Hitler’s war.
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Fritz Stern

SEPARATE AND JOINT PASTS

AFTER 1990 BoTH East and West Germans had to consider their
separate and joint asts. Former G.D.R. citizens had to address ques-
tions that have beset other countries at other times in the twentieth
century: questions of collaboration and collusion, of culpability and
crustworthiness. Which of them were so compromised that they
could no longer be teachers or judges, civil servants or plant managers,
professors or members of renowned academies? Who was to make
these judgments, and on what basis?

West Germans, hardly at peace with their own past, seemed ready
to make their judgments about Easterners. From the moment of uni-
fication I was concerned that the West Germans would be far more
cheerfully, self-righteously assiduous in punishing suspected collabo-
rators with the communist regime than their forbears had been in deal-
ing with the servants of the Nazi regime. The very popularity of that
regime had made de-Nazification difficult. Even now, West Germans
with an undetected compromised past continue to flourish. Earlier this
year a prominent West German physician was forced to resign from a
major post in an international organization because it was revealed that
he had participated in the Nazis’ euthanasia program.

The Nazi past divides West Germans still, as shown by the con-
troversy surrounding President Reagan’s visit to Bitburg in 1985, by
the so-called historians’ debate, and by the decades it has taken to
document the complicity of the German army in the atrocities on the
Eastern front. To this day many Germans, in and out of uniform,
choose to believe in the Wehrmacht’s innocence. National Socialism
never needed a wall; there was never a threat of a mass exodus. By
comparison, millions of East Germans voted with their feet. Under
the Nazis an indeterminate number of Germans had gone into “inner
emigration,” tried to remain insulated, to purchase peace at the price
of silence. West Germans who were confounded by this past—and
divided among themselves about it—were now called upon to judge
fellow Germans who had lived for a further 40 years under a totali-
tarian regime initially held in place by foreign bayonets.

Most East Germans knew that their leaders, piously mouthing slo-
gans of peace, had believed in violence and had no mercy. What they
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Freedom and Its Discontents

could not have known, because the tape was released only last Febru-
ary, was that in 1982 Erich Mielke, head of the Stasi, the state securi-
ty police, had told his closest colleagues that to save the lives of mil-

“lions one might have to kill a bandit: “All this drivel about not
executing and no death sentences, all crap, comrades.”

The tone does remind one of Nazi evil. In the post-Stalinist era
East German leaders, like leaders throughout the Soviet bloc, sought
to replace torture with other kinds of intimidation, including the
abomination of psychiatric wards. Party leaders ordered alleged ene-
mies of the regime to be tortured, incarcerated or shot; they organized
espionage and initiated or facilitated interna-

tional terrorisrp. B.ut these same leaders aft:er Questions of collab-
1970, and especially in the 1980s, garnered official _ .
recognition by other states. Chancellor Helmut Oration and collusion
Kohl received them in Bonn; Franz Joseph beset East and West -
Strauss visited them and arranged for the
G.D.R. to receive a one billion Deutsche mark
credit. West German Social Democrats collabo- .
rated with functionaries of the East German Communist Party to
hammer out a joint paper defining areas of agreement and disagree-
ment. Today the former East German leader, Erich Honecker, is free
in Chile, and only a few frontier guards are in prison, while tens of
thousands of teachers and other East German civil servants have been
; suspended or dismissed.

As the communist regime crumbled, East Germans, left in their
crowded, drab, decaying dwellings, saw pictures of how the nomen-
klatura had lived in insulated comfort and read about the perquisites
that ranged from special medical care to Swiss bank accounts. Had
they really not noticed that the much-touted egalitarianism of the first
German socialist state had been traduced daily, visibly and invisibly?
The apparatchiks had their own Volvos, their children had privileged
access to education, and all of them could shop in the Intershops,
where Western goods could be bought for Western currency. The rev-
elations of the extent of these special benefits—petty by Western stan-
dards—enraged many East Germans. They felt betrayed. They
remembered the leaders’ endless invocations that, unlike the rapacious
capitalist West, the G.D.R. was an egalitarian society where austerity

Germans alike.
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and sacrifice provided a psychological guarantee of a better future. But
they must have had at least an inkling that their leaders had not prac-
ticed the virtues of delayed gratification that they preached.

The resultant Qutburst sprang from what I think was an ambiva-
lence about deprivation. They minded it, of course, but they may have
felt that austerity was virtuous—in old Germanic terms, ennobling.
To have stark proof that their leaders had mocked this notion was
offensive. In this largely Lutheran country, was this a distant echo of
Martin Luther’s attacks on a Roman hierarchy that preached poverty

wn == but lived in corrupt luxury?
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TaE EAST GERMANS were made to realize something far worse.
Their insidious, malevolent regime had managed to entrap vast num-
bers of them in collusion and corruption. The state security police had
organized an unprecedented web of surveillance. In its final days, the
Stasi consisted of 97,000 full-time employees—with perhaps as many
as 140,000 unofficial collaborators, most of whom had acknowledged
their commitment in writing. Only the higher ranks of society, such
as professors or members of elite academies, were allowed to register
their agreement orally. In addition, membership in the Communist
Party rose to two million people, who were particularly vulnerable to
Stasi demands. All this machinery for 17 million Germans—while the
Gestapo, helped by countless voluntary informers, at the end of the
Nazi regime had only 32,000 members for 80 million Germans. The
Stasi files—nearly 100 miles of them—offered poisonous proof of a
poisoned society.
The Stasi were the eyes and ears of a regime deeply distrustful of
|lits own people. Born of distrust, the Stasi became an agent of distrust.
n a world without laws or enforceable rights, a person searches for
the like-minded, for another person to talk to, if need be in some out-
side place where surveillance is more difficult. West German
observers thought that East Germans had managed to have closer,
more trusting relationships. Some East Germans probably did have a
particular affinity for trust and friendship. They invested in them as
rare human goods at a time of moral scarcity. Imagine then the shock,
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the retroactive dissolution of trust, when one discovered one’s friend
had been an informer; husbands had informed on their wives, wives
on husbands, parents on children, friends on friends. Even now, as

more information is divulged, the web of suspicion spreads ever wider.

During the 1970s, when the East German regime gradually
replaced physical terror with calculated intimidation, the Stasi, like
other secret police, learned to play with fiendish aptitude on people’s
vulnerabilities, operating an ever more elaborate system of carrots and
sticks. The rewards for being an unofficial collaborator varied—
advancement in a career, travel to the West; the sticks were more for-
midable, often involving the punishment of children for the alleged
sins of their parents. The Stasi also resorted to more lethal methods,
such as efforts to bring about “personal destabilization,” including
undermining marriages—a whole array of lago-like villainies aimed
at destroying trust among friends and potential critics.

Stasi revelations have threatened some of the most promising
political careers in the new Lénder of the united Germany. Two exam-
ples may suffice: Lothar de Maziére, the first vice chancellor of the
unified Germany, resigned when it was said that he had had Stasi con-
tacts; and insinuations continue to be made against the only socialist
minister president in the new Ldnder, Manfred Stolpe of Branden-
burg. Stolpe had worked in and with the Protestant churches and had
helped them to help victims of the regime. He had regular contacts
with the Stasi—how else to aid people entrapped by them? Knowl-
edgeable defenders of Stolpe and others similarly accused insist that
any responsible person who tried to help people who had fallen afoul
of the regime had to deal with the Stasi. But critics claim that even
talking to Stasi officials was to take the first steps on a slippery slope.
Others, myself included, might argue that in a tyrannical system only
absolute immobility can protect one from the dangers of that slope.
Once upon a time the Stasi oppressed a people. Its legacy has been to
demoralize them and perhaps to deprive them of the few good polit-
ical leaders they might have had.

Opposition to the G.D.R. regime was feeble compared to that else-
where in the Soviet bloc. After the one great outburst of June 17, 1953,
when East German workers took to the streets to defy their ever more
demanding and repressive regime and were crushed by Soviet tanks,
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rthere was apparent conformity. Not in East Germany the repeated
uprisings or the great alliance of workers and intellectuals as in Poland’s
Solidarity Party, or in the Hungarian rebellion of 1956, or in the
Czechoslovak Spring of 1968. It has often been said that Germans are
somewhat untutored in civic courage. They have the word but not the
| all-essential practice. Albert Hirschman once wrote of moral
resources, including civic spirit and trust: “These are resources whose
supply may well increase rather than decrease through use . .. like the
ability to speak a foreign language or to play the piano, these moral
resources are likely to become depleted and to atrophy if not used.”
The Ulbricht-Honecker regime, mixing German traditions with
Soviet models, had time to promote a separate cultural life in the
G.D.R. They wanted to create athletes of the spirit, writers and artists
who could dazzle the outside world and satisfy at least some aspira-
tions of their own people. As the East German molecular biologist
and admirable citizen-thinker Jens Reich makes clear in a new book,
the regime sought to implicate the entire
intelligentsia—technicians as well as poets—
. and to a devastating degree it was successful.
100 miles of them— For many reasons the samizdat literature that
offered poisonous proof flourished in Poland, Czechoslovakia and
Russia did not exist in the G.D.R. In the ear-
ly years of the regime, writers like Robert
Havemann were imprisoned and gifted irri-
tants like Wolf Biermann were expelled. This last decision prompted
East German writers to protest for the first time. But by and large the
limits of state tolerance for dissent were rarely, if ever, tested.
Gradually the demands for socialist realism were relaxed. Other
kinds of art were allowed. The novelist Christa Wolf was able to
depict life in the G.D.R. with some degree of candor. Writers joust-
ed with censors, and parodists ventured the occasional mischief, as
when the writer Heiner Miiller said, “We are the most progressive
state ever: 95 percent of the people are against it, such a thing has nev-
er happened before,” or when he sang, “The Stas is my Eckermann.”
Now come the revelations that these writers, too, were once part of
the Stasi net. In the late 1950s and early 1960s Christa Wolf was an
unofficial informant, unbeknownst even to her husband. Decades lat-

The Stasi files—nearly

of a poisoned society.

Fr.oorel 000000 AT TAsr aTmymaThnn rr AT



Freedom and Its Discontents

er she described at length how she too came under Stasi surveillance.
As the most prominent of East German writers, she has been
denounced and defended. She illustrates how easy it was under that
regime to move from being accomplice and perpetrator to victim, and
how difficult it is to judge th€ conduct of people enmeshed in a sys-
tem with so many visible and invisible tentacles.

There is at present a great controversy about the conduct of East
German authors and the intelligentsia. Some West German critics
express outrage, and there is a danger that in time the work of these
writers might be altogether forgotten. This would be a distortion and
a loss. Some of them were guarded witnesses to life under dreadful
conditions. Now, in the unified Germany, West Germans who were
spared anything like these terrors have assumed a leading role in deci-
sion-making, in dismissals and recruitments throughout the eastern
Linder. Their work is officially subsumed under the term Abwick/ung.
This sanitized bureaucratic term, once used by the Nazis, suggests
legal procedures or business liquidations. It bespeaks distance and
condescension; it is unattuned to tact or compassion.

The question of judgment is inherently difficult. In the case of
many of the accusations against former East German citizens, one
must ask: How reliable are the Stasi files, and how often were they
slanted by inferiors trying to curry favor with their superiors? Final-
ly, as Jens Reich has implicitly warned, the Stasi could easily become
a scapegoat for the G.D.R. regime. The greater villains were the par-
ty and state functionaries; the Stasi were not autonomous villains, and
some of their collaborators may have had mixed or honorable motives.
Only the clearest picture of life in the G.D.R. can help to render
humane judgments. There may be good reason to sympathize with
those West Germans of an impeccable past who say of all these leaks
and revelations: “Enough”™—an “enough” that has been much heard
in the countries of Eastern Europe.

LIVING WITH HISTORY

IN THE YEARS to come Germans of both East and West will con-
tinue to find it difficult to deal with the history of the 40 years of the
G.D.R. and F.R.G,, two entities that lasted almost as long as the Bis-
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marckian Reich. Polemical, divisive arguments have already begun
about who supported whom and when, who promoted unification
and who opposed it. Right-wing Germans or newborn nationalists
are already accusing the old Federal Republic’s left of national neglect,
of having slighted the goal of national unity, of having collaborated
with the Communist Party or of having been “soft” on East German
criminals or collaborators. In time, after the calumnies and the mem-
ories are extinguished or transformed, later generations may “brack-
et out” the G.D.R s history—as Germans call such a deletion—while
finding that it remains hard to expunge the Nazi past. As President
Weizsicker has said, the G.D.R. neither started a war nor committed
genocide. It may gradually fade from historical consciousness, be dis-
missed as a Soviet satellite, an alien excrescence of something called
the Cold War. West Germans’ earlier indifference to the G.D.R. will
facilitate so convenient a lapse of memory. But the G.D.R. in all its
ambiguity needs to be remembered and in some way integrated into
the history of Germany and Europe in our century.

The beginnings of the G.D.R. are most likely to be forgotten, the
time immediately after the war when in the Soviet zone of occupa-
tion a so-called socialist state was gradually established, expropriat-
ing the large estate owners and nationalizing what was left of German
industry. In the baggage train of the conquering Red Army arrived
Moscow-trained German communists—many of whom had been
tortured in Nazi camps—determined to forge a union between social-
ists and communists and create what they called a great antifascist
bloc, a bulwark against a revived German fascist-type nationalism.
True socialists, remembering how at the end of the Weimar Repub-
lic communists had in fact aided the rise of Nazism, defied commu-
nist pleas and demands; men like Gustav Dahrendorf and Kurt Schu-
macher never had any doubts about the true nature of communism.
A few socialists in the Soviet zone believed that the Communist Par-
ty was genuinely antifascist, that it would radically purge all former
Nazis and would recruit its own cadre, mostly of young, untrained
people from the unpropertied classes. The claim that the German
Democratic Republic, formally established in 19495 would become the
first socialist state in German history, that by its extrusion bf Nazis
and dismantling of capitalism it was cleansing Geérman soil of Nazi
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poison, that out of devastation it was building up an egalitarian soci-
ety—all had a certain appeal, particularly for writers and intellectu-
als. Bertolt Brecht, long the lyricist of a proletarian culture, happily
“left his American exile, with its capitalist culture and McCarthyite
hysteria, to win honors and his own theater in East Berlin. Lesser
writers followed. Thomas Mann accepted an honor from the new
state—though he decided to settle in Switzerland, spiritually equidis-
tant from both Germanies. In the G.D.R., as elsewhere at the time,
communists had the inestimable advantage of claiming to be the van-
guard of a new culture; judge us by some distant future, they said, not
by the bleak present. Intellectuals, once committed to the faith, found
it hard to break with it, to confess to themselves their error.

In the last few months an old German word has reappeared over
and over again in books and articles. Although there is no English or
French analogue, Lebensliige roughly means the lie that is life-giving,
the lie that is essential to a particular life, the lie that a person or a
people may know to be false but without which a person or state
would perish. The G.D.R. was saddled with one Lebensliige from the
start: the fundamental insistence that the Soviet Union was at once
liberator and fraternal master and model. The East Germans sensed
the travesty of truth. They knew that the Red Army had raped and
looted. They knew that the Soviets had despoiled their country, and
they sensed as well that their rulers, at least in the beginning, were
servile instruments of Soviet masters. One of the many East German
witticisms—the one commodity in which they outperformed the
West Germans—insisted that the Russians were indeed brothers
with whom one had indissoluble fraternal bonds: friends one choos-
es, brothers are unalterably inflicted. Gradually the antifascist prin-
ciple, the G.D.R.’s sole threadbare claim to legitimacy, lost its cred-
ibility as well: to call the Berlin Wall the great antifascist wall was too
grim an absurdity.

The Soviets and the G.D.R.’s rulers needed each other. For the for-
mer, East Germany was the frontier state, the most important defense
post with the greatest arsenal of weapons. For the rulers of the
G.D.R., the Soviet presence constituted the ultimate reserve army
against their own people. The Federal Republic, its own legitimacy
accepted by its people, had tied itself to the West, but these attach-
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ments enhanced security and prosperity and corresponded to the
wishes of most of its people. In the 1980s the East German regime,
encouraged by the Federal Republic’s ever more enterprising Ost-
politik, sought to gain some greater room for maneuver, some inde-
pendence from Moscow. Characteristically, Honecker’s greatest
moment of independence came at the end, when he banned Soviet
publications carrying Gorbachev’s liberalizing message. To the end,
Honecker remained a German Leninist—German because there was
a tinge of sentimentality to his inhumanity. He and his closest advis-
ers, most of them ardent believers in the powers of repression, ignored
younger members of the nomenklatura who understood the need for
reform in East Germany. Their day came too late. The G.D.R. was
founded on deception, on various Lebensligen, and its end was has-
tened by the self-deception of its aged leaders.

The G.D.R. leaves an ambiguous legacy, as does the Federal
Republic; the difference is that the institutions of the old F.R.G. have
not ended but are in the process of having to adopt to different con-
ditions. The old political culture of the Federal Republic is being test-
ed and, in part, measured by Eastern ideals. In the historic rivalry
between communism and social democracy, the former by its very col-
lapse has scored a major triumph. Many people, especially on the
political right, rejoice in confounding communism and socialism,
interpreting the dismal failure of the one as irredeemably discrediting
the other as well. The historic task of democratic socialism has been
to correct the most grievous, ruthless qualities of what Jacques Delors
once called “capitalisme sauvage.” It is doubtful that this task will ever
be totally completed.

The G.D.R. is dead, and some East Germans already have their
nostalgic moments. Disappointed in the present, prompted by a
selective memory, they ask: “Was everything wrong in the last 40
years?” And they tend to erase from memory the hopelessness of the
old regime and remember that at some level of subsistence, however
drab and uniform, even ordinary citizens could count on the essen-
tials of life: housing, however wretched, food, however meager, med-
ical care, however inferior and indifferent. They remember that in the
old G.D.R. there was no crime, no drugs, no pornography. The com-

munist rulers of the G.D.R. could have echoed President Nixon’s
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boast: “We have taken crime off the streets.” The government had
assumed a monopoly on crime.

Citizens remember the much vaunted Kinderkrippen, a grandiose
term for child-care centers to which working parents could send their’
children. The memory of the Kinderkrippen evokes the G.D.R.’s tra-
ditional concern for family life, for women’s rights, including the non-
traditional right of abortion, for social welfare—all this in contrast to
the cold life in unified Germany, where the cash nexus rules all. These
Kinderkrippen have become a kind of symbol for the better side of
G.D.R. life. People forget that these benefits were palliatives for
deeper pain. The Kinderkrippen were the decorous part of a controlled
society that violated the home it pretended to protect.

MORE DIVIDED THAN BEFORE

r‘(/)N SOME DEEP psychological level the unified Germany is more

divided than before; the physical wall has been internalized. Where
once had been the untroubled hope that at some future date the divi-
sion of the country, unnaturally maintained, would be healed, there
are now painful inequalities of power, wealth, experience and
assertiveness. The living standard of East Germans is still much low-
er than that of West Germans; wages are lower and unemployment is
at least three times higher. Economic inequalities heighten psychic

discontent; East Germans are given to self-pity, West Germans to
arrogance and exasperation. Some West Germans themselves com-

plain of Western self-righteousness. Both sides deserve understand-
ing. There are many Germans who demand solidarity not in words
but in deeds, but their pleas are lost on pusillanimous politicians who,
in confusion, think mostly of the next election.

In March 1993 the Bonn parliament finally approved a solidarity
pact that has brought some predictability into the economic picture. It
provides for new taxes to fund specified payments to the new Linder.
Approximately seven percent of GNP will be transferred to the East
over the next decade—roughly one trillion Deutsche marks. In July
even the European Community agreed, reluctantly, to provide 27.5 bil-
lion Deutsche marks over the next six years to the new Léinder out of
its regional assistance funds. The strains are clear: Germany as a whole
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is in a deep recession, with continued negative growth; according to
many observers, it is the most serious recession since the founding of
the Federal Republic. Hence the great unease pervading both parts of
Germany. Still, the solidarity pact affords real chances for the new
Linder, as Kurt Bledenkopf, minister president of Saxony, made clear
in a speech to the Saxon parliament in mid-March—a candid speech
that exemplified the possibilities of democratic leadership.

The old Federal Republic has also gained greater freedom in 1989,
but a very different kind of freedom from the East Germans’. Unifi-
cation has fulfilled the old national dream and attenuated—even on
some level removed—Germany’s dependency on its Western allies.
From the beginning of the Federal Republic, it needed Allied protec-
tion, most clearly in the ever vulnerable city of Berlin. For 40 years
this dependency dictated the parameters of choice. Now questions |
about German national interest and purpose reemerge in full force. In
the ongoing debate there are some who demand greater German
assertiveness, who have grown tired of being held hostage to the
memory of the Nazi past. That sentiment is so strong that Jiirgen
Habermas has warned against yet another Lebenslige for Germany,
the Lebenslige, as he puts it, “of us being a normal nation.” How
understandable the wish of so many Germans to be liberated of the
burden of the past, to “relativize” Nazi crimes, to seek a retrospective
moral equality. How understandable, and probably how unattainable.

It is one of the tragic ironies of the 1989 revolutions that they coin-
cided with deepening crises in the West. The newly liberated coun-
tries reached out for a market economy at a time of worldwide reces-
sion. They sought to embrace democracy when the democratic
countries had plunged into scandals of corruption and a general paral-
ysis of leadership. They looked to Europe just as the hopes of Europe
1992 faded in the post-Maastricht malaise and when the term “demo-
cratic deficit” seemed to have resonance beyond the internal arrange-
ments of the European Community.

Germany’s unanticipated unification, with its staggering demands,
came at a time when the old Federal Republic was already experienc-
ing mutually reinforcing pressures. The West German economy—in
the past the guarantor of West German democracy—was slowing
down. The capitalist world was not at its most dynamic, or at what
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Joseph Schumpeter defined at its most destructively creative, when
East Germans clamored for a free market and the many gurus of the
market economy urged instant transformation. West Germans,
including leading politicians, were not immune to the greed and cor-
ruption of the Reaganite 1988s. Faith in the political system was shak-
en. Put differently, the twin miracles of Bonn’s beginnings, the eco-
nomic miracle and the political miracle—that is, the emergence after
the devastation of the Nazi years of unprecedented political leader-
ship—had come to an end. Germany faces its gravest crisis since the
end of World War II.

A new and ultra-right-wing party, the Republicans, has scored
impressive victories. It is doubtful that the massive increase in asylum
seekers between 1987 and 1992—an increase of some 800 percent—is
solely or even primarily responsible for the dissatisfaction that this par-

ty exploits. People in all parts of Germany feel an

imbalance between the economic and moral On some deep pSYChO-

requirements of the newly unified state and their
political response. There has hardly been a time
in which the political classes were held in such Germany is more

logical level the unified

low esteem—as is true in the rest of Europe. The divided than before.

present uncertainties prompted Marion Countess

Donhoff, Helmut Schmidt and a few like-mind-

ed citizens to issue a manifesto in November 1992 under the title
“Because The Country Must Change.” Or consider Jens Reich’s fears
of future unrest “when I observe our dance around the golden calf,
called property, prosperity, consumerism . . . which we hold sacrosanct.
Even now I see the coming disgust and the helpless failure of the puta-
tive victors. Late socialism clung to the illusion of eternal growth and
progress. We should not succumb to it under a different guise.”

The eruption of xenophobic violence, the killing of Turkish
women and children, has horrified the world. Hundreds of skinheads
are supported by thousands of nationalist, perhaps even neo-Nazi,
sympathizers, while millions of Germans organize silent marches to
protest this ugliness, a demonstrative solidarity never before seen in
Germany. To some, the very silence of these marches, however
impressive in themselves, is disturbing. Germans need speech,
thought and moral authority, charged questions about asylum seekers
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and fiscal measures that would grapple with the needed transfer pay-
ments to the east. All these need public argument. Over and over
again in the last few months Chancellor Kohl has been admonished
to “tell the truth.”

In all parfs of Germany there is a palpable deficit of trust—trust in
leaders, trust in almost all aspects of life. The English philosopher
John Dunn has spoken of trust as the core element of democracy. And
while trust is in short supply in all countries, its steady decline in Ger-
many is alarming. Degrees of trust cannot be quantified, unlike the
interest rates of the Bundesbank—yet the two are linked. The
Deutsche mark remains the symbol and instrument of Germany’s
economic stability, and the unarticulated incantation could be “In the
Deutsche mark we trust.” In a decade or so that same Deutsche mark
will—by the painful transfer of some thousand billion Deutsche
marks—transform the new Linder, especially Saxony, into the most
modern region of Europe; the moral-psychological recovery and uni-
ty will take much longer.

I say this with a certain sadness, sadness that the promise of 1989,
or what I thought of as Germany’s second chance in this century, has
been trapped in pain and disappointment. Once again Germany’s his-
tory did not have to be like this; there was nothing inevitable about it.
More truth, better leadership and greater tolerance would have made
a difference. Even now the pessimists see a political system without
leadership—and see a repeat of Weimar. The optimists see the possi-
bility of rejuvenation and reciprocal learning, of which there has been
too little.

To seek freedom in defiance of the state is not part of the German
political tradition, as it is of the English, Dutch, French and Ameri-
can traditions. And yet twice in the last half century Germans defied
a tyrannical state: on July 20, 1944, a few Germans tried to overthrow
Hitler—they failed, and the two Germanies have had a difficult time
assimilating or celebrating their memory; and in the fall of 1989, hun-
dreds of thousands of East Germans successfully defied their regime,
admittedly at a time when neighboring countries had already thrown
off the communist yoke; it was nonetheless a momentous achieve-
ment in German history. Their leaders have already sunk into obliv-
ion, and the memory of those great days has faded. People refer to

o el FORFIGN AFFAITIRS - Valume 72 No.4



Freedsm and Its Discontents

these events as die Wende, the turn, thus transforming what had been

dramatic and heroic into something prosaic and bureaucratic. For all

the disappointments that have followed, we should celebrate not

- merely the collapse of the Berlin Wall, but the men and women who

hv their demand for a bettef"and freer life made that collapse one of
the great moments in their history and ours.

The revolutions of 198g—however darkened in the meantime by

the return of barbarism in many parts of the world—have given us

an opportunity to live in trust and truth, to validate the hopes of
\iclav Havel. @
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The State Departinent is asking Americans to
believe something ridiculous. That is the proposi-
tion that an agreement this week by four Lilliputian
Caribbean armies to take part in a U.S.-led invasion
force signifies regional support for an armed strike
against Haiti’s military regime.

Appending 266 soldiers from Barbados, Belize,
Jamaica and Trinidad to an American army of at
least 10,000 cannot hide the fact that an invasion, if
it comes, would be a foolish and unnecessary act
driven solely by the Clinton Administration.

By tee same token, the escalating rhetoric

“issuing from Deputy Secretary of State Strobe

Talbott and Deputy Secretary of Defense John
Deutch cannot disguise the lack of a necessary
political consensus at home, as quick rebuttals from
Senator Richard Lugar and former President Bush

. have already made clear. Even Congressional

Democrats are divided, with many endorsing an
invasion only out of misplaced fealty.
Unfortunately, what all this new public postur-
ing does do is squeeze another droplet from the
~Administration’s almost empty vial of foreign-poli-

-.¢y credibility. That can only narrow even further

‘the range of choices Mr. Clinton has left for himself,
‘choices tha. suime of his advisers want to reduce tr
(1) nvede or (b} give up.

Gen. Raoul Cédras and his cronies in the iiai-
tian military leadership are practically daring the
‘Administration to act. They have no claim to inter-
national legitimacy, having shot their way into
power at the expense of a Government that won
two-thirds of the vote in a democratic election. They

“have defiantly rejected all diplomatic entreaties
. from the United States and the United Nations. .

They have looted a wretchedly poor economy and
brought international sanctions down on their fellow
citizens.

Every day they prolong their thuggish rule
brings the wanton and brazen murder of still more
defenseless Haitian civilians.

Still A U.S. Invasion. Still Wrong.

But as morally and legally reprehensible as
their actions have been, the United States has no
calling to invade countries in the absence of any
clear threat to vital American interests or 1o inter-
national peace.

True, the United Nations Security Council a
month ago declared the Haitian regime a threat to
international peace. But that was a peculiar exer-
cise in circular logic that 1s hard for anyone to take
seriously.

Washington felt it could not invade without U.N.
authorization. The U.N. charter only permits such
authorization when there is a threat to international
peace. Therefore, a threat was duly declared, found-
ed in large part on the supposedly destabilizing
dangers of a continuing flow of refugees throughout
the region.

How can the Administration morally justify
launching the mighty American war machine and
getting Americans and Haitians killed because it
finds the arrival of miserable refugees so politically
inconvenient that it has asked other countries to
provide them with temporary shelter?

While restoring the democratically elected
Goveinment of riaiti is a legitimate aim of U.S.
tureign policy, military force is, at th's puiiit. an
inappropriate means for accomplishirg it. Sanr-
tions and diplomacy shor!ld be the prin-ipal policy
tools, even though ‘irese have not achieved dheir
aims so ior, and possibly may not achieve them
before President Jean-Bertrand Aristide’s term
runs out in 1996.

Unless and until the American people and
others throughout the hemisphere are more willing
than they are now to bear the risks of an invasion
and its likely sequels, including prolonged occupa-
tion and deadly clashes with civilians, invading
Haiti is a bad idea.

Even with an international brigade of 266 Bar-
badians, Belizeans, Jamaicans and Trinidadians
trailing along, the large U.S. force will be asked to
do the biggest share of the fighting and, inevitably, |
the dying. !

The Real Truth of Poverty

Demonizing welfare mothers has become polit-
ical sport, with politicians everywhere blaming
them for moral decline, budget deficits and even
poverty itself. A report this week by New York’s
CitizensBudget Commission challenges this stereo-
type in useful and enlightening ways. It shows that
women on welfare make up a far smaller percent-
age of the poor than popular wisdom would have it.
It also confirms what previous studies have shown:
Medicaid, not welfare, is the prime source of run-
away spending on poverty.

Welfare mothers are routinely portrayed as
slackers who make up the bulk of the poor and soak
up more money every year. The fact is that only one
in four poor households in New York City is headed
by a single parent; welfare payments, when adjust-
ed for inflation, have actually declined by 30 percent
since 1972.

The poor in New York are also more ethnically
diverse than commonly supposed. Among the eld-
erly, for example, nearly half of all households in
poverty are headed by whites. Like earlier studies,
the commission’s report suggests that the failure of
welfare payments to keep pace with inflation con-
tributes to homelessness.

For years, Gov. Mario Cuomo has proposed
that New York State assume the share paid by local
governments for Medicaid, the program of medical
insurance for the poor. That is because New York is
one of the few states that makes local governments
pick up part of the tab for Medicaid. The Governor’s
plan foundered partly because he would take back

|
local sales or income taxes in exchange for picking
up Medicaid, a prospect that worried many subur-
ban legislators.

Medicaid siphons off money that might be
devoted to education, training, infrastructure. Be-
cause it has a large poverty population, New York
levies onerous state and city taxes that become a
major factor in persuading businesses to locate
elsewhere. This, over time, erodes the tax base.

New York City will spend about $2.5 billion on
Medicaid in 1995. It ought to pay nothing. The
nation’s poor should be a national responsibility,
with Washington paying the entire tab. Short of that,
the state should pay Medicaid bills for all its poor
citizens.

The commission’s report provides a fresh ra-
tionale for a state takeover of Medicaid. Medicaid, it
says, is the ‘“largest and most rapidly growing
expenditure for the poor.” Again, welfare mothers
and their children account for far less spending
than one might think. The elderly and disabled
make up less than a quarter of New York’s Medic-
aid population but account for nearly 60 percent of
total Medicaid costs.

New York City taxpayers have been hit hard by
the need to pay for programs that cater to a large
poverty population. But welfare mothers are not
breaking the city’s back. The costs of providing
housing, education and police protection to an eco-
nomically disadvantaged population are huge — as
are the runaway costs of health care for the elderly
and disabled.
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IN THE LOOP

The Difference a Dime Makes

By Al Kamen

Washungton Post Staff Wrier

T he Clinton administration has picked longtime

numbers cruncher Robert Greenstein,

executive director of the Center on Budget
and Policy Priorities, to be deputy director of the
Office of Management and Budget.

That was the job Alice Rivlin held before
President Clinton elevated her to replace now White
House Chief of Staff Leon E. Panetta,

Greenstein, who came from the ranks of the
anti-hunger lobby, was in the Agriculture
Department in the Carter administration, where he
was heavily involved in food stamp reform initiatives,
coming down on the liberal side of the debates,

He then headed up the newly created budget center,
which quickly established itself as a valuable
information resource for journalists and Democrats
who wanted numerical ammunition to attack the
Recyal budget cutbacks r.. zomial programs.

* Greenste.n's hallmark was “fast rezpor se,” al'/ays
instant) 1 eady with facts and analysis to dispute
Reacze assertions that the cvt< wowan't hurt the poor,

Sources said a lower-ranking job at OMB was
available then but he decided to stay put.

It is unclear whether Senate Republicans may
want to try to rough him up at confirmation time. On
the other hand, since there’s hardly a discretionary
dime left in the budget, they may figure even a
staunch liberal can’t do too much harm.

Sen. Craig's Version of Endangered Species

® “Free white human beings” are an “endangered
species” in New York City, says Sen. Larry E. Craig
(R-Idaho). Waxing philosophical, the state’s senior
senator told the Chamber of Commerce in Twin
F-is, Idaho, Wednesday that “the only person there
isn’t a law protecting today is the white Anglo-Saxon
human being.”

Craig’s remarks, quoted in yesterday’s Twin Falls
Times-News, came as he blasted East Coast
environmentalists who involve themselves in western
environmental issues. Craig, who often does battle
with the enviros, is a fierce critic of the Endangered
Species Act.

“Itisn’t a New York City problem,” he said. “The
only endangered species in New York City is
probably a free white human being.”

Craig, asked if his remarks might be offensive to
minorities, said, “if they are, I apologize immediately,
and if you want to put that in writing, please do so. |
don’t go around intentionally and purposefully
offending racial groups.”

Death Row, an Untapped Asset

m Speaking of speaking, there was Supreme Court
Justice John Paul Stevens back home addressing a
group of civil rights lawyers. Stevens, according to
an account in the Chicago Daily Law Bulletin, told
the group he has been thinking of ways to make an
asset out of prisoners on death row.
“Conceivably, there might be people on death row

who would voluntarily take mariuana or cocaine to

get more information on the harm caused by illegal
drugs,” he said, “to discourage their use.”
He also suggested using “hypnotism or other
means” to study why prisoners end up on death row.
Maybe cause they killed somebody?

Whitewater Claims GOP Casualty

= Congressional bickering over Whitewater led to
the withdrawal yesterday of Ohio banker Anne Hall's
nomination for a Republican seat on the Federal
Deposit Insurance Corp. Hall's nomination was
approved in February by the Senate Banking
Committee, then was delayed on the floor over
Republican demands for full Whitewater hearings.
She told Reuter that for professional reasons she
couldn’t wait longer.

The Senate also is holding up Ricki Tigert, the
administration’s nominee to chair the FDIC, but
Tigert says she is not withdrawing and the Wiiite
House said yesterday it is backing her.

FTC May Get a Returnee

m That “senior government posi‘ion” in Cabinet
secretary Christine Varney’s futire is most orobably
the Federal Trade Commission, wnich wwiil havc a
second opening on Sept. 26. Sources say this is not a
done deal, however.

The other opening, created by the recent resignation
of commissioner Dennis A. Yao, is likely to be filled by
former commissioner and now Georgetown law
professor Robert Pitofsky. The plan apparently is to
-name Pitofsky as chairman, replacing George Bush’s
friend, Republican Janet D. Steiger.

It's Official . . .

= Clinton has nominated Washington attornev Alfred
H. Moses to be ambassador 1o Reziauiz. Moses,
president of the America Jewisn Committee, was
special adviser and speciai counse! (o Fresiaent
Jimmy Carter, handling Billygate for him. He has
been heavily involved in American-Romanian
relations for many years, working on Jewish
emigration issues and on behalf of dissidents,
including those imprisoned for Christian activities.

Career foreign service officer Thomas A. Forbord,
formerly vice president and chief economist of the
Export-Import Bank and more recently deputy chief
of mission in Buenos Aires, is off next week to Rome
to be U.S. permanent representative to the United
Nations agencies there.

At Agriculture, Secretary Mike Espy yesterday said
that Thomas J. Billy, a career government employee
who has been working on improving the Food and Drug
Administration’s seafood safety program, will move
onto dry land to head the department’s Food Safety and
Inspection Service. Billy for more than 15 years
managed a seafood inspection program at the National
Marine Fisheries Service.

Espy also named J. Glenn Morris Jr., a longtime
critic of the inspection service, to head a new health
affairs staff within FSIS. Morris is a physician and
professor at the University of Maryland and has
worked at the Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention in Atlanta.
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Thank you for that generous introduction. It is a
pleasure to be back at the Kennedy School.

America stands at the threshold of a new century and
faces a challenge that recalls the opportunities and dangers
that we confronted at the end of the First and Second World
Wars. Then, as now, two paths lay before us: to claim victory
and withdraw, or to provide American leadership to build a more
peaceful, free, and prosperous world. After World War I, our
leaders chose the first path and we paid a terrible price. No
one will dispute that after the Second World War, Harry Truman,
George Marshall, Dean Acheson, Arthur Vandenberg -- and the
American people -- wisely chose the other path.

That same farsighted commitment to American leadership
and engagement must guide our foreign policy today. The Soviet
empire is gone. No great power views any other as an immediate
military threat. And the triumph of democracy and free markets
is transforming countries from Europe to Latin America, and
from Asia to Africa. We now have a remarkable opportunity to
shape a world conducive to American interests and consistent
with American values -- a world of open societies and open
markets.

In the past year, we helped persuade Ukraine, Kazakhstan
and Belarus to give up nuclear weapons on their territory.
Nuclear warheads and missiles from these states and Russia are
being dismantled. Russian troops are out of the Baltic States
and Germany. We have begun to build a new European security
architecture. We helped to launch regional security dialogues
in Asia. We negotiated a Framework with North Korea that
freezes and will ultimately eliminate its nuclear weapons
program. We reached an agreement with China that will sharply
limit its missile exports. And we stopped Iraqi aggression
against Kuwait dead in its tracks.

We also contributed to historic progress in resolving
conflict, backing democracy, and promoting development around
the world. We fostered agreements between Israel and the PLO,
and the peace treaty between Israel and Jordan. We restored
the democratically elected government in Haiti -- and we will
do our part to make sure that achievement endures. In long
troubled regions like Northern Ireland, South Africa and
Cambodia, we contributed to extraordinary advances toward peace
and reconciliation. And at the historic Cairo Conference, we
restored American leadership on the critical issues of
population and development.

Finally, we took giant steps to build the open trading
system of the next century, with America at its hub. We won
bipartisan support for the GATT agreement and led the way for
its approval around the world. We helped forge commitments to
eliminate trade barriers in the Asia-Pacific region by 2020 and
to negotiate free trade in our own hemisphere by 2005. And we
made important progress in widening access to Japan’s markets.
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But we must not rest on these accomplishments.
Aggression, tyranny and intolerance still undermine political
stability and economic development in vital regions of the
world. Americans face growing threats from the proliferation
of weapons of mass destruction, terrorism, and international
crime. And problems that once seemed distant, like
environmental degradation, unsustainable population growth, and
magss movements of refugees now pose immediate risks to emerging
democracies and to global prosperity.

In meeting these opportunities and dangers, our foreign
policy is driven by several principles. First, America must
continue to engage and lead. Second, we must seek to maintain
and strengthen cooperative relationships with the world’s most
powerful nations. Third, it is essential that we adapt and
build institutions that will promote economic and security
cooperation. Fourth, we support democracy and human rights
because it serves our ideals and our interests.

The imperative of American leadership, the first
principle of our strategy, is a central lesson of this
century, It is sobering to imagine what the world would have
been like without it in the last two years alone. We might now
have four nuclear states in the former Soviet Union instead of
one; a full-throttle nuclear program in North Korea: no GATT
agreement or NAFTA; brutal dictators still terrorizing Haiti;
and very likely, Iraqgi troops back in Kuwait.

As a global power with global interests, the United
States must not retreat from its leadership role. It is our
responsibility to ensure that the post=-Cold War momentum toward
greater freedom and prosperity is not reversed by neglect or
short-sighted indifference. Only the United States has the
vision and the capacity to consolidate these gains.

As our recent accomplishments suggest, American
leadership requires that we be ready to back diplomacy with the
credible threat of force. Toward this end, President Clinton
is determined that the U.S. military will remain the most
powerful and effective fighting force in the world.

When our vital interests are at stake, we must be
prepared to act alone. Our willingness to do so is often the
key to effective joint action. But the recent debate between
the proponents of unilateral and multilateral action assumes a
false choice., Multilateralism is a means, not an end.
Sometimes, by mobilizing the support of other nations, by
leveraging our power and leading through alliances and
institutions, we will achieve better results at lower cost in
human life and national treasure. That is a sensible bargain I
know the American people support.

Leadership also means focusing international attention on
emerging global problems. That is why we have given global
issues like the environment, population, and sustainable
development the prominent place they deserve on our foreign
policy agenda.

|
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Just as our nation must always maintain its military
readiness, so we must be ready to advance our political and
economic interests around the world. That requires highly
trained men and women, modern communications technology, and
adequate resources.

The second tenet of our Sstrategy is the central
importance of constructive relations with the world’s most
powerful nations: our Western European allies, Japan, China and
Russia. These nations possess the political, economic, or
military capability to affect the well-being of every
American. The relatively cooperative relations that these
countries now have with each other is unprecedented in this
century, but it is not irreversible.

Our strategy toward the great powers begins with Western
Europe and Japan. We must revitalize our alliances with this
democratic core. We must also seize the opportunities that now
exist to build constructive relations with China and Russia,
countries that once were our fiercest adversaries. Both are
undergoing momentous, though very different, transformations
that will directly affect American interests.

Our partnership with Japan is the linchpin of our policy
toward Asia, the world’s most dynamic region. This
Administration has placed Asia at the core of our long-term
foreign policy approach. Realizing President Clinton’s vision
of a stable and prosperous Pacific Community will continue to
be a top priority. Asia figures pProminently in many of our
central areas of emphasis for 1995,

It is imperative that we reinforce our security and
political ties with Japan -- as well as with South Korea and
our other treaty allies., It is equally essential that the
strength of our economic ties with Japan matches the strength
of our overall relationship. During this year that marks the
fiftieth anniversary of the end of World War II, we will
highlight our close cooperation on regional and global issues
== while continuing to press for greater access to Japanese
markets., :

Our success in Asia also requires pursuing constructive
relations with China, consistent with our overall interests.
We welcome China’s participation in regional security and
economic organizations. wWe support its accession to the World
Trade Organization on appropriate terms. And we will work hard
to gain its cooperation with global non-proliferation regimes,
In China’s own interest, and consistent with jts increasing
role in the world community, it needs to demonstrate greater
respect for human rights and the rule of law. China’s recent
crackdown on dissent is disturbing and incompatible with
realizing the full potential of our bilateral relations.
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Our relationship with Russia is central to America’s
security. It has been a key foreign policy issue for this
Administration. Its importance is reflected in my meetings in
Geneva this week with Andrei Kozyrev, where for eight hours we
discussed a broad array of common challenges and concerns. The
United States has an enormous stake in the outcome of Russia’s
continuing transformation. A stable, democratic Russia is
vital to build a secure Europe, to resolve regional conflicts,
and to fight proliferation. An unstable Russia that reverts to
authoritarianism or slides into chaos would be a disaster -- an
immediate threat to its neighbors and, with its huge nuclear
stockpile, again a strategic threat to the United States.

That is why the Clinton Administration has been
unwavering in our support for Russian reform. Despite the
setbacks that we knew Russia might encounter during this
historic and difficult transition, our steady policy of
engagement and cooperation has paid off for every American =--
from reducing the nuclear threat to advancing peace in the
Middle East. That is why President Clinton reaffirmed last
week in Cleveland his determination to maintain our substantial
assistance for democratic and economic reform in Russia.

We are deeply concerned about the war in Chechnya. It is
a terrible human tragedy. The way in which Russia has used
military force has been excessive and threatens to have a
corrosive effect on the future of Russian democracy. As I told
Foreign Minister Kozyrev, the war must end and a process of
reconciliation must begin. What we do not want to see is a
Russia in a military quagmire that erodes reform and tends to
isolate it in the international community.

The third principle of our strategy is that if the
historic movement toward open societies and open markets is to
endure, we must adapt and revitalize the institutions of global
and regional cooperation. After World War II, the generation
of Truman, Marshall, and Acheson built the great institutions
that gave structure and strength to the common enterprise of
western democracies: promoting peace and economic growth. Our
challenge now is to revitalize those institutions -- NATO, the
UN, the IMF and the World Bank, the OECD, among others. And we
must extend their benefits and obligations to new democracies
and market economies.

At the President’s initiative, our G-7 partners agreed
that in Halifax next July, we will chart a strategy to adapt
the post-war economic institutions to a more integrated
post-Cold War period. We are also helping regional
institutions and structures such as the Organization of
American States, ASEAN, and the Organization of African Unity
to promote peace and democratic development.
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As a fourth principle, this Administration recognizes the
importance of democracy and human rights as a fundamental part
of our foreign policy. Our commitment is consistent with
American ideals. It also rests on a sober assessment of our
long-term interest in a world where stability is reinforced by
accountability and disputes are mediated by dialogue; a world
where information flows freely and where the rule of law
protects not only political rights but the essential elements
of free market economies.

In the new year, in 1995, as we follow these basic
underlying principles, I intend to focus on five key areas that
offer particularly significant opportunities: advancing the
most open global trading system in history; developing a new
European security order; helping achieve a comprehensive peace
in the Middle East; combatting the spread of weapons of mass
destruction; and fighting international crime, narcotics, and
terrorism.

First, we must sustain the momentum we have generated
toward the more open global and regional trade that is so vital
to American exports and jobs. A core premise of our domestic
and foreign policies is that our economic strength at home and
abroad are mutually reinforcing. I believe that history will
judge this emphasis to be a distinctive imprint and a lasting
legacy of the Clinton Administration.

We will implement the Uruguay Round and ensure that the
new World Trade Organization upholds vital trade rules and
disciplines. We will work with Japan and our other APEC
partners to develop a blueprint for achieving open trade and
investment in the Asia-Pacific region. We will begin to
implement the Summit of the Americas Action Plan. And we will.
also begin to negotiate Chile’s accession to NAFTA.

Let me add a word about Mexico and our effort to address
its economic crisis of confidence. The President has
demonstrated vision and leadership in assembling the package of
Support necessary to help Mexico get back on track. The
package of loan guarantees has the backing not only of the
Administration, but the bipartisan Congressional leadership and
the Chairman of the Federal Reserve Board. This package
contains tough but fair conditions to protect U.S. interests
and to ensure the guarantees are used wisely and well.

As the President has said, we should resist the
temptation to load up this package with conditions unrelated to
the economic thrust of our effort. Let me say to the Congress
and the American people: This package is in the overriding
interest of the United States. It should be acted upon quickly
and favorably.
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In our second area of opportunity, we will take concrete
steps to build a new European security architecture. We
understand that deep political, military, economic, and
cultural links make Europe’s security and prosperity vital to
ours. Our efforts will focus on maintaining strong relations
with Western Europe, consolidating the new democracies of
Central Europe and the former Soviet Union, and engaging Russia
as a responsible partner.

NATO remains the anchor of American engagement in Europe
and the linchpin of transatlantic security. NATO has always
been far more than a transitory response to a temporary
threat. It has been a guarantor of European democracy and a
force for European stability. That is why its mission has
endured, and why its benefits are so attractive to Europe’s new
democracies.

In earlier years, NATO has welcomed new members who
shared its purposes and who could add to its strength. Under
American leadership, the Alliance agreed in December to begin a
Ssteady and deliberate process that will lead to its further
expansion. We have already begun to examine with our Allies
the process and objectives of expansion, and we will share our
conclusions with the members of the Partnership for Peace
before year’s end.

As we move toward NATO expansion, we will also bolster
other key elements of the new European security architecture:
a vigorous program for the Partnership for Peace, a
strengthened Organization for Security and Cooperation in
Europe, and a systematic process for enhancing the NATO-Russia
relationship.

The tragit war in Bosnia underscores the importance of
building an effective new architecture for conflict prevention
and resolution. Together with our partners in the Contact
Group, we are seeking a negotiated solution because only a
negotiated solution has any chance of lasting and preventing a
wider war. What we must not do is to make the situation worse
by unilaterally lifting the arms embargo. We have always
believed that the embargo is unfair. But going it alone would
lead to the withdrawal of UNPROFOR and an escalation of
violence. It would Americanize the conflict and lead others to
abandon the sanctions on Serbia. It would undermine the
authority of all UN Security Council Regolutions, jncluding
sanctions on Iraq and Libya.

Our third area of opportunity is advapcing peace apd
security in the Middle East. We have witnessed a profound
transformation in the landscape of the Arab-Israeli conflict --
one that would not have been imaginable just a few years ago.
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Despite the difficulties that remain, we must not let
this remarkable opportunity slip away. On the
Israeli-Palestinian track, we must continue to make progress in
the implementation of the Declaration of Principles. We are
encouraged by yesterday’s meeting between Prime Minister Rabin
and Chairman Arafat and by the serious efforts both sides are
making to work out the complex issues in the next phase. Each
side must see the benefits of peace. Israelis must gain
security. Palestinians must achieve genuine control over the
political and economic decisions that affect their lives. Each
must build the trust and confidence of the other -- especially
at a time when those opposed tc peace seek to destroy mutual
confidence.

The negotiations between Israel and Syria are entering a
crucial phase. The parties are serious and some progress has
been made in narrowing the gaps. If a breakthrough is to be
achieved in the coming months, critical decisions must be made
and the process will have to be accelerated. President Clinton
and I will continue to do all we can to support these efforts.

As we promote peace, we must also deal with the enemies
of peace., Iraq’s massing of troops at Kuwait’s border last
October underscored the danger Iraq poses to regional
security. Saddam Hussein’s regime cannot be trusted. Full
compliance with all relevant UN obligations is the only
possible basis on which to consider any relaxation of sanctions.

Another rogue state, Iran, now leads rejectionist efforts
to kill the chances for peace. It directs and materially
supports the operations of Hizballah, Hamas and others who
commit atrocities in places like Tel Aviv and Buenos Aires. It
Sows terror and subversion across the Arab world. Those
industrialized nations that continue to provide concessionary
credits to Iran cannot escape the consequences of their
actions: They make it easier for Iran to use its resources to
sponsor terrorism and undermine the prospects for peace.

Today Irah is engaged in a crash effort to develop
nuclear weapons. We are deeply concerned that some nations are
prepared to cooperate with Iran in the nuclear field. I will
not mince words: These efforts risk the security of the entire
Middle East. The United States places the highest priority on
denying Iran a nuclear weapons capability. We expect members
of the Security Council, who have special responsibilities in
this area, to join with us.

Our fourth area of emphasis for 1995 is to take specific
steps to stop the spread of weapons of mass destruction and
their means of delivery. With the demise of the Soviet Union,
the proliferation of these weapons poses the principal direct
threat to the survival of the United States and our key
allies. Our global and regional strategies for 1995 comprise
the most ambitious nonproliferation agenda in history.
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The centerpiece of our global strategy is the indefinite
and unconditional extension of the Non-Proliferation Treaty.
The treaty’s greatest achievement igs invisible -- weapons not
built and material not diverted. But the impact is clear: The
nightmare of a profusion of nuclear weapons states has not come
to pass.

Our global strategy also includes a moratorium on nuclear
testing as we negotiate a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty; a
global ban on the production of fissile materials for building
nuclear weapons; ratification of the Chemical Weapons
Convention; and strengthening the Biological Weapons Convention.

With the agreements President Clinton signed last
December in Budapest, we can now begin to implement the START I
nuclear reduction treaty. Later this month, I will be the
Administration’s lead witness in urging the Senate’s prompt
ratification of START 1II. Finally, we will continue to support
the Nunn-Lugar program, which helps dismantle former Soviet
nuclear weapons and counters would-be nuclear smugglers by
improving security at vulnerable facilities,

When this'Administration took office, North Korea had an
active nuclear program. Left unchallenged, it was poised to
produce hundreds of kilograms of plutonium that could be used
in nuclear weapons. The stage was being set for a crisis that
would imperil security throughout Northeast Asia and undermine
our entire global nonproliferation effort.

Last fall, the United States concluded an Agreed
Framework with North Korea that freezes its nuclear program,
provides for its dismantlement, and puts the whole issue on the
road to resolution. The Framework has the strong support of
Japan and South Korea -- key allies whose security it will
protect and who will finance most of its implementation. We
are under no illusions about North Korea. Implementation of
the Framework will be based upon verification, not trust. We
are determined to ensure that North Korea fulfills its
obligations every step of the way.

Those who' oppose the Framework with North Korea have a
responsibility to offer an effective alternative that protects
our interests. They have not done so.

We also have an aggressive Strategy with respect to
conventional arms and missiles. We will broaden the Missile
Technology Control Regime. We will push for a global agreement
to ban antipersonnel landmines, and work bilaterally to remove
the millions of mines still in place. We are also seeking to
establish a COCOM successor regime, which will restrain trade
in arms and sensitive technologies to the pariah states.



Turning to our fifth area of emphasis, international
terrorists, criminals and drug traffickers pose direct threats
to our people and to our nation’s interests. They ruin
countless lives, destroy property, and siphon away productive
resources. They sap the strength of industrialized societies
and threaten the survival of emerging democracies.

That is why in 1995 we plan to implement a comprehensive
strategy to combat these threats. The State Department is
working on this plan in close and urgent cooperation with the
Departments of Justice, Treasury, and other law enforcement
agencies. The strategy on international crime and terrorism
will include several vital steps:

. First, we will insist that other countries fulfill their
obligations either to extradite or prosecute
international fugitives, and ensure that convicted
criminals serve tough sentences:

. Second, we will work with other governments to develop
and implement tough asset forfeiture and money laundering
laws to attack international criminals in a vulnerable
Place =-- in their pocketbook;

. Third, we will toughen standards for obtaining U.S. visas
to make it more difficult for international criminals to
gain entry to this country;

. Fourth, we will propose legislation to combat alien
smuggling and immigration fraud by providing increased
penalties and more effective investigative tools.

. Fifth, the Clinton Administration is planning new steps
Lo expand the use of U.S. law against terrorists and
funding for their activities.

I have discussed five key areas of opportunity for
American foreign policy in 1995. I also want to underscore
that our foreign policy will continue to address a whole range
of issues important to our interests, such as promoting
stability and democracy in Asia, Latin America, and Africa:
meeting urgent humanitarian needs around the world; fighting
environmental degradation and addressing rapid population
growth,

Since my first week in office, I hava copsulted closely
with both parties in Congress on every important igsue an qur
agenda. We have gained bipartisan baoking foy key objactives
of our foreign policy, including the Middle East peace process,
our landmark trade agreements and denuclearization in the
former Soviet Union.
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The recent elections changed the balance of power between
the parties. But they did not change, indeed they enhanced,
our responsibility to cooperate on a bipartisan basis in
foreign affairs. The election was not a license to lose sight
of our nation’s global interests or to walk away from our
commitments in the world. Leaders of both parties understand
that well.

Bipartisan cooperation has always been grounded in the
conviction that our nation’s enduring interests do not vary
with the times. President Harry Truman had it right 40 years
ago: "Circumstances change," he said, "but the great issues
remain the same -- prosperity, welfare, human rights, effective
democracy, and above all, peace."

With the Cold War behind us, the United States has a
chance to build a more secure and integrated world of open
societies and open markets. We are the world’s largest
military and economic power. Our nation’s founding principles
still inspire people all over the world. We are blessed with
great resources and resolve. We will continue to use them with
wisdom, with strength, and with the backing of the American
people.
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