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SECTION: EDITORS NOTE; Campaign 2000; Pg. 45 

. LENGTH: 6922 words 

HEADLINE: Promoting the National Interest 
. . ., .· . . . . . . 

BYLINE: Condoleezza Rice; CONDOLEEZZA RICE is.Senior 'Fellow at theHoover Institution and Professor of Poli 
Science at Stanford University. She is also foreign policy adviser to Republican presidential candidate George W. 13 

BODY: 

LIFE AFTER THE COLD WAR 

THE UNITED STATES has found it exceedingly difficult to define its"national interest" in the absence of Soviet pow 
we do not know how to think about what follows the U.S,-Soviet confrontation is clear from the continued references 
"post-- Cold War period.'' Yet such periods of transition are important,. because they offer strategic opportunities. D 
these .fluid times, one can affect the shape of the world to come, 

The enormity of the moment is obvious. The Soviet Union was.morethanjust ;:itraditional globaLcompetitor; itstrov 
universal socialist alternative to markets and democracy. The Soviet Union quarantined itself and many often-unwit 
captives and clients from the rigors of international capitalism. In the end, it sowed the seeds of its own destruction, 
becoming in isolation an economic and technological dinosaur. ' i 

Butthis is only part of the story. The SovietUnion's collapse coincided with another greatrevolution. Dramaticchan 
information technology.and.the growth of. "knowledge~based" industri.es altered the very basis of econpmi<:>dyn.amis . 
accelerating already noticeable trends in economic interaction that often circumvented and ignored state boundarie 
competition for capital investment has intensified, states have faced difficult choices about their internal economic, p 
and social structures. As the prototype of this "new economy,"the .United States has seen its economic influence gr 
and with it,· its diplomatic influence. America has emerged as both the principal benefactor of these simultaneous re 
and their beneficiary. 

The process of outlining a new foreign policy musl begin by recognizing that the United' states is in a remarkable po 
Powerful secular trends are moving the world toward economic openness and -- more unevenly -- democracy and i 
liberty. Some states have one foot on the train and the other off. Some states still hope to find a way to decouple de 
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ahd ~conomic.progress\Some hold orito olc:I hatredsas;c:liversions from themode~nizingtaskat hand. ·euttheUnit 
· .. and its allies are on the right side of history. . . ·. ' '' . -· 
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- In such' an eriviroriment, American policies must help further these favorab)e trends_ by maintaining a di~ciplined and 
· consistent foreign policy that separates the important fromthe tr.ivial. .The Clinton administration has assiduously av 

.. · implementing such an agenda. Instead,_ every. issue has been taken on its ow.Ii terms -- crisis by crisis, day ~Y day. -· 
courage tosE!t priorities because doing so is an admission that American foreign policy cariilot be all thrngs to all pe 

_ rather, to all interest g(oups. The c·linton administration's approach has its advantages: If priorities and intent are no _ 
theyJ~ann9t be.critici~ed. ··sut there is a high-price to pay f6r.this approach. -In ·.13 dernocracy:as pluralistic as ours, the 
absence of ari artic;ulated i•natignal·intere~t'.' either produces a fertile ground fortlJ.ose wishing towithdr~w from, th~ w 

. creates avacuum'to be filled by parochial groups and transitory pressures.·. · · · 
. ,• ~-

THE ALTERNATIVE · .. · ·' • .. : 

. ,, ' AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY ina ~~~~blican administraticm sh~uld refocus the United State~·· o·n the national inte 
the pursuitofkey priorities. These tasks are · .. •·· ... < . . . ' > .· :." < .. , . ·. ' ' ·, ·.. • -.·' . ' 

*:to.ensure that Ar;nerica's milit1;1ry ca~·Jleterwar, project power, and fight in defer:ise <;>fits interests,if deterrence fai.I 

*fo promote economic growth and politicaf openness by· extending free trade arid a stable internati6nal'monetary sy 
all co_mmitted to these principles, including in the•we$tern hemisphere; which has too often been neglected as ·a vita 
U.S. n~tional interest; · - . • .. · .- · · -

""-· - ... *to· renewstrong and h'itirtiate relatior:iships with allies v.fho share American values and tan thus share the burden 0 . 
-. promoting peace, prosperity, and.freeClom;. · · · - ' ; · · 

··~to focus U.S. energies on comprehensive relationships with the big power~, particularly Russia and China, that ca 
mold the character of the internati~nal political system; and ·. --·· · · - · ' 

.·,;,. ,:' .-·· 

*to deaJ decisively with the threat of rogue regimes.and hosti.le powers, which is increasingly taking:the:forms of the . 
fof terrorism and the develop!llent of weapons of mass destruction (Wl\JID) .. · _ , ...... 

• ... INTERESTS AND IDEALS · 
. )··~'· 

PO\JVE~ MATTER~, both. ~he exercise of power.by the Uni~ed:States and the ability of oth~rs tb exercise it. Yet man 
United States are (and have always been} uncomfortable .with the Jiotions pf power politics, great powers, and powe 
balances: In an extreme form, this discomfort- leads to a reflexive appeal instead to notions ·of internaticinallaw· and 
and the.belief that the support of many states -.-.or even better, of institutions like the United. Nations-"' is essentialJ 
l~gitimate exercise of power. Jhe llnational interest"·' is replaced with "humariitarian intere§itS,';:Or ~he i~terests of "the 

· · ·· international community." The beliefthattl)e United State.sis exercising power legitimately only whe,n itis doing so 
· : ohomeone or something else was· deeply rooted in Wil.sonian thought, and therel'are stroh~fectloes of it.in ttie Clin 
·_administration. To be sure, there is nothing wrong with doing something thc;it benefits all humanity, but tha.tis, i'n as 
sec()nd.:order ~ffect. America's pursuit of the national intere~t will create conditi.ons thatpromote free.dorp, markets; -. 

·peace: Its pursuit of national inter~sts.after World Warn led to a more prosperous and democr~tic world. This ¢an h 
.......... - -·· again. · · · ·. · · .·.. · · - ···· · · · · 

:·, ·~ . 

... '•. ·' - ~." , . 

. So multilateral agreements and institutions shou!d not be ends. in the.mselves. U .. $. intere~ts .are served. by having s 
alliarices·an.d can be promoted within the U.N. and other multilateral organizations, as well as through well;.crafted 
international agreements. But the Clinton administration"has often been so anxious tcHindmultilateral solutions to p 

. .that it has signed agreements that are not in America's interest The Kyoto tr:eaty is a case in point: whatever the fa ' 
. globalwarming,. a treaty that does no.t include China and ex,empts.''.developing" countries from tpugh standardswhil 
. penalizing American industry cannot possibly be in Am.eri-ca's national interest. · . . . 

. \ ... •: · .. : . . . . . .. - . .- . ,_ . ··. . . ·,., ' · . 

. --.·similarly, the arguments a.bout.u.s. ratification ofthe:Com~~ehensive·Test Ba~·rreatyare instrtJctive. Since1992, t 

·; .·· 

' ~ . 
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· ·States .has refrained unilaterally from testing nuclear weapons. It is an example to the rest of-the world yet does not 
own hands "in perpetuity" if testing becomes necessary again. But in pursuit of a "norm" against the acquisition of n 
weapons, .the United States signed a treaty that was not verifiable, did not deal with the threat ofthe development o 
weapons by rogue states, and threatened the reliability of the nuclear stockpile .. Legitimate congressional. concerns 

· substance of the treaty were ignored during negotiations, When faced with the defeat of a bad treaty, theadministra 
;:ittacked the motives of its opponents -- incredibly branding long-standing intem;:itionalists like Senators Richard Lu 
(R-lnd.) and John Warner (R~Va.) as isolationists. · · · ·· · 

·certainly, Republican presidents have not been immune to the practice of pursuing symbolic agreements ofquestio 
value .. According to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, some 52 conventions, agreements, and treaties still a 
ratification; some even date back to 1949. But the Clinton administratio.n's attachment to largelysymbolic agreemen 

· pursuit of, at best, illusory ~·norms" of international behavior have become an epidemic. That is not leadership. Neith 
isolationistto suggest that the United States has a special role in the world and shcpuld not adhere to every internati 
convention· and. agreement that someone thinks,to propose. · 

Even those comfortable with notions of the "national interest" are.still queasy with a focus on power relationships an 
great..:power politics. The reality is that a few big powers can radically affect international peace, stability, and prosp 
These states are capable of disruption on a grand scale, and their fits of anger or acts of beneficence affect hundre 

. millions of people. By reason of size, geographic position, economic potential, and military stre!'lgth, they are capab 
influencing American welfare for good or ill. Moreover, that kind of power is usually.acc:;omp~mied by a sense of enti 
play a decisiverole in international politics. Great powers do not just mind their own business. · · 

. . 

Some worry that this view of the world ignores the role of values, particularly human rights and the promotion of dern 
fact, there are those who would draw a sharp line between power politics and a principled foreign policy based on v 
polarized view ~-yoli are either a realist or devoted to norms and values·--may be just fine in academic debate, but 
disaster for American foreign· policy. American values are universal.· People want to say what they think, worship as 
wish; and elect those who govern them; the triumph of these values is most assuredly easier whell the international 
()f power favors those Who believe in them. But sometimes that favorable balance of power takes time to achieve, b 
internationally andwithin a society. And in the meantime, it is simply not possible to ignore and isolate other powerf 
that do not share those values. · 

The Cold War' is a good example. Few wouldd.enythat the collapse of the Soviet Union prof6undly transformed the · 
... democracy and. human rights in. eastern and central Europe and tht:i former Soviet territori.es. Nothing improved hum 

as much as the collaps.e of Soviet power. Throughout the Cold War, .the United States pursued a policy that promot 
political liberty, using every instrument from the Voice of America to direct presidential intervention on behalf of diss 
But it lostsightneither of the importance of the geopolitical relationship with Moscow nor of the absolute necessity o 
retaining robust American military power to deter an all-out military confrontation. 

In the 1970s, the Soviet Union was at the height of its power --which it was more than willing to use. Given its weak 
economic and technological base, the victories of that period turned out to be Pyrrhic .. President Reagan's challeng 
power was both resolute and well timed. It included intense substantive engagementswith Moscow across the entir 

· issues captured in the "four~part agenda" (arms control, .human rights; economic issues, and regional conflicts). The 
administration then focused greater attention on rolling back Soviet power in central and eastern Europe. As the So 
Union's might waned, it could no longer defend its interests and gave up peacefully (thankfully) to the.West..,- a trem 
victory for Western po\Ner and also for human liberty. 

SETTING PRIORITIES 

T~EUNITED STATES .has many sources ofpower in the pursuit of its goals.The global econoll'IY demands econo 
liberalization, greater openness and transparency, and at the very least, access to information technology. lnternati 

. economic policies that leverage the advantages of the American economy and expand free trade are the decisive to 
shaping international politics. They permit us to reach out to states as varied as South Africa and India and to enga 
neighbors in the western hemisphere in a shar.ed interest in economic prosperity. The growth ofentrepreneurial cla 
throughout the world is an asset in the promotion of human rights and individual liberty, and it should .be un_derstood 
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as·such. Yet peace is the first and mqst important condition for continued prosperity· and freedom. America~s military 
. must be secure because the United States. is the only guarantor of global peace and stability. The current neg.lect o 
America's armed forces threatens. its ability to maintain. peace. . 

, The Bush administration had .been ~ble to red~ce defense sp~nding somewhat at the en.d ofthe Cold War In 1991. 
Clinton administration witlessly accelerated and deepened t~ese cuts. The~results w~re devastating: military readin 

· declined, training suffered, military pay slipped 15 percent below civilian equivale11ts, morale plummeted, and .the se 
· cannibalized: existing equipment to keep airplanes.flying,' ships afloat, and tanks mbving. The increased difficlJlty in . 
. people to the armed forces or. retaini~g them is hardly surprising. · · ' ·· ., · ·. · ' , 

•.· Moreover, the administration began deploying American .forces abroad at a furious pace -- ah average o~ once ever 
weeks. As it cut defense spending to its lowest point as a percentage of GDP sincePeari Harbor, the administration 
qeployed the. armed forces more often than at any time ln the last 50 years. Some of the deployments themselves w 
.questionable, such as in Haiti. But more than anything it was simply unwise to rt11:1ltiply missions' in the face of a con 

. ·Qudget reduction .. Means. and mission were not matched, .and (predictably) the aireadyJhinly stretc:hed armed. forces . 
close to a breaking point. When all these trends became so obvious and embarrassing. that they could no ·longer be 
the admif'list~ation finally requested increased defense spending. But the "death sp_iral,!.' as the administration's own 
under-secretary ofdeferise called it.-- robbing procurement and research and dev~lopmentsimply to operate the ar 
-:-was already well under way, That the adn::iiqjstration did nothing, choosing instead to .live pff the.fruits of Reagan's 
· builgup,. constitutes an extraordinary neglect of .the fiduciary responsibilities of th.e commander in chief,· · 

Nc:i~ the next presider;it will be confrontedwith a'prolonged job of repair. Military teadiness will haveto takecenter s 
particularly those aspects that affect the living conditions of the troops-... military pay, housing -- and also training~ N 
weapons will have to be procured in order to give the military the capacify to carry out today's missions,· But even in 
'current state,. the American militar}i still enjoys.~ c:ommanding technological lead and therefore has a battlefield adv 
over any.competitor. 'lhus lhe next president should refocus the Pentagon's priorities on building the ·military of the· 
century rather than continuing to build on the structure of the Cold War: U.S. technological advantages shoufd· be le 

· · ··build forces that are. lighter andmore lethal, more mobile arid agile, and capable of firing accurately from long d.istan 
order to.do this, Washington rnustreallocate rE:!SOl.Jrces, perhaps in sorne cases skipping a generation oftechnol6gy 
leaps rather than incremental improvements in its forces; · 

' ;. The ottier major concern is a Joss .of focus on 'the miS,sion of the armed forces. What does it mean to deter,. fight, a~ ' 
wars and defend the n.ationaHnterest? First, the American rpilitary must be able to rneetde9isively, the emergence o 

., . . hostile military power in the Asia-Pacific region, the Mjddle. East, the Persian Gulf, and Europe -~ areas in which not·. 
; interests but also those of our key allies are at stake. Arnerica's. military is the only one capable of this deterrence fu 

and it must no.t be stretchec;t or diverted into areas that weaken these broader responsibilities. It is the role that the U 
. States played when-Saddam Hussein threatened ttie Persian Gulf, and it is the power needed to deter frouble on th 

.. , Peninsula or across the Taiwan Strait. In the latter cases, the goal is to make' it iricohc~ivable fbr North' Korifa or Ch . 
. fo.rce because American militar-Y power is a compeliing factor in their.equations.··. · · · ··· 

' • • ,~ •I : ' • • .• ·•• 

Some small-scale conflicts clearly have an impact on American strategic interests. Such wa~ the case with Kosovo 
was in· the backyard of America's most important strategic alliance: NATO.: ln·fact, YugoslaVPresidentSlobodan Mi 

·· rejection of peaceful coexistence with the Kosovar Albanians threatened to rock the areais fragile ethnic balance: E . 
Europe is a patchwork of ethnic minorities. For the most part, Hungarians and Romanians, Bulgarians and Turks, a 

>Ukrainians and Russians have found a way since. 1991 of preventing their differences from exploding: Milosevic.has 
·· exception; .. and: the United States had an overriding strategic-interest in stopping him. "f.here was •. of co\jrse, a hum.a·. 

disaster looming as well, byt in the. absence of concerns bas.ed on the interests of the a,lliance, the case for interven 
would :have been more tenuous. ·. .. . .. · ·. ·. · .·. . : . . .... · · .· · ... ·· .. · · . · 

The Kosov.o War Was conducted incompetently, ifr part t)ecause the administration's politibal goals ke'pf shifting and 
because .it was not, at the start, committed to the decisive use of military force. JllatPreside'nt Clinton was surprise 
Milosevic's tenacity is, well, surprising. If there is a·ny lesson from history;ifis that smalLpowers with ·everYthing'fo I · . 

. Often more stubborn than big.powers, for Whom the conflict is merely one among many problems .. The lesson, too, i 
, is worth fighting.for, you·had better be prepared towin. Also, there must bea'political game pian that-will permifthe 

. ' . . . ,· . ' ' . . . .. 

. ' . 
' . ' . ~ ' '. ' ( ' 



l . 

. withdrawal of _our forces -- something that is still completely ~bsent.in Kosovo: : :~ ... 
''··''· 

But~hat if our values are attacked in areas that are not arguably of strategic concern? Should the United States no 
saveHv~s in the absence of ah overriding strategic rationale? The next American presid~ntsho1;1ld be in a position t 

·. when he believes, and can make the case, that the United States is ciufy-bound to·do so. "Humanitarian intervention. 
be ruled out a priori. Buta decision to intervene.in the absence of strategic concerns should be understood for what 

· · Humanitarian problems are rarely only humanitarian problems; the taking of life or withholding of fo9d is almost alw 
.· , . political act If the United States is not prepared to·address the underlying political conflict and to know.whose side · 

the military may end. Up separating warring parties for an .indefinite period. Sometimes one party (or both). can come 
the United States as the enemy~ Because the military cannot, by definition, do anything. decisive in these "humanita 
crises, the .chances of misreading the situation and ending .up in very d.ifferent circums~ances are very high .. This. wa 
es,sentially the problem of "mission creep" in somalia ... · . . . . 

. The president r:nust remeniber that the military is a special instrument. It is lethal, and it ismeanf to be. ltJs nof cj' civ 

. police.force. It is hot a political referee. And it is most certainly: not designed to build a civilian ·society. Military force · · · 
.. used to support clear political goals, whether limited, such as· expelling Saddam from Kuwait, or comprehensive, su · 
demanding the unconditional surrender of Japan and Germany during World War I.I. It is one thing to have a Hmited 

. . goal alld to fight decii:;ively for it; it is quite another:to apply military. force incrementally, hoping to find a politicatsolu 
· ..... somewhere along the way. A president entering .these situations must ask whether decisive fcirce is possible and is 

be effective and must know how and when to get out. The·se are difficult criteria to. meet, so U.S. intervention in thes 
"humanitarian"' \:rises should be, at best,, exceedingly rare. . ' ' . ' . . . . . ' . 

. This does not mean that the United States mustignor.e humanitarian and civil conflicts around the world. But the mi 
·cannot.be involved.everywhere. Often, these tasks.might be better carried out by regional actors, as modeled by the 
Australian-led intervention in East Timar. The u:s. might be able to: lend financial, logistica1;.and intelligence suppo 
Sometimes tough, competent diplomacy inthe beginning can prevent the need for military fcirce later .. UsingtheAm 
armed forces·as the world's"911" will degrade capabilities, bog soldiers down in peacekeeping roles, and fuel.cone 
other great powers thatthe United States has decided to enforce: notions of "limited sovereignty" worldwide in.then 
humanitarianism; This overly broad definition of America's national intere~t .is bound to backfire as others arrogatet 
authority to themselves. Or we will find ourselves looking to ,the United Nations to sanction the use of American rhili 
in these cases, implying. that we will do so even when our Vital interests are involved; which would also .be a mistake 

. ' ... . •'' '· . .; . . . . l .'. . . \, •• . ,· " . ·,, ; : ·,. . .' ' . ' . . . ... ~ , . •'· ' : . ·~·:: . 

·.DEALING WITHTHE POWERFUL 

.ANOTHER CRUCIAL TAsi< for the United·S_tates i~ .t~ focu~ .on relations wi.th ~the( powerful.$tates: A,it.houghthe U . 
States is fortunate to count among its friends several great powers, it is importantrnot to take them for granted ~- so · 
.is a firm foundation when it comes tirhe _to rely :on them. The challenges of China and North Korea require coordinat 

.. , 1 · · ·.cooperation With Japan and South Kqrea. The,: signals that we send to our real partners are .impQitctnt. ·Never again 
. American president go to Beijing for nine days and. ref1;1se to stop i.11 · Toky() or SeouL .. ·. · . . . ' . 

. . . 

. _There is work to do with the· Europeans, too, on defining whathold.s the. transatlantic alliance together in the absenc. 
Soviet threat. NATO is badly in need of attention in the wa~e of.Kdsov6'andwi.th the looming,questioll of its- further · 
enlargement in 2092 and beyond. The door toNATOfor the remaining states of eastern and central· Europe should 
open, as many are actively preparing to meet the' criteria for membership.· But the parallel track of NATO's own evo 
attention to the d,efinition of its mission,. and. its ability to digest ang then defend new 'm~mbers has beer\ neglected .. 

' Moreover, the _United Stateshas aninterest in shaping the European defE;mse identity"':' welcoming a greater E4rop 
'military capability as long as it is within the context of NATO. NATO·hasa very full agenda. Membership ip NATO w 

. nothing to anyone if th.e organization is no longer militarily capable and ifit is unclear about its mission. . ' 
,'· . . . . . . . . . . . : .,,·. . . .. 

For America and.olir allies, the most daunting task is to find the right balance in our policy foward'Russia arid·China···· 
are equally important to the future of international peace, but the challenges they pose are very different. China is a 
power; ·in economic terms,· that. should be good news, Qecause in order to maintain its economie dynarrjisrh,. China m 
more integrated into the international economy.This Will require .increasec;Lopenness and tr~nsparericy and the grow 
private industry: The political struggle in Beijing is over how to maintain the Communist Party's monopoly on power 

.S .. ··; ·. ·.t-· "-'··.:·· 



see economic reform, growth, and a better life for the Chinese people as the key. Others see the inherent contradic 
loosening economic control .and maintaining the party's political dominance. As China's economic problems multiply 
slowing growth rates, failing banks, inert state enterprises, and rising unemployment, this struggle will intensify. 

It is. in America's interest to strengthen the hands of those who seek economic integration because this will probably 
sustained and organized pressures for political liberalization.There are no guarantees, but in scores of cases from 
Spain to Taiwan, the link between democracy and economic liberalization has proven powerful over the long run. T 
economic interaction are, in fact, good -- not only for America's ec.onomic growth but for its political aims as well. Hu 
rights concerns should not move to the sidelines in the meantime. Rather, the American president should press the 
leadership for change. But it is wise to remember that our influence through moral arguments· and commitment is st 
in the face of Beijing's pervasive political control. The big trends toward the spread of information, the access of you 
Chinese to American values through educational exchanges and training, and the growth of an entrepreneurial clas 
not owe its livelihood.to the state are, in the end, likely to have a more powerful effect on life In China. 

Although some argue that the way to support human rights is to refuse trade with ChJna; this:punishes precisely: tho 
are most likely to change the system. Put bluntly; Li Peng arid the Chinese conservatives want to c.ontinue to nih th 
economy by state fiat. Of course, there should be tight export controls on the transfer of militarily sensitive technolo 
China. But trade in general can open up the Chinese economy and, ultimately, .its politics too. This view requires fai 
power of markets and economic freedom to drive political change, but it is a faith confirmed by experiences around 

.Ev.en if there is an argument for economic interaction with Beijing, China i$ stiff a potential threatto stability .in the 
Asia-Pacific region. Its military power is currently no match for that of the United States: But that condition is not nee 
permanent. What we do know is that China is a great power with unresolved vital interests, particularly 9oncerning T 
and the South China Sea. China resents the role of the United States in the Asia~Pacific region. This means that Ch 
a "status quo" power but one that would like to alter Asia's balance of power in its own favor. That alone makes it a 
competitor, not the "strategic partner" the Clinton administration once called. it. Add to this Ch.ina's record of coopera 
Iran and Pakistan in the proliferation of ballistic-missile technology, an.d the security.problem is obvious. China will d. 

··can to enhance .its position, whether by stealing ~uclear secrets or by trying .to intimidate Taiwari. · 

China's success in controlling the balance of power depends in large part on America's reaction to the challenge. T 
States must deepen its cooperation with Japan and South Korea and maintain its commitment to a robust military p 
in the region. It should pay closer attention to India's role in the regional balance. There is a strong tendency concep 
connect India with Pakistan and to think only of Kashmir or the nuclear competition b.etween the two states. But Ind 
element in China's calculation, and it should be in America's, too. India is not a great power yet, but it has the poten 

· ·.emerge as one. , · · ··· · · · · 

The United States also has. a deep interest in the security of Taiwan. It is a model of democratic and market-oriente 
development, and it invests significantly in the mainland's economy. The longstanding U.S. commitment to a "one-C 
policy that leaves to a future date the resolution of the relationship between Taipei and Beijing is wise. But that polic 
that neither side challenge the status quo and that Beijing, as the more powerful actor, renounce the use of force. U 
resolve anchors this policy. The Clinton administration tilted toward Beijing, when, for instance, it used China.'s form 
the "three no's" during the president's trip there. Taiwan has been lqoking for attention and reassurance ever since. 
United States is resolute, peace can be maintained in the Taiwan Strait until a political settlement on democratic ter 
available. 
' 

Some things take time. U.S. policy toward China requires nuance and balance. It is importantto promote China's.in 
transition through economic interaction while containing Chinese power and security ambitions. Cooperation should 
pursued, but we should never be afraid to confront Beijing when our interests collide; · 

RUSSIAN WEAKNESS 

RUSSIA PRESENTS a different challenge. It still has many of the attributes of a great power: a large population, va 
territory, and military potential. But its economic weakness and problems of national identity threaten to overwhelm 
Moscow is determined to assert itself in the world and often does so in ways that are at once haphazard and threate 



Am~rica~ interests. The picture is complicated by Rus!)ia's own internal transition -- one ttiat the United States wan 
succeed. The old Soviet system has broken down, and some of the basic elements of democratic development are 
People are free to say what they think, vote for whom they .please, and (for the most part) worship freely. But the de 
fragments are not institutionalized -- with the exception of the Communist Party, political parties are weak -- and the 
of political power is so strongly in favor of the president that he often rules simply by decree. Of course, few pay atte 
BorisYelstin's. decrees, and the Russian government has been mired in inaction and stagnation for at least three ye 
R~ssia's economic troubles and its high-level corruption have been widely discussed in recent months; Russia's ec 
not becoming a market but is mutating into something else. Widespread barter, banks that are not banks, billions of 
stashed abroad and in mattresses at home, and bizarre privatization schemes that have enriched thei so-called refo 
M.oscow's economy a medieval tinge. 

The problem for U;S. policy is that the Clinton administration's embrace of Yeltsin and those who were thought to be 
reformers around him has failed. Yeltsin is Russia's president and clearly the United States had to dealwith the hea 
state: But.support for democracy and economic reform became support for Yeltsin. His agenda became the Americ 
agenda. The United States certified that reform was taking place where it was not, continuing to disburse money fro 
International Monetary Fund in the absence of any evidence of serious change. The curious privatization methods w 

·as economic liberalization; the looting of the country's assets by powerful people either Went unnoticed or was ignor 
realities in Russia simply did not accord with the administration's script about Russian economic reform. The United 
should nof be faulted for trying to help. But, as the Russian reformer Grigori Yavlinsky has said, the United States s 
have "told the truth" about what was happening; 

Now we have a dual credibility problem -- with Russians and with Americans. There are signs of life in the Russian 
The financial crash of August 1998 forced import substitution, and domestic production has increased as theresilie 
Russian peopie have taken matters into their own hands. Rising oil prices have helped as well. But these are short­
There is no longer a consensus in America or Europe on what to do next with Russia. Frustrated expectations and 

. fatigue" are direct consequences of the "happy talk" in which the Clinton administration engaged. 

Russia's economic future is now in the hands of the Russians. The country is not without assets; including its natura 
resources and an educated population. It is up t6 Russia to make structural reforms, particularly concerning the rule 
and the. tax codes, so that investors -- foreign and domestic -- will provide the capifal needed for economic growth. 
opportunity will arise once there is a new government in Moscow after last December's Duma E!lections an.d next Ju 
presidential election. But the cultural changes ultimately needed to sustain a fundioning civil society and a market-b 
economy may take a generation. Western openness to R_ussia's people, particul~[IY its youth, in exchange program 
contact with the private sector and educational opportunities can help .that process; It is also important to engage th 
leadership of Russia's diverse regions, where economic c;ind .social policies are.increasingly pursued independently 
Moscow. 

In the meantime, U.S. policy must concentrate on the important security agenda with Russia. First, it .must recog11iz 
American security is threatened less by Russia's strength than by its weakness and incoherence. This suggests imm 
attention to the safety and security of Moscow's.nuclear forces and stockpile. The Nunn-Lugar.program should be fu 
and pursued aggressively. (Because American contractors do most of the work, the risk of the diversion of funds is 
Second, Washington must begin a comprehensive discussion with Moscow on the changing nuclear.threat. Much h 
made by Russian military officials about their imcreased.reliance on nuclear weapons in .the face of their declining 
conventional readiness. The Russian deterrent is more than adequate against the U.S. nuclear arsenal, and.vice ve 
that fact need no longer be enshrined in a treaty that is almost 30 years old and is a relic ofa profoundly adversaria 
relationship between the United States and the Soviet Union. The Anti.,- Ballistic Missile Treaty was intended to pre 

·. development of national missile defenses in the Cold War security environment. Today, the principal concerns arE! n · 
threats from the lraqs and North Koreas of the world and the possibility of unauthorized releases as nuclear weapon 

Moscow, in fact, lives closer to those threats than Washington does. It ought to be possible to engage the Russians 
•discussion. of the changed threat environment, their possible responses, and the relationship of strategic Offensive-f 
reducti.ons to the deployment of defenses. The. United States should make clear thatit prefers to move cooperative! 
new offense-defense mix, but that it is prepared to do so unilaterally. Moscow should understand, too, that any poss 
for sharing technology or information in these areas would depend heavily on its record -- problematic to date -- on 



proliferation of ballistic~missile and other technologies related to WMD. It would be foolish in the extreme to shared 
with Moscow if it either leaks or deliberately transfers weaponstechnologies to the very states against which Ameri · · 
defending. · 

. . . . 

Finally, th.e United States needs to recognize that Russia is a great power, and that wewill always have int~rests th 
as well as coincide, The war in Chechnya, located inthe oil-rich·Caucasus, is particularly dangerous. Prime Ministe 
Putin has used the war to stir nationalism at home while fueling his ,own political fortunes. The Russian military has 
uncharacteristically blunt and vocal in asserting its duty to defend the integrity of the Russian Federation --an unwe 
development in civil-military relations. The long-term effect on Russia's political culture should not be underestimate 
war has affected relations between Russia and its neighbors in the Caucasus, as the Kremlin hurls charges of harb 
abetting Chechen terrorists againststates as diverse as SaudiArabia, Georgia, and Azerbaijan. The war isa remin . 

· vulnerability of the small, new states around Russia and of America's interest in their independence. If they can bee 
stronger, they will be less tempting to Russia. But much depends on the ability of these states to reform their econo 
political systems -- a process, to date, whose success is mixed at best. 

COPING WITH ROGUE REGIMES 

AS.HISTORY MARCHES toward markets and democracy, some states have been left by the side of the road. lr~q 
, prototype. Saddam Hussein's regime is isolated, his conventional military power has been severely weakened, his p 

in poverty and terror, and he has no useful place in international politics. He is therefore determined to develop WM . 
will change until Saddam is gone, so the United States mustmobilize whatever resources it can, including support f_ 
opposition, to remove him, 

The regime of Kim Jong 11 is so opaque that it is difficult to know its motivations, other than that they are malign. Bu 
Korea also lives outside of the international system. Like East Germany, North Korea is the evil twin ofa successfu 
just across its border. It must fear its eventual demise from the sheer power and pull of South Korea. Pyongyang, to 
little to gain and everything to lose from engagement in the international economy. The development of WMD thus p 
the destructive way out for Kim Jong 11. · · · 

' . 

president Kim Dae Jung of South Korea is attempting to find a peaceful resolution with the north through engageme · 
u,s. policy toward the north should depend heavily on coordination with Seoul and Tokyo. In that context, the 1994 · 
framework agreementthat attempted to bribe North Korea into forsaking nuclear weapons cannot easily be set asid 

· there :is a trap inherent in this approach: sooner or later Pyongyang will threaten to test a missile one too many time 
the United States will not respond with further benefits. Then what will Kim Jong II do? The possibility for miscalcula 

.. very high.. · · 

One thing is clear: the United Statesmustapproach regimes like North Korea resolutely and deCisively. The Clinfon 
administration has failed here, sometimes threatening to use force and then backing down, as it often has with Iraq. 
regimes are living on borrowed time,· so there need be no sense of panic about them. Rather, the first line of def ens 
be a clear and classical statement of deterrence -- .if they do acquire WMD, their weapons will be unusable because 
attempt to use them will bring national obliteration. Second, we should accelerate efforts to defend against these we 
This is the most important reason to deploy national and. theater missile defenses as soon as possible, to .focus atte 
U;S. homeland defenses against chemical and biological agents, and to expand inteiligence capabilities against ter 
all kinds. 

Finally, therejs the Iranian regime. Iran's motivation is not to disrupt simply the development of an international sys 
on markets and democracy, but to replace it with an alternative: fundamentalist Islam. Fortunately, the Iranians do r:i 

. th.e kind of reach and power that the Soviet Union enjoyed in trying to prornote its socialist alternative. Butlran's tac 
·'posed real problems for U.S. security. It has tried to destabilize moderate Arab states such as Saudi Arabia, though 

relations with the Saudis have improved recently. Iran has also supported terrorism against America and Western in 
and attempted to develop and transfer sensitive military technologies. · 

Iran presents special difficulties in the Middle East, a region of core interest to the United States and to our key ally 
Iranian weaponry increasingly threatens Israel directly. As important as Israel's efforts to reach peace with.its Arab 
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are to the future <;>f the Middle East, they are not the whole story of stability in the region; Israel has a real' security :p 
so defense cooperation with the United States--particularly hi the area of ballistic missile·defense .,.: is.9ritical.:Jha 
will help Jsrael protect itself both. through agreements and through .enhanced military power .. ,. · ... 

. ' . ' . •. , , ' . . l. . .. 

., . 

Still, it is important tci note that there are trends in Iran· that bearwatching. Mohammad Khafami's election as presid 
·given some hope of a new course for a country that once hosted a great and thriving civilizatibn ..:. though there are 
. ~l;>o1Jt how much authority he exercises. Moreover, Khatami's more moderate domestic views may not.translate into 

· acceptable behavior abroad. All in all, changes in U.S. policy toward. Iran would require c~anges in Iranian behavior 
' . .· ·• ._ . ·'. .' ' 

BUftbfNG A CONSENSUS FOR THE NATIONAL INTEREST· 

AMERICA IS BLESSED with an extraordinary opportunity. It has had no territorial ambitions for riearly a century. Its · 
interest has.been defined instead by a desire to foster the spread of freedom, prosperity, and peace. Both the will o · 
people and the demands of modem ec;ononiies accord with that vision of the future.· But even America's adv~ntages · · 

. guarantees of success. lt'is up to America's presidential leadership arid policy to bridge the gap between tomorrow' . 
. possibilities and today's realities; · 

· ... ·. ·rhe president must speak tothe American people about national priorities and int~ntions and work ~ith Congr~ss to 
foreign policy around.the11ational•interest. The problem today is not an absence of bipartisan spirit in:Congress ort 
American people's disinterest It is the existence of a vacuum. Int.he absence of a compelling vision, parochiaLinter 

.. filling the void. · · · · 

. Forelg~ policy in a Republican administratiorfwill most.certainly. be internationalis( the leading contenders ip the Pa 
presidential· race have strong credentials in that regard.' But it will also proceed from the firm ground ofthe'national 

.. · notfrom the interests of an illusory international community: America can exercise powerwithout .arrogance and pu 
·interests without hectoring ;and !;>luster. When .it does so in cof1cert with. tho.se wtie> ~h,are it.s .·corEp(alues, the .world ,b · 
more prosperous, democratic; and peaceful. That has beeh America's special role in. the past,·and it shqulctbe agai 

· enter .the next century; · · · · · · · · ' · · ·.·. · · · · .· '.,. . . · ·· 
.:'._}' 
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Editors'· Note: Democratic vieyvs wilt be '.published .in forthcorT)ing. issues, 
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AN ERA OF CHANGE .->', 

.. AT THE OPENING of the twentieth centUrY I t~e Unite~ States began a que~t simJla~ to todaf;s.' the rise ofAhierica 
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. . '·· revolutions in technology,· and great clashes abroad set the stage fo~ a historic transformatidn. Theodore Rqosevelt- .. 
·. Woodrow Wilson dominated the age,. as they debated and labored to promote their visions of America's role, in a ne · 

. international system. In 2000, the world is again in an era of rapid change, reminiscent of a century ago: The vitality 
America's private economy, .the preeminence of its mm_tary power, ~and the appeal ofthe country's ideas are unpara 
as former British Prime Minister Margaret T~atche~ cautioned her colleagues, we·must "e)(pectJhe unexpected,"'A 

. task for the. next president of the United States is to build public support for a strategy thatwill shape the world so a 
·. protect~nd promote Anier'icah interests and values·forthe next 50 years. . • ; . · · · "' 

Atthe end of the Cold War, President George Bush built on Ronald Reagan's legacy by Qegirm.i~g to adapt America· 
policy to the challenges of changed circumstances. Recognizing the importance of economic ties, his administration 
negotiated the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), supported a free-trade agreement with Chile as-~ 

.· .... free trade throughol1t the western hemisphere, and promoted the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation {APEC) group 
U,S. economic interests across the Pacific._The United States then employed thest;i regionalinitia~ives to bring the g .. 
trade talk~: of the Uruguay Round to the edge of collcllision. Those initiatives have cr~ated the most powerful move· .. ·· . 

.. : ·.toward free trade in history. · · · · · · · · · · • 
. ,. j 

. .- .. 
.. · · The.United States also took advantage of its· preeminent position to push hard for peace.in a number ofvital areas . 

. Middle East, the United States used its standing after the Cold War and the Gulf Waf to break old deadlocks at the 
' · · ·· : Conference and to push the Arab-Israeli peace process to a totally new plane. The Bush administration soyght to re 

.·strategic landscape across· Europe and Russia.by uniting G_er.m.any within NATO Jn .1990, defining a new strategic c 
· NA TO in. 1991, opening the alliance to former enemies in 1990 and 1991, and negotiating landmark conventional an 
.·'arms red-uctiorragreements to underpin the ·new security framework. U.S. ties with Russia reached·arl'iinpressive le 

· ·effectiveness, as demonstrated by theircodperation in the Gulf War. U.S. ,links with China were also slowly improvi 
'the Tiananmen Square tragedy I as the. Bush' administration handled ·Sharp_difference,s in a wayJhat still. enabled it fo. 
positive change. By the end of its term; the administrati.on had created a Climate of co()peration among the world's m 
pow~rs.· ·. · ...... : > ·' 

; ...... · 
CllNl:ON'S FLAWEl;) APPROACH· 

PR.ESIDENT BILL CLINTON;S intelligence and his ability to synthesize· policy and politics at horn~ held put the pros 
he.could buil.d on Bush's initial-efforts to redefine America's position in the world., Unfortunately,.the Clinton adminis· 

·. never adopted a guiding ·strategy or even demonstrated a ~ustained commitmenflo fpreign policy'. As a result; Clint 
,• falledto define a new internationalism for the l)nited States, thus letting hi~toric opportunities slip·away., " · · 

' .. ~ . . .. '. ,j.';. 

' Clinton's foreign polic.ies have been stytriied by five flaws. The first, an unwillingnessto rem;a.in committed to his.ow . 
· priorities, has been demonstrated by his drlft on international fraqe. Clinton' started with an encouraging emphasis o · .·. 
: perhaps 'because he inherited a signed NAFTA deal and a partial Uruguay Round agreementthat hE:! could hot aban · 
. easily.But after 1994, the Clinton administration ·Changed its course: it made pledges for free trade, but the reaiity :o 
·policies did not mate~ the rhetoric~ lnstead,the Unite.a States demanded rnanaged'.'"ti'ade quotas with Japan ~'.'" pteci 
wrong remedy for a country needing deregulation ~- until it was compelled to retreat. f earfui'of alienating protection.· . ' 
constituencies, Clinton was unwilling to build on NAFTA or even to defend it. After deferring t6 the new ecottomic . 

.. isolationists, Clinton seemed .surprised in 1997 when he c:;duld muster only aQout40 out pf 200 members. of):1is own . 
th~ House of. Representatives to supp()rt ~isJor!orn search for the authority riecessar:Y. to; negoti~te addltional trade 
agreements. . . . . . , .. ·.. . .· ,·' . . ' ... ' . . . . ' . 

J"hese mistcakes have hadla~ting consequen~es. in the early 1990s, countries througho1,Jt LatinArn~rica w~re~comp . 
. . ··. negotiate free-trade agreementswith the United States: Recognizing the strategic' value of NAFJA, they wanted to 
· · .. their economies, societies, security, and even political systems to America.' Today~ no· one in .Latin America or elsew 

expects the current administration to follow>.through on its statements. Latin Amerfcansproceeded with their.own cu 
1,1riion,·which. has been negoti~ting new trao~ventures with the European Un.ion (t;U) .and Japan. WheriEast Asian .. 
faced their greatest financial shock in generations. -- creating possibilities far structural. reforms bu~ ~lso ·~ need to fi ~· 
protectionism With, mutual liberalization ,;,..: U :S. trade. negotiators stood. on the 'sideiines: Without the jnitiative and: lea 

. . . . . . . · ()f the-United States;,all particip~nts involved .in Jaunching the global trade-tal.ks in; Seat.tie last November approache 
'.meeting defensively. So the newtrade round W~S,stymied by stalema~e. vvashingtqn has the powe~to shape globa 
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· E)cdnor:nic rel1:1tions.for the next SO years, butit has ma.rQinalized itself in this crucial.area.·,· 

•. The '.White House's second flaw has been to ~rode its credibility by offering words that are nofbacked by actions; th .. 
t1:1keri a special toll with U$ allies. It· is ironic that al1 administration that came into office proClaiming "assertive 
multilateralism" tias dissipated America's energies as a coalition.leader. The Gulf War coalitianis'in tatters; not surp 
.·after yearli of strong language about tile dangers of Saddam. Hussein's rhachil11:1tions, fpllpwed by. only tepi~ ancjJef 

· · actions. Despite the American military's overwhelming superiority in Kosovo, at the end of the bombing its. Europea · 
· :· cohciuded that they needed to create their own alternative to U.s~ political and security leadersbip .. After Ct:iina ~ars 
· criticized Japan for agreeing to new defense guiqelines with the United States, Clinton could notfind one minute du 
:'nine-day trip to China to stand by his struggling Japanese ally; The administra.tion managed· to boot out a U.N. · 
secretary:-general, but it has, never ~eveloped a. sustained, consistent strategy toward the) organization that. would se ' 

' . ' ends; (Only a few years earlier, America had provedthata more constructive approach fo the U.N. was possible wh 
the Gulf.War coalition and organized the repeal of ~he "Zionism i.s racism" resolution.) · 

. ' . . . . . -

The Clinton administration's thi.rd flaw is its inability to f~ame strategies support.ed: by operations; wtiich .has .p~rticllla 
... dalJlaged its dealings with China and Russia. t-Jeith.er one is the.'!strategic partner'' that CHntqn procla:imed .. In fact,t 
. distrust created by the administration has made it hard for the United States to cooperate with either country orflong 
·.·mutual interests: Sadly, the Clinton leg.acywith path. China 1:1nd Russia ~~·the ;two greatpowers whose. futµ re paths r .. 

uncertain and potentiallyunstable-- is one of tense· and suspicious relations that have been getting worse.·. ' ' ' 
•-:·:,·; .. , '. 

In.the case of China, at first the administration linked human rights to normal trading relations, butit lat~r backed d.o . 
· · · clear sign of weakness. Clinton then mistakenly ·promi$ed the Chinese ·thatthe United States would notgranra trav ; 

·. the president of democ.ratic TaiWan,LeeTeng-hui; .. his .~ubsequent reversal of ~h1:1tdecision generftted clistr1.1st and .. ···~ 
· . cQi:mterreactions that have increased dangers between Beijing and·TaipeL During Clinton'$ high~profile trip to .China . 
· • ·he_ neglected to explain serious security differ~nces, .ultimately misleading China and failing to prepare the America. : · 

·· .. for China's missile buildup, its nuclear espionage, ahd .its crack-downs on democracy. Next, Clinton prndd~d Chine · 
Minister Zhu Rhongji to offer the United States concessions in exchange for Chinese membership in the World .Traq .. 
Organiz1:1tion (WTO) but then inexplicably spurned Zhuis proposal during a high-profile. yjsit, therepy weakening, Chi'.·· .. 

·.·efforts .. The, agreement with China ·ari the WTO in November' 1999, although welcome,· only underscores th~t Olinto :. · 
·have .cut.a' deal ear.lier that was as good or better -- avoiding.a crisis that .1e~ .unneces$ary ~cars.•·.· ... ·· · · / ::. · . . .• ·· 

. Clinton's Russia policy has discredited free·m~rket economics,·squanqered money:from the-lnterl'lati~hllll Mo~etary· 
(IMF), and generated widespread anti-Americanism. Hi~ "Monroeski doctrine" and his comparison of the battle in C . 
to fhe u;s. Civil War have encouraged both a view of state power that conflicts. with a modem, democratic Russia a 
reyival of Russian imperialis~ic attitudes. The c;i.dministration'.s.i.Adifference toYelts!n~s .. sh~lling c;>f the.Russi~nlegisla . 

· ·· among other autocratic measures, reveaied a blind spofin tile importance of Russia's rule of law and.'democratic pr 
· - Clinton has never seemed to gr.asp the costs Of embracing an elected czar, one who ove'rsai/{ a privatization drivet ·· 

·into massive theft and who now presides over pervasive corruption. Not surprisingly; this system has Jailed to impro·. 
· .• · ~· livelihood of average Russians, setting ttie stage for future trouble. · ·· . . . . . ·. 

)';:' 
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'.Afo~rth flaw ha,s been Clinton's uncert;:iinty on when and how to use American power~,: freque~tly hesitating, then. .', 
/ ... qverc<;>r;nmitting, and reguharly failingto matcll means with ends,Thisweakness has"shadowed his initiatives to reso ·.· . 
··· . ·humanitarian and ethnic strife wi.th military intervention: His ''nation..:building" failure in Somalia was costly in terms o 

the reputation of the United States, and Ameri~a·s confidence that it can deal effectively. with such problems~ The u 
invasion of Haiti· and. its mulU-billion-doHar effortJo bring "democr~cy" turned out to :be an u11happy remin.der that .su :. 
good intentions cannot save a flawed policy: The United State's continued to be drawn i~to nifoiwars. in the aalkaris .. 
.clar!fyirig·it.s. goals or being honest about the ongoing com111itm~ntqf hurnarJ and material resources these U:N .. "col.;. 
would require. The history of false starts and missteps was captured well by Clinton's own new ;'doctrine" oninterve .. 

•• ~ . such conflicts: his words were at first stunning -intheir reach bufwere then quickly.reinterpreted; leaving the wdrld to · 
.. ' . \ . . . : . •' ' ' . .. ' .. 

. ·.that America is confused, cynical, or. both. · · · · · · 

· ... Fi~~lly, ~an_Y of c.linton's ~entures ~ave the disqui:eting feature ·~f b~fog ?!iv~.n si~nific.~~t!y qy .politicatp_olls 1:1nd caj< 
this ·perception has made 1t exceedingly hard for him to call credibly for b1part1san foreign pohc1es. As Clinton's ad h 

>·pollcies have frayed, the administration has las.hectout at its·critios~ callir;igth~l1!lsolationists: In fact, Clintgn's irfa?i ... 
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·,, d,evelop a foreign pol.icy disciplined by sustained priorities,. r~liability '. strategy I selectivity, and frankness has squan 
... · opportunities: The president's mistakes have made it harder for':him to complete work Jri areas -'- such as tne Middle 

Northern Ireland --where he has invested considerable e.ffort in bringing parties together for peace processes. The ·. 
· foreign policy style has also taken its toll a.broad. The administration has caused too many countries to be weary; an .. 
. rE;lsentful, ofthe United States, The power of the United States.is obvious to the world, but. Clinton has failed to use 

· . wisely or diplomatically. His rhetoric has contained tnuch hubris but little credibility. America is more influential ifits 
1 so.ftly, but-with firm conviction. I fit asserts that it is committed to do everything, its commitments to everything are s · 

REPUBLICAN PRINCIPLES . ;: 

,FIVE PRINCIPLES.distinguish a modem Republican foreign p6iicy. First, it is premised on a respect forpo'Ner, bein. 
· ashamed to pursue America's natiO:nalinterests nor too quickJo use the country's might.By matching AmeriGcfs po. 

interests, S!JCh a policy can achieve its Objectives and build credibility both at.home and aproad: U.S~ pplicy-shQUld 
the histori~s. perspectives, and concerns of other nations, bulit should .not be paralyzed by intellectuarpenchants f 

· relativism. All states do not play equally important roles~ Given Al'Tlerica's responsibilities in the world, it must retain · ·· 
freedom to act against serious dangers . .. ;r·~ . . . - . ' . .' ; - . 

~: . _. 
:.'' 

. Sec~nd, 'a modern Republican fo~eign policy emphasizes building and sustaining.coalitions arid alliances. Effective 
- leadership ·r~quires clear..,eyed judgments aboufpriorities, ari appreciation'of others' interests,,constant consu(tation 
//partners, ano a willingness to compromise on some points b.ut to remain focused On core>obJectives. Allies.and: coa · 

partners should bear their fair. share of the responsibilities; if they do, 'their views will be represented and respeeted. · · 
. to have an effective U.N., the key nations that compose it must recognize thattheiractions .,_.not their speeches an . 
·posturing in an international forum -- will determine whether pro.blems can be solvfii!d. · · · · 

. .· -. ..,. ;. ,· . ,, ' ''.'' 
»'· .~ ' ~ : r·.· : ·" .. '· ·: 

. Third;· Republicans judge international agreements and institutions as means fo ,achiev~ end~, not as for;ns: ofp61lti . 
. therapy:· Agreements and· institutions can facilitate. bargainfng, recognize common i.nterests, and reso.lve differences 
cooperatively~ B1,1t international .law, unlike domestic law, merely codifie.s an alr~ad¥ :agreed-upon .cooperation ... Even· .. 
d:emocraci·es; international law not backed 'bY enforcement mechanismswill ne·ed<i;egoti'atiohs ·in otder'fo work, and··· 
international iaw not backed by powercannot cope, with dangerous people and states, Ever-Y 'issue n.eed not be,dea 
mu.ltilatera.lly. · · · · · ···· 

,·.,, .. ·.·, 
• ' ,- Ii.~ • ' ·:,' 

> Fourth,a·modem Republican foreign policy must embrace the revolutionary changes in the .InfOttnatioh and·COnimu''.' 
technology; commerce, and finance sectors that will shape the environment for globai politics and security. Because 
changes, people's aspirations ~-to exercise their free will and transform their I hies ~~.ate rising 'n all corners of the g 
¢ornmi.Jf1ities of Private groups, whetherorganized,for business or social ends, wi!l<achieve resµ Its far.b~yond the re 
gov~rnments and international bureaucracies. The United .States can leverage this dynamism to open minds and m 
America's foreign policy must promote these global trends .. It must take practical steps to move the world toward'gre 

. freedoms and human rights. ltshould link itself to the agents of change around t~e.worldthrough new n.etworks off 
.'.in.formation, and investment,, · · · · > · ·' ,, .' : · 

· . . ··:· 

Finally,a modern Republican foreign·po.licy recognizes that there is still evil in theworld .,.- people who hate America 
,ideas for which it stands. Today, we face enemies who are hard at wor~Jo develop nuclear, biological, and cher:nica 
: weapons, along withlhe missiles to deliver them; The United States must remain vigilant and' have the strength to d · 
.··enemies. People driven by enmity or by a need to dominate will. not respond to reason or goodwill. They will manipu 

·. pivilized rules for 1.mcivilized ends: ·· · · 

.· : POWER AND ECONOMICS . . ~'· ·. . ,, .. :.· 

A MODERN Republican foreign policy should apply these principles within a long:-lerm strategy to promote peace, s 
.. and liberty. America mustc;:apture the dynamism of the era and transform.its new eTemerits-irito:the economic and s · . 

fOlmdations for a future system. The Urilted $tat¢s and its partners need tp link thewoitd's continental ·~egloris withi· . 
economic system that.secures the benefits of integration while coping with the inevitable·stresses of capitalism. Loo 

. the twentieth century, it is clear that peace is not ensured through .closer economic ties alone; so the United States 
• .. navigate changing great".powe,r relations, strengthen .its alliances·;:·am:I :m9intain unq•uestioned :n;lj(ftafy superiority .QV · 

. . . . ~ . ' . . . '· .•_ .. ' . . . . . . . ' . . . 

\. i. 



dangerous regimes. 

In the information age, America should promote an open architecture in order to capitalite on itsgreatestassets: a 
innovative ei::onomy and a society that continually reinvents itself. American concepts of. corporate governance, sha 
value, benchmarking, and the "value chain" are now di.scussed in executive offices around the globe, By incorporat · 
advances ininfor.mation and communications technologies into business processes, U:S. corporations have trigger 
productivity similar to those achieved when companies learned how to reengineer their businesses using electrical 
year ago. The surge in e-commerce, already a$ 500 billion activity, is transforming business models again, Govern 
everyw~ere are turning to privatization and deregulation to help their countries keep pace. The American entrepren 
commands an awe that matches the respect accorded the American military: · 

. . 

The American private sector is a powerful, attractive magnet. But the U.S. government has not used this energetic f 
transform others in ways that enable America to build on its successes. Instead, growth and market imbalance.shav 

. the largest trade deficits in American history. Although U.S. markets are generally open to the world, too many othe 
closed to the United States. Countries should embrace changes that will tap the vitality and genius of people around 
world, improve their livelihood and health, and open doors to freedom. Governmenteffortsto turnbackthedock, ev 
well"meaning, will end up hurting people." Instead, governments and soci.eties should help people adjusttoand bene 
new possibilities. Therefore, a successful U,S. foreign policy must also be based on superior educationat home, low 
that reward work and risk-taking, and secure savings and. pensions for retirees .. 

The United States needs a strategic economic-negotiating agenda that combines regional agreements with.the dev 
of global rules for an open economy. To link up with Latin America and the A5ia-Pacific region, the United States sh 
propose free-trade agreements,witheither individual countries or regional groups~ lflndia.continues itsreforms, the 
States should offer it a new economic partnership beginning with those Indian sectors that are open to the world or· 
large public gains through deregulation. As anew generation ofleaders gains authority in the Middle East, possible 
agreements can be buttressed by drawing these societiesintoinformation-age econoniics'and integrating their econ 
intoworld markets. African countries seeking to abandonthe old; failed state controls needthe incentive of open U. 
world markets for their emerging enterprises, as well as fin?1ncial backing for serious reforms. The EU and the Unite 
should follow the lead of their increasingly integrated businesses by opening even more sectors to cross-investmen 
~gre(3ter competition, with the aim of achieving transatlantic free trade. . 

. These agendasshould be ambitious -- ranging from farm products to e-commerce. Tariffs should be cut further. The 
States should support innovative business ventures to streamline common standards. It should promote the deregu 
opening of vasfnew global markets for services '"- in areas such as energy, airlines, finance, and entertainment. Th · 
States should apply successful regional precedents in economic and trade libera.lization .toother regions or togloba 
negotiations through the WTO. By operating at the center of this changing network, the United States'"- the one.eco 
with a truly global reach -- should promote openness among regions. · · · · · 

If some regions are too slow to open their markets, the United States should move on to others. America should spu 
competitive dynamic for openness and transparep9y, Competition .can work wonders: whenthe United .states pursu 
NAFTA and APEC, the EU finally felt the pressure to complete the global UruguayHoundtrade negotiations. lfothe 
back in the new WTO round, the United States should repeat this strategy of regionalism with a global goal in order 

· the logjam. 

Th.is modern Republican design recognizesthe benefits of regional integration and seeks to harnessitfor global pu 
regional integration can help countries deal more effectively with transnational. problems, such as the environment o 

. trafficking. The practice of joint action within regions, especially by private-sector groups, can be expandeq to deal w 
common political and even security issues. The history of U,S. foreign policy is full of examples of private parties-,. 
missionaries to engineers ,.- who forwarded America's belief in the future by helping others face the challenges of th 
very nature of the "new economy" -- with its rapidly adapting technologies, fast-paced change, and innovative spirit 
elevate the role of private parties; they will often surpass the government in their ability to resolve inevitable dispute 
parties are not zero-sum thinkers. The U.S. government should create a climate in which citizens can serve both th 
and the public good. Prosperity with a purpose is an idea th.at reaches farbeyond U.S. borders .. , ·. · 



.. If Anie.rica links its economy to those of key regions, it can also promote its geopolitical agenda. Deeper integration 
· Latin America, Europe, and East Asia will support U.S. security commitments as citizens of these regions recognize · 

common interests. At best, economic interdependence will be a new glue that draws partners close together. More 
creating common rules for open economies will connect private sectors and help manage a combination of coopera 
competition. 

,· ' ' : • ' • • .-' ' ' - • ' - • ' f • - ' • 

This blueprint expands on America's politicaLand economic principles. It promotes open markets and open societie 
flow of inform.ation and ideas, and the. development of the private sector -- all o.f which. contribute to the growth of ec 

·middle classes, and liberties. If China, Russia, India, and others wanfto keep up, they will have to open up.This pla 
positive program around which internationalists of both parties can rally to counter protectionists and isolationists. It 
challenges America to sustain its openness, a feature that attracts great thinkers and doers from all over the world. 

· adynarriism that gives its diverse ,society cohesion and a shared purpose; and. it safeguardsJiberty and freedom. 

The public international financial institutions -- especially the IMF and the World Bank -- also need to be overhauled 
the. d~mands· of the information age. and the globalization of financial ·.markets. Considering how private-sector finan · · 
have changed in. recent years, it is· understandable that the Bretton Woods institutions of 1944 require major reengin 
First, the operations ofthe IMF and the World Bank must be more transparent; on-line, and real-time. They should f 
corruption, which can drain both money and confidence. But they should not, out of technocratic hubris, usurp the p 
roles of e.ither creditor or debtor governments or of the private financial sector. A dependency on international burea 
for solutions to tough problems will dissuade national governments fron:i taking responsibility for their countries' futu 
will ultimately erode the legitimacy of both governments and international financial institutions. 

. " . . '• 

The ;IMF still has a role to play in buffering national financial markets against shocks thaflhreaten global stability, un 
· self-help rebalances the capital movements. But the IMF must exercise this role in a fashion'that does notadd to lo 
financial instability by encouraging risks forwhich investors are not willing to pay. Furthermore, since today's global 
(different from what it was. 50 years ago) rests on private capital flows, the IMF must"bail-in" creditors,. not bail them 
Private creditors must play a financial role in restructuring "national bankruptcies," just as when they have loaned m 

· companies in trouble; creditors can reschedule loans, take discqunts, and extend more money during workouts. Th 
Bank should concentrate on helping people adjust to change. In poor countries, this agenda may involve improving 
health and subsistence needs while creating economic opportunities. In otherlow-income countries, the World Ban 
assist in developing markets that will enable people to benefit from self-help. · 

ALLIES, ENEMIES, AND IN-BETWEENS 
. - I . 

IN PURSUING a reinvigorated foreign policy, the United States first needs to overhaul ties with its partners and allie 
North American neighbors and its two primary partners abroad, Europe and Japan. Mexico, Canada, and the United 
share an interest in building on tl:leir common.democracy and prosperity by addressing problems that require greate 
cooperation -- such as narcotics,· the environment, and illegal immigration. To operate effectively overseas, the Unit 
must ensure that it has a strong neighborhood athome. Transatlanti.c and transpacific alliances can go a long way t 
ensuring security in the eastern and western parts of Eurasia, where in the past dangerous powers have threatened 

. Unfted States. These partnerships can enhance America's ability to address the uncertain futures of China and Rus · 
EU and Japan are also important colleagues in ensuring an international economy hospitable to growth, dynamism, 

· creative spirit. · 

The United States should not be complacent about its allies' roles. Europeans say theywantto shoulder a greater d 
responsibility -- and they should -- especially when it comes to policing their own continent. But a wide gap still sepa 
Europe's defense oratory and its actual spending on the necessary capabilities, The United States should encourag 
NATO allies to face this reality and to recognize the mutual benefit in having European defense forces operating in 
concert with the U.S. military through coalitions. Ultimately, an effective European defense arm will require serious 
participation by British, French, and German troops. · 

·Japan should evolve gradually toward assuming more responsibility for East Asian security, in concert with America 
allies. Only th.e United States can help Japan's neighbors accept this historic adjustment, which is the key to transfo 
Japan's domestic opinion. As a start, Japan, the United States, Korea, and Australia should form closer defense tie 



time, Japan's forces should be more closely integrated to support the U.S. military in Asia. These steps will strength 
posture of the Pacific democracies toward North Korea, demonstrate to China that it should ~eek security cooperati 
not competition) with the Asia-Pacific deino.cracies, and channel any increased Japanese capabilities into a reassu 
framework. 

Second, the United States and its partners face. three great challenges in· Eurasia: China, Russia, and India. China 
· rising, Russia has been weakening, and India has been reassessing its outlook. These are the ''.big ones," and more 

mistakes with them could cost America dearly in the future. The United States must be realistic, not romantic, abou 
prospects for China and Russia. These states should be integrated into the economic, security, and political arrang 
that America and its aUies have sponsored, although we must be prepared to shield againstthese countries if integr 
not possible. These countries are "works in progress"; they are not yet friends and are certainly not partners, but the 
not be enemies. The United States and its allies should explain to both China and Russia the steps that can build o 
interests and lessen differences. Ultimately, America will evaluate its own ability to cooperate -- and the world will a 
America's willingness to do so -- based on concrete actions, not photo opportunities. 

India, the world's largest democracy and before long its most populous nation, will pl9y an increasingly impdrtant ro 
To grow and prosper, it will.need to adjust to the global economy. To contribute to its prosperity and regional securi 
will need to lower the risk of conflict with its neighbors. And to have influence with India, America must stop ignqring 
more open India, possessing a broader understanding of its place in the world, could become a valuable partner of 
States in coping with Eurasia's uncertainties .. In addition to proposing trade and investment liberalization, the United 

. should open a regular, high~level security dialogue with India on Eurasia and the challenges to stability. 

Third, North America; the EU, and Japan need to reach outtb the next group of potential partners. In varyingdegre 
at different paces, countries in central and eastern Europe, Latin America, and East Asia have been· opening private 
building middle classes, and developing representative democracies that respect individual liberties. But t.hese coun 
been subject to enormous stresses. With Latin America in particular, the United States has resumed its old, bad ha 
overlooking its neighbors until problems compel it to pay attention. Resistance is slowing the momentum for democ 
free, markets that Latin America kicked off a decade ago. More debt defaults, rising populism, frustrations with the la 
tangible results from economicreforms, and narcotics traffickers seeking to control governments all threaten to eclip 
movement toward what should be a historic and strategic achievement: a fully democratic and prosperous western. 
hemisphere. 

Fourth, the United States must counter those cjangerous states th.at. threaten its closest friends, such as Israel, or its 
interests, such as maintaining access to oil in the Persian Gulf.Jn dealing with the likes of lraqand North K9rea, the 

· States needs to offer cons.istent long-term directions t() guide coalitions that will deter and ev'en replace their brutal 
Concessions to blackmail and threats, even if they serve as temporary expedients, will exacerbate these problems. 
United States must retain the initiative so that its opponents are so worried about what America is. planning that they 

. plot attacks or new forms of blackmail. Theater and national missile defenses will let the United States counter miss 
· ,carrying weapons of mas.s destruction frqm thpse countries thatmight target U:S .. ~onv~ntion:c;il forces or paralyze th 

States if it intervenes against their threats. Time is on America's side -- not that of these decaying dictatorships -- if 
United States has Jhe confidence and determination to sta.nd up to, and if necessary defeat, its enemies. 

MILITARY MIGHT 

AMERICA'S LEADERSHIP in the next century requires a strong military, wisely used. The Clinton.administra.tion ha 
often relied on the U.S. military to bail out speculative diplomatic ventures that turned sour. Concurrently, America's 
has been cut back some 40 percent. At some point, doing more with less just becomes doing less with less. Given 
current demands on the U.S. military, the Pentagon has made the troublesomechoice of trying to fund present nee 
expense of future capabilities. This. spending improvisation is divorced from the administration's own. plans. As the m 
equipment bought in the early 1980s ages, the armed services are spending more and more fundsjust to keep old 
ships, and tanks operating. The administration's undersecretary of defense called this quandary a "death spiral." Th 
the joint chiefs· of staff called it a "nosedive." These are strong words. The failure tO prepare for the future will becom 
apparent during the next decade, when the wheels start to come off the weapons purchased some 25years ago. As 
Marine general said, "If parents are uncomfortable sending their sons and daughters to college in 25~year-old cars, 



>· .. 
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· · they think about sending them into harm'~ way in 29-year-"old helicopters?" 

. 1j· : ~.· 

{ .. 

. ' ., '~ .. :. ·.·. . -._ ,· ' ~· ' . .' . ·~1: ( .. {, ' . 

. · .. Th.e challenge for the next president is. not just to. spend more On· defense butto spend wisely; In. transforming .its. de ··. 
·strategy for' the future, the United States should seek to align the military's strength with th.e nation's strengths: Ame 
people and technology:, U.S. companies that have not incorporated the revolutiMary advances, in information ang . 

. ·.· communications technologies have been swept awa.y by their competition with surprising, rapidity. The Pentagon ca 
· to run a similar risk. The United States ml!st invest in a combination of sophisticated sensors, information technolog , 
. real-time communications, and precision-guided weapons that will enable the individual\ services tO fight together se 

. . injoint operations. Future networked forces should be smaller, quicker; easier to deploy,,rnore disper~ed, and able 
· · ··. Jargets with fewer sorties and greater "standoff' capabilities. They must be able to act together wh~n executing disc 

missions --. such as suppressing air defenses, ;actiieving complete air dominance, and destroying small; mobile targ 
will be vital in the new secl!rity environment. They will need '.'more teeth and less t~il." At the end of theday,gi.Jtsy s . 
. muddy boots will still have to hold ground, ·but they need· to bethe .. fastest to get.to decisive points, with ;the rriost pre 
firepowEir t6 support them. · · · · · · · · · · · · .· · · ·· 

· . T.his transformation will take time~ In many.respects, te~hnologyisthe·easy part The challe11ge is to integratetechn 
.• into. new operational concepts, doctrines, and organizational structures -- and then to practice 'them; :(fn. Jtine. f 940; 

· • Ftench army had more and better tanks than the German army; but the panzer leaders knew how to use blitzkrieg o · 
to overwhelm France within weeks'.} The experience of the private sector points the way toward. a smart, modernize 
for the futl!re. Uke private business executives facing new ctiallenges, the nextgene,ration of military officers needs · 
goals to guide chang.e -":and strong suppo.rt in making the eo~ntry's forces achieve these goals: Only the president 
establish these goals and provide the needed leadership. · • · · 

. . ... .· . .. . . .. , • '. . ... ·\ ... '. .. .' . . ... ' . • ... .. ..i.. . . • . . .. 

· · ·. The Pentagon can also learn from the private sector about cutting costs. Althought~e cost .of civilian information-.te 
• systems has fallen· tremendously, the· pric~ of analogous military systems has not. l.ike othefprofessional organizat 

.•. Defense Department must focus on its core missions and outsource supporting actiyities. In leading this transforma . 
·. next president must also challenge America's allie_s to keep .up, In critical 'areas,. U .~. allies in Europe and the Paci~. 
··share significant burdens and make major contribu'tic:>11s~. In order to fight.together; their ·forces:must be interoperable · 
. allies should assume greater ro.les in peacekeeping operations, supported by uniquE;!:u:s. capabilities and backe'CI b 
hammer of its robust force. · ·· · · 

> ''THE RIGHT TRACK · ...... 

. ·As AME~ICANS enter a new century, the history ofthe lastone may inspire a sense.of bbth;caution and opportuni 
, U·r')>ited Stat~s in· 1900 seemed tp have unpounded potential .. Bµt>the first half of .th~ t-Went,i,eth ;C.enturyjnvolved f~ight . 

. . ·· And aittiough America achieved great accomplishments over the past 50.years, these came'at a high price oflives, 
· and national attention. Now a new generation must chart a course for America amid revoiutiqnary changes in techn · 

... · economies, societies, and weaponry. It is a mistake for the United States simply to react.to· events. Anierica need~ · 
... strategy. that 'blends !r:aditionaltruthswith the opportunities of a networked market.;.place and a moderni:zed army, It 
realistic about human nature and conflicting interests while being optimistie about the world's potentiaL America mu 

. Jts powerwisely,·selectively, ahd consistently to-mold an international system .that will enhanceits.inflUencein futur 
··... Drawing onthi.s influence; ll10dern Republicans believe they can work. with like-minded Democrats so that America ... 
. . ·. · .. :advance both its interests and its ioeals. Americais potential is extraordinary, and so is:the world's. It is: tirne to gel o 

)ight track. · · · .. ' . · 
:•·. 

·· Editors' ~qte: Democratic views will be published inJotthcorhing issues. 
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BODY: 
When he was running.the Pentagon, James Schlesinger was fond of responding to his critics by saying thateveryo 
enti.tled to his or her own opinions but not to his or her own facts. Unfortunately, Condoleezza Rice ("Promoting the 
Interest," January/February 2000) and Robert B. Zoellick (''A Republican Foreign Policy'!) ignore Schlesinger's dictu 
describing the Cl.inton admini.stration's impact on military spending and thestate of U.S. armed forces. 

:According to Rice, the Bush administration ''was able to reduce d.efense spending somewhat at the: end of the Cold 
·the Clinton administration "witlessly accelerated and deepened these cuts." Actually, in the Bush administrc;ition's fo 
defense spending fell by 18 percent~- more than 4 percenteach year. In the Clinton administration's seven years, d 
spending has fallen by slightly lessthan ·10 percent, which is slightly more than 1 percent each year: Moreover, Ric 
conveniently ignores the six-year plan Bush presented to Congress in January 1993, Which projected a continuing d 
defense spending through 1999. Clinton's actual defense budgets were $ 2 billion more than the final Bush defense 
1994 -- 99, as Daniel Goure ~nd Jeffrey Ranney explain in their new book, Averting the Defense Train Wreck in the 
Millennium.. · 

Rice.then details the "devastating results" ofClinton's large cuts on the U.S.mi!itary. According to her, readiness ha 
. declined, training has suffered, payhas slipped 15 percent below civilian equivalents; the services are forced to can 
·existing equipment, and the military has much difficulty recruiting and retaining people. Leaving aside whether these 

· ··. ·misleading) statements· are true and resulted from Clintoh'.s. reductions, these conditions are riot related to the amou 
money spent on defense. The nonpay portion of the operations and maintenance account in the defense budget,wh 
training, readiness, and maintenance, is 13 percenthigher now than when Bush left office. Moreover, if the spehdin 
operations and maintenance is calculated on a per capita basis, itis. nearly40 percent higher today than in 1993 .. 

·_ ·,. ", ' , . ' . : .. ', 

Rice also accuses the Clinton administration of cutting defense spending to its lowest point as a percentage of GDP 
Pearl Harbor. Using shares of GDP as a measure of rnilitary capability is both meaningless and misleading. If CHnto 
.·presided over such an extraordinary period of economic growth,· his current defense budget mightaccount for four, · 
three, percentof GDP. Should he be castigated for helping the economy grow? By Rice's GDP standard, Jimmy Ca 
better for defense than George Bush. 

Mosttroubling is Rice's suggestion that the U.S. armed forcesin 2000 resemble what they were in 1940. But 60 yea 
our military ranked 16th in the world (bet'Neen Portugal and Romania), was one~tenth the size of Germany's military 
only 1.6 percent of the world's military personneLThe bestway tomeasure the adequacy ofdefense spending is to 
it with thatofother nations. During the Clinton administration, the U.S. Sha.re of worldwide military spendinghas inc 

. America now outspends all of its advers.aries or potential adversaries combined. Together with its allies, it accmmts 
· · . 80 percent of the world's military expenditures. · , 

Zoellick is also off base in his critique of the Clinton administration. He writes thatit has cut the military by around 4 
percent. But it was the Bush administration that reduced the active forces by 444,000, or 21 percent, in four years, u 
Clinton, who cut it only 16 percent over seven years. 

Heading Rice's and Zoellick's critiquesof Clinton's defense budget reminds one of the early days of the Reagan 
administration, when several of the president's lieutenants complained about the 1970s as ttie "decade of neglect 0 



spending." They should be reminded that in the first seven years of that decade, the Republicans were i~ charge an 
during President Carter's tenure, defense spending actually increased. 

Unfortunately, Rice's and Zoellick's "facts'' found their way into presidential candidate George W. B.ush's Septembe 
. speech on defense policy. If the governor becomes the chief executive, one hopes he will discove.r that the defense 

gapduring the 2000 election is like the missile gap. during the 1960 election. He should also read George Wilson's n 
which cites former Air Force Chief of Staff.Ron Fogelman and former Army Deputy Chief of Staff Jay GardnE!r as st 
an annual defense budget of$ 250 billion, plus inflation, should be plenty for the armed services in the post -- Cold 
if spent properly. (The budget is now $ 280 billion.) Finally, Bush ·should remember that during the Cold War, not a s 
Republican president, except Ronald Reagan, allowed defense spending to increase. 

Candi's reply: 
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BODY: 
· Lawrence Korb's protest of my facts reminds. me of a dictum as .Well: If you find yourself with a mess on your hands 
your predecessor. That is the essence of )his defense of the Clinton administration. · · 

Yes, defense spending declined during the Bush years in accordance with major reductions in American military pe 
the end of the Cold War. During such a big demobilization, 18 percent was not a·utrageous. It.has been forgotten tha 
Democratic Congress thought the cuts not deep enough. The first Clinton budget was, by the way, nine percent bel 

·Bush projections: What has happened since then? The cannibalization of equipment, pay scales inadequate to reta 
personnel, substandard housing, strained training budgets, and low morale are not imaginary. Read the congressio 
testimony of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the administration's testimony last year. Did t.he military's troubles occur o 

Indeed, the most irrelevant "fact" presented by Korb Is the comparison of Bush's long-term projections with Clinton's. 
budgets. Would Bush have increased the operations tempo of the military to the degree Clinton has? Would.Bush th 
carried through with projected cuts in defense spending and allowed the armed forces to reach the state they are no 
rather doubt it. · 

Butthis is a moot point. Long-term projections are ju5tthat: projections. The defense budget is put together annual! 
Bush has not been the commander-in-chief for seven years. So there are. only two possible conclusions. Either Clin 
defen,se budgets have been inadequate or the Pentagon during his administration has been incompetent in. rnanagi 
resources. Both are probably true. If the Pentagon has not divided money properly, where has the secretary of def~ 
In case Korb does not remember, the management of the Pentagon is also the administration's responsibility. 

As to the low percentage of GDP spent on defense, this is simply a measure of the. nation's priorities. It is not mean 
more. But Korb's analysis begs the question, Why in such good times was the military permitted to fall into this state 



. "·" 

·, ,:. 

· ...... 
~ . "· . " 

.. '..'.·' . 

. Korb is also selective in the data he chooses. Operations and maintenance acco~nt~ are iride.ed nec;i~ly 13 percent 
- now than in Bush's ·administration. VVhy? Largely because they·have beeri fundin'g the multiP,!y'in~ missions ~- from H 
·.Bosnia to Kosovo ,.-this administration has assigned its military. These operations have been arthe expense of pro'.·. 
.and research and development (R&D). Demcicrc;itic members of the Senate Armed Services•Committee .recently se 

.. ~o the administration complaining about the lack·cif investment in defenseH&D, which has stayed flat for several ye 
· Qperations. ahd maintenance number exposes the shortsighted strategy thatthe administrath:m's own undersecretar 
·.·called a ''de~th spirar• -- robbing the future to pay for th~ present · ,. . · · · ·. · · 

. The· Clinton .adm,inistration has had seven years. to build a ~ilitaiy more _robust and better suited to .face post'."- Cold 
.· chcillenges. It inherited a strong hand -- a military that won .the Gulf War. Now, under congressional and elector;:tl pr . 

the presidentis sprinting to undo the damage he has inflicted onlhe armed forces. A two~term cidministration is.resp 
for whafha~ happened on its· watch. Thafis a fact no analy!)is can erase. · . · · · 
... •. . '· " " . . . 

·· .. _, 

" .~ . ' . . .'\ ,. . ' . ·;·.: .. . ~' 

. ,?QeUick's reply: · 
. . . . 

· 'Copytighf'2000 Council on Foreign Relations, Inc.: 
·,;· .. 

· · ···Foreign Affairs · · 
'"':.'r. 

M,arch, 2000 /April; 2000 · 
,. '' .. ·::;. . ~· 

:;'..:, 

SECTION: REVIEWS; Responses; Money for Nothing;_-•1.Penny Saved, Not a· Penny Earned,· inthe U.$, flAilitary; P 
. . . . ' 

.LENGTH: 398 words,. 

H'EADLIN-E: Zoellick Replies 

BYLINE: ROBERT B. ZOELLICK served as Under-secretary of State, Whit~ Hou~e Deputy Chief of Staff,· and Coun· . 
· · the Secretary of the Treasury during the Reagan arid Bushadrriinis_trations. ·. " . · "' · . . ':' · , : .. . · .·· 

. BQD.Y: _.· .. . . . ..· . , < , . ,, . . .• • . .:· . : , 

Why defenders of the Clinton administration, after its more than seven years in office, still try to blame the administr 
···::problems on a :predecessor continues to baffle me. As Lawrence Korb writes, President Bush did indeed reduce-the 

.Americ;;i's military afterthe Cold.War ended. The qu~stion that Korb sidesteps is whyPresictentClinton and Vice Pr 
Gore would continue the cuts, year after year,. in the· face of numerous military problems: a-hectic tempo of. operatic .· 

· ·'the. wotld, shortfalls in maintenance, the slippage in readiness, declines iri r~lative pay, gaps in recruitment, .. housing . 
propJems, troubles in retention, .increased threats from stc;ttes with.missiles, and the. failure to. procure.new equipme : · 

.·replace ttie depreciating investments made 20 years·ago: · · · · · · · · · 
'• .- ' 

Kort;>'s devotion to facts also wanes.when he selectively cites other works on the subject. If he respectsJhe authorit 
Schlesinger or Dari Goure•; he might have pointed out thatGoure's new book, with a supportive forward PY Schlesin • 

· documents that the Clinton administration's defense butlget is nearly $' 100 billion short each yearhi funding its own 
.·•. plan .for the next five years. This mismatch underscores my larger policy points: The administration'.s.foreigrt and.de .· 

policies have been grea'tly weakened by its failure to match means and ends, connectstrategies with operations, an 
IJp .rhetoric with actions. Kerb's comments reveal that he, like Clinton, is strategically challenged. vvt)ereas Korb. ma 

. . . · .. thatthe test of U.S. defense spending. should be. a comparison with the expenditures-of other natiops, a strategist w. • 
· c;:ompare resources to U.S. objectives. · · · .. ·:., 

.. ·.-U~fortunately, Kerb's accounting-also 'missesttie key point that leadihg Republi~an presidenti~I candidates·are·mak · 
· ,de.tense policy. The strategic challenge is how the country's money should be spent ~ran~forming the military to mee 
· threats and to take advantage of America's existing ·strengths~- ~specially its' educated people and technology: Pre 
leadership is needed to press the U.S. military to maintain its superiority undern·ew:cjr'cumstan.cEils. The Clinton, 

. a_dministration's uncomfortable relationship with the •niiiitary 1=1nd Its failure to l.lnq~rstand.thes~ ctiallenges h~s led it · 
' ',: .. ' " . ' . ' . ·. . : ' ': ". -. " ., ~' . ... . ·: - .. 

.. :·· .. · ...... 

·."· .. 

"".·' 



abdicate its responsibility for designing the American militarY of the future. 
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The Paul H. Nitze 
School of Advanced 
International Studies 

1740 MassachusertS Avenue NW 
Washington, DC 20036-1984 
202.663.5626 
202.663.5647 fax 

News Release 
www.sals .. jhu.edu 

September 4, 2001 

National Security Adviser Rice to Speak at JHU SAIS 
-· >' ' • , • 

. Condoleezza Rice, national security adviser and assistant to the president for national 
security affairs, will give the annual Rostov Lecture on International Affairs at the 
Johns Hopkins Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Stu~ies (SAIS) on 
Tuesday, SeptemberJl at 5:30 p.m. ·· 

. ' .. . . , . . . . I 
Ric'e, Who mostrecently,,served as Stanford University's provost, is expected to speaj{ 
about "Foreign Policy Under the BushAdrrunistration." . · . · 

Admittance tQ the lecture is by invitation only. However, the event is open to the 
media for coverage. Following her lecture, Rice will respond to. questions from the 
SAIS community audience only. 

The event will be held in Kenney Auditorium loca!~d on the first floor of the schooFs 
Nitze Btiildingi 1740 Massachusetts Ave., N.W~, Washington, D.C. 

Established in 1990, the Rostov Lecture on International Affairs honors the memory of 
Johns Hopkins alumnus and businessman Charles Rostov. 

. ' 

Members of the media who plan to cover the event must respond to. 
Felisa Neuringer at the SAIS Public Affairs Office at 

202.663~5626 or fneuringe~@jhu.edu. 

JOHNS HOPKINS 
IJNIYF.l\.~ITY 

3 .... 
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JOHNS .. HOPKINS 
\J. N I V .F. R S I T Y · 

The Paul H. Nitze School 
of Advanced· International Studies 
1740 Massachusetts Avenue NW 
Washington, DC. 20036-1984 
202.663.5626/ 202.663.5647fax 
email: fneuringer@jhu.edu 
www.sais•ihu .eou 

.. OHice of Publit Ailairs 
Felisa M. ·Neuringor 
Director · 

TO: · · O)lby Cooper 
National Security Council 

FROM: 'Felisa Neuringer 
SAIS Public Affairs 

DATE: September 7,.2001 

SUBJECT:, Dr. Rice's Lecture at SAIS on September 11, 2001 

I just wanted to let you know that when Dr. Rice arrives on Tuesday at approximately 
5:15 p,m., we will greet heratthe·curb andbringher up to Dean StephenSzabo's office 
on the 2n° floor of the building. .· ·. . . 

. ·, . ' ' 

·While up in the dean'soffice, Dr. Rice also will meetWith Ambassador Paul Nitze and 
his wifo, Leezee Porter, I believe Dr, Rice and Ambassador Nitze, SAIS 's co..,found~, 
have met on .several other occasions relatedto aboard affiliation he had at Stanford. 

In addition, Dorothy Rostov, widow of Charles· Rostov,. and her son, Gene Rostov ,will 
be present. This lecture series is naqied in the memory of Charles Rostov, a bus.inessill~n 
and Johns Hopkins alumnus(fyi ... he attendedJHU i11 Baltimore notSAIS here in · .. 
Washington). · ' ·· 

Afterthis bnef meeting, the above guests will proceed to the auditorium to be seated. 
Then Dean Szabo and, Dr. Rice will follow a f (!w minutes later. We hope.to start the event 
~s closeto 5:30 p.m. as possible. · 

Here. are phone/fax numbers for the dean's suite if you needthem: 
202.663~5622 or 5624 (phone) and202:663.5621 (fax). The dean's.assistant is Lois 
Weiss. · 
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Confirmed Media for Condoleezza Rice Event at SAIS on Septemb~r 11, 2001 
·As of9/7l01 at6 p.m: . . . . . 

Agence France Press-Olivier Knox 202.414.0577 
Al Khartoum (Sudanese paper)-Ahmed Elbashir 

· Associated Press of Pakistan-. .Khalid Hasan 
·Associated Press/Latin America Desk_::_Nestor Ikeda . 
Associated Press-· Barry Schweid 202.776.9498 
ChinaTV-... Jessica Kung andJoc Tompkin 
Chinese TY Syste~-· Ting Chung 
Confirmed. Media for Condoleczza Rice Event on September 11, · 200 I 

·.banish Broadcasting-. JOn Kaldan · · ·" 
Egyptian Press (?)-Mohammed Hakki202.662.8800 
El Cronista Newspaper (Argentina)-Sergio Serricbio · 
Financial Times/Germany~Yvonne Esterhazy 
FSN-TY.(i11dependent TV /radio )-Catherine Drew 
GAMMA Magazine (Indonesia)-Ira.wan Nugroho 
India Abroad-Aziz Haniffa 
ITAR•TASS News Agency of Russia-. Andrei Sitov 
Jerusalem Post-· Janine Zackaria 
K.yodC> News .Agency-.. Yoichi Kosukegawa 
Liberation·(French daily paper)-.. Pascale Riche 
Liberty Times/Taipei Times-Nadia Tsao 202, 7 44.4984 
Power TV (Taiwan)-.. John Zang 
Press Trust oflndia-· T.V. Parasuram 
Radio France-Laura Simon 

.. Taipei Times-Charles Snyder 
Turkey TV-8-. Tulin Daloglu 
UPI/Eurasian Affairs-Derk Kinnane. 
VONEastem Europe-· Edit Velenyi 
VOA/Indonesia-· · Spozhmai Maiwandi 
\VashingtonPost-Nora.BoustanyZ02.334,7474 
YolTliufrShilTlbun-· Mike Hayashi 
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St:.ephen F. Szabo, l?h.D., Interim Pean, Associate Dean for Academic 
Affairei1 arid Professor of European studies 

Author of ·.The Diplornac:y of German tln:i.fic:a.tion (1992) and. The. Changing: 
Politics ot German Slilcurity (19.90).; editor, The Bundeswehr and Western 
security (1990) and The Successor Generat.icm: 1t.iternationa.l. . ·.. . · 
Perspectives of Postwar.Europeans (19B3). Former fellow, WoodrowWilscin 
Center and t.he Alexander von Humboldt Foundation, Bonn, Germany, taught ' . 
atGeorget9wn and George Washington universities, the University of 
Virginia and the National war College . . . '' - ' '_, , 

Dr. Szabo received his l?h.D. in polit.ica.1 science 
University. 

. " 
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Paul H. Nitze 

Paul H. Ni~e, adviser to five presidents and leading strategist andaTllls control 

·expert, founded the School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS) inl943 along with 

Christian Herter and other leading- statesmen. 

In J 989 the school, which became a division of The Johns Hopkins·/University in 

1950, was renamed in his honor to recognize lns distinguishe~ private and public career 

and exceptional service to SAIS and the university for five decades. 

After graduation from Harvard University and a decade as an investment ballker 
- -

at Dillon, Read & Company and P.H. Nitze & Company, Nitze joined the U.S. 

government inl 940 and advised every president from Frlinklin Roosevelt to Ronald 
- - -

Reagar;, with the exception of Jimmy Carter. !n 19so, while at the StateDepartrileI1t, 

-Nitze was responsible for_the formulation of NSC 68--_ the document whiC,h'provided the r 
' . . . ·. ' . -, ' - .. ' .. , 

·-- - •' - ' ' ' ' ~ -. _.i. 

frameworkfor the Cold Warbetweenthe U.S-"andthe foonerSoviet Union: He also 

-.. served as director of the Department of State Policy Planning Staff, secr~tary_ofthe _­

Navy, deputy secretary of Defense, and member ofthe U.S.-delegationtothe>Strat~gic 

Arms Limitations Talks from 1969to 1974. Iri 1962, he was a member of the group'of 
. - . . 

·top offjcials who rnetdaily with President Kennedy to advise him durihgthe Chban 
Missile Crisis. 

' . . . '. .. .> ·.. ' 

As.head of the U.S. negotiating team at the Anns.ControlT~lksinG,-eneva'(l98}; 

1984), Nitze took his [lOW famous- "walk in the. woods" with Soviet negotiator Y}lli 
- ' 

- Kvitsinsky in an effort to break- the· deadlock between the super powers on Euromissiles, -•_ , 

From 1984 to 1989, he was ambassador-at-large and special adviser to the president and 

· secret~ of State on arms control matters, playing a crucial role in negotiating the 

Intermediate-Range Nutlear Force (INF) and. strategic anns treaties. 



. . 

Nitze:s public life has been chronicled in several books including Strobe 1)1lb6tt's 

1988 The Master of the Game and David Callajian's 1990 book Dangerous Capabfzitie~: 

Paul Nitze and the Cold War. Nitze published his m¢moirs, From Hiroshima to Glasnost: . 
. " . ' -_-· ' - . , 

At the Center of Decision, in 1989 and ·then Tension Between Opposites:;~eflectii:iitson · 

the Practice and Theory of Politics in .1993. In 1985, President Reagan awarded Nitze the 
- . f ' '· - _._ - ' -

. Presidentiai MedalofFreedom, the highest civilianhonor in the UnitedStates, 

. In launching the schootm 1943: he and Christian Herter convinced bl.tSiness' 

friends to fun.d the fledgling institution. Eleven years later, while working and teaching at 
' ·. . ' . , 

SAIS, he succeeded Herter as chairman of the SAIS Advis.ory Council, aposition that 

· only he or Herter held until 198 L 

lri 1957, Nitze conceived the idea of a SAIS;.related think tank-:-"now tll<!Johns · 
. . . . . ·. ····-~' 

Hopkins Foreign Policy Institute--to involve. the school more directly in the di~c.ussion . 

of U.S. for~ign poli~y issues. Three years later he was instrumental frrhelping the11JHU. 

President Milton Eis~nh()wer raise $4.2 million for the SAIS building at 1740 , 

Massachusetts Avenue inNC>rthwest Washington, D.C. The buildingwas nam~dforNitze 
l . . 

andhis wife, the late Phyllis Pratt Nitze, in 1986. In 1980; he helped establish~e secupt)' 

studies program at the f preign Policy Institut.e ·and co-W.ught a course on security issues 

there. 

When SAIS had outgrown its one. building in 1988, Nitze offered t6Jnatch'any 

amount raised by SAIS up to $5 million to expand the school. The challenge.was 
( 

successfully metin 1989, doubling the school's physical plant with the addition o:fthe · 

Rome Building at 1619 Massachusetts A venue,. N.W. 
. . . . . . 

. . 

. . .. · Nitze resides with his wife, Leezee Porter, and their dog Max in Washington, 

· ·. D .C. He has four children, 11 grandchildren a.nd seven gr~at-grandchildren. His wife is·· 
' . ' ' . . 

· the president of Antique and Contemporary Leasing, a fine furniture leasing company. 
. ' ' . - . l 
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Dr. Condolezza Rice 
Assistant to .the President for National Security Affairs 
The White House · · · 
1600 Pennsylvania A venue NW 
Washingtc;m, DC20500 

Dear Dr. Rice, 

NO. 02 32 7 

June 29, 2001 

6n behalf of the PaulH. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies of The J~hns H.opkins University, 
it is my privilege to invite you to deliver the 200 l Rostov Lecture'. · · · · · 

· The Rostov Lecture on International Affairs, honoring the memory of Hopkins alumnus and businessman 
Charles Rostov, is given at the School each academic year by an intemationallyprominent'officialot scholar" Last 
year, United States Secretary of State Madeline Albright delivered an address entitled "Sustaining Democracy iil 
the Twenty-First Century." Other lecturers have include4 Treasury Secretary· Robert Rubin; Paul. Volcker, the 
former Chairman of the Federal Reserve; Senator Richard Lugar,of!ndiana; Corazo11 Aquino, then President of the 
Philippines;· Mr .. Yasushi Akashi, Under Secretary General for Humanitarian Affairs and Emergeficy .}lelief 
Coordinator atthe United Nations; a6dthe Honorable Sadako Ogata, the United National High Cornmissionerfor 
Refugees. · 

Established in 1990, the, Rostov Lecture is a source ofgreat pride to the Nitze School, and it is a lecture we 
look forward to each year. The topic is of the speaker's own choosing and can include the.full.spectrum of 
intemationataffairs. This year we wouldJike to holdtbe lecture the week of September 10 .. 14 during the ea.rIY 
afternoon or early evening. If these dates are not possible, feel free to suggest. additional times thal accommodate 
your 'schedule. · · 

·. The• audience of approximately 400 would includ~ government officials, i~temational affai~~ specialists, 
business and community leaders, joumalists,faculty, alumni, and students who would be interested in hearing your · 
views. If your schedule permits, a reception .would be held in your honor before or after the lecture. Itwould b'e a 
great privilege for the School as the entire SAIS community values hearing from out'nation's leaders; 

Thank you for considering this invitation andl hope thatyou will agree to deliver the 2001.Rostov Lectiire 
at SAIS .. 

. Sincerely, 

Stephen F. Szabo 
Interim Dean 
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Fact Sheet 

The Paul H. Nitze 
School of Advanced 
International stUdies 
174D MassachuseH.s Avenue NW 
Washington, DC 20D35·1984 

202.663.5526 
202.663.5647 fa• 

The Paul H. Nitze School of 

Advanced International Studies 
(SAIS) is a leading gn1duate 

school of international. affairs, 
· educating students for 

profes~ional careers in 

government, business, 

· journalism, international law 
and non~profit organizations: 
Founded in 1943 by Paul Nitze 
and Christian Herter, SAIS has 
been a division of The Johns 
Hopkins University since 1950. 

GRADUATE STUDENTS 

(20U~-2001). 

480 
International students from about 70 
countries comprise· more than on.e~third 
of the student body. 

JOHNS HOPKINS 
UNIVERSITY 

www!'sais-jhu.edu 

DEGR.EES Hopkin$-Nanjing Center in the People's 
~Master at Arts in International Republic ef China (established 1986) · 

Relations 

..,. Master of International Public Policy 
(on8'-year program for mid~career 
professionals) 

·.~Ph.D. 

All M.k graduates must pass a 
sequence of six international economics 
courses and achieve proficiency in at 
· least one of 13 foreign languages in 
addition to completing coursework in 
their fields of concentration. 

JO.INT-DEGREE PROGRAMS 

M.A:-M.B.A. 
with Wharton Schoolat the University of 
Pennsylvania .and Eumptian Institute of 
Business Administration ONSEAD) in 
Fontainebleau, France 

M.A.-J.D. 
with Stanford University Law Schoiil · 

M.A.-M.H.S. 
with the Johns Hopkins Bloomberg 
School of Public Health 

M.A.-M.P.A. 
(concurrent} with the Maxwell School of 
Citizenship and Public Affairs st Syracuse 
University 

OVERSEAS CENTERS 

SAIS.BolOgna Center In Italy 
(established 1955) 

Approximately 150 American and non• 
American students study at the center, 
the only American graduate institution of· 
its kind in· Europe. A multi-national 
faculty teaches courses in international 
politics and economics, European studies 

.. and foreign languages: 

The center, host to as many as 100 
Chinese and Ameriean students, is 
administered jointly by Nanjing University 
and SAIS. Classes.forAmerican studenl3 . · . 
are taught in Mandarin by Chinese 
professors, while Chinese students. study , 
in English with American professors. 

RESEARCH CENTERS IN 

WASHINGTD~ 

. ..,. Formgn Policy Institute (FPI) 

,.. CenWt Asia-Caucasds Institute 

..,. International Energy and 
Environment Pmgram .· . 

..,. Center far Strategic Education 

. ,.. ·· Centerfor canadian Studies 

~ Edwin D. Raischauer Center 
for East Asian studlei 

..,. Center tor International Business 
and Public Policy 

..,. The. Protection Project 

· ..,. Swin Foundation for World Affairs · 

..,. Center for Transatlantic Relations 

FACULTY 

50 lull-time 

110 part-time 

ALUMNI 

More than 10,00D working In 
appro11imately 140 countries 

·. 130 SAIS graduates have become 
ambilsadors throughout the world. 

MAIN CAMPUS 

Two buildings'on Massachusetts Avenue 
along Wasbington's Embassy Row in 
Dupont Circle. 
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Record Type: Record 

To: John D. Gibson/NSC/EOP@EOP 

cc: Evan Wagner/WHO/EOP@EOP 
Subject: Truman· Quotes 

. see if you· like any of these: we're still wo~k(ng on nitze. 

------~------------.,.,~Forwarded by Michelle N. Brawer/WHO/EOP on 09/10/2001 05:25 PM--------~------------------

From: Evan Wagner on 09/10/2001 05:20:12 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Michelle N. Brawer/WHO/EOP@EOP 

cc: 
Subject: Truman Quotes 

"Men make history, and not the other way aro.und. In periods where there is no leadership, society stands 
st.ill. 
Progress occurs when courageous, skillful leaders seiz.e.the opportunity to change things for the. better. " 
(Date unknown at the moment) 

SOURCE: http://www.nwlink.com/-donclark/leader/change1 .htm.1 

"The Presidentmust represent all the people~ Th~refore, the Presidentmust be a ,s,art of ?u·per~p~blic relations man. 
His powers are great, but he .must know how to make people get along together . .'. Some people think that public.relatio 
be based on polls. That is nonsense. I wonder how far Moses would have gone if he had taken.'. a polJin.Egypt? What w 
have preached if He had taken a poll in the land of Israel? Where would the Reformation have gone if Martin Luther had 
or public opinion alone of the moment that counts. l.t is right and wrong, and leadership -- tnenwith fortitude, honesty an 
the right that make epochs in the history of th.e world." - Harry S. Truman in an interview with William Hillman (Date un 

SOURCE: http://www.geocities.com/beberius/bio/TRUMAN/HSTquotes.html 

' ' 

"The presidency of the United States carries with it a responsibility so personal as to be without parallel. ... No one can 
for [the president]. No one can know all the processes and stages of his thinking in making important decisions .... To 
United States is to be lonely, very lonely at times of great decisions." (Date unknown at the moment) 

SOURCE: http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/amex/presidents/frames/teac;:h/truman/trumaniq.html 

, ---------------..:~-----
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''When you get to be President, there are all those things, the hcmors, the twenty~one gun salutes, all those things,. · 
You have to remember it isn't for you. It's for the Presidency." - Harry S. Truman (1884-1972), 

i. Quoted in: Merle Miller, Plain Speaking: Conversations with Harry S. Truman, ch. 15(1973). 

·SOURCE: http://www:co.yakima.wa.us/auditor/election/kquotes.htm#trurnan 

. . 

"All my life., whenever it comes time to make a decision, I make itand forget about it"(Date unknown at the moment) 

"ltis amazing what you can accomplish if you do not care who gets the credit." (Date unknown atthe moment) 
' . . .·' . - . ' 

· •i1 come to the office each morning and stay for long hours doing what has to be done to the besfof my ability; ·. 
And when you've done the best you can, you can't do any better. So when I go to sleep · 
I turn everything over to the Lord and forget it." .(Date unknown atthe moment) 

·SOURCE: http://www.dailycelebrations.com/050801.htm 
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From: Evan Wagner on 09/10/2001 11 :27:27 AM 

Record Type: , Record 

To:.. Michelle N: Brawer/WHO/EOP@EOP, John D. Gibson/NSC/EOP@~OP 
cc: 
Subject Schu.ltz Quote 

This may not be precisely the quote for which you were searching, but it's all that r could find .. 
, '•. . : ·. . .. . . . : . . - ' ' ' '. 

"Wise men come and wise mel'l go, but decade. after decade there is Paul Nitze." ~George Schultz 

Source: May 21, 1992 article ()ff the Federal News Service, entitled ... Remarks By General Colin Powell, 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff To The School of Advanced International Studies · 
Commencement Ceremonies Washington, DC" 

I printed the article, in case you want to use the quote. 

! .:~ . 
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Key Themes on Missile Defense 
• .. ,: 

· .. : .. ·· .. 

~ '· . . :·, . 

1Y!is$ile. Threat Grdwing; More robust missile defense develqp\n~nt 
effort· needed: 'l'he Secretary ofDefense ·has laid out .-~ . :p:rogram · . 
tq explore the most promising techrfcilpgi~s. _The Presi<~J~ri,t~:s · 

.·. ~1ldget •. includes furiding to ... c+2lc:ires'$ :y~ars~<)f. neglect ·:c:an4.;f9,. 

. \ 

····enhance te.st .realism. The p:rop6~eq·missi1'e defense .•fiJ..ndini3 ... .: 
m:a.k~s :up abou~ 2 :s~ of ,,'the. t'otal.·d~'feh$e l;>udget. ', of t~e )1e4flY: 
'$33 :bil'liori in' new defense furid~.ng': requested~ ·about ·i.0%. ·n:a.s .'b:e~rt 

:. ,,.,· .. · ,\ · .... ::" 

earmarked Jor· mi.s$ile defenE?e . .'·/. ·· · · , .. · 
. .-+: . 

· .. Missile defenses· are an essential component. of the Presid.ent '.s 
· .. comprehensive· strategy against new threats: · The .'1972 ABM· Treaty 
···•·is outdated, prohibits us from defending the u. s. fr'om: mis::;ile 

attack, prevents us from exploring the most promising · . .. ·' . 
. technologie,s·,: and prevents, U,S ·: f:t;"om, cooperating with allief~La~d' ·' 
Russia on defenses. Arti,c1e i of the;·.'Treaty explicitly ... · · - >·· , 

'} 

i' p:tc:ihibit:s··· .. ·us·fi;om defending ourc,te·r±-itdry. from miss~~'re·· att.a.E!k::·~;· ... •·· .. 
Those th~t claim that effective 'mis$i;fe :aefenses cart .be 2ieP,I9Y,.eCi· . , 
within· the Treaty conveniently 1snore, it ''s fundame.nt.af prein~s~;( ... 

.. ·.. . . . -, .. ' . . .· .1·.·· ...... "'· .. ! ..... , 

... ·. ' ·· ... :. ,:.··.:·· 

tJaW Calls for> Deployment' of Effective' Def ens es -ASAP: Th~ 'NMD 
Act of 1999, .. which.Pres. Clinton::signe~ into lawstatef3,,·~'Itis 
the policy of the United States tO .dep1'6y as soon as 'i.s . 
t.e.chnologically possible an ef f ~c:ti ~e i:;Jational Missile Oefepse 
system capab;Le of defending: the territoryof the unitedst~tes 
agc+inst limited ballistic missile· attack (whetner acc~dehtal,·' · 
'llllauthorized or deliberate .. . u ·:The' Senate passed .tfre. bilJ J::)y·a. 
~ote pf. Q?, t;:o: 3 ;. (Senators Bide:;h: ·apd Lettil voted'f9r it~) '. '.. · < : . 

. ·· · ··· ·t . ···, · ->1_·:·:y,,.: . .-: 

N~f:!a··ior ·a.New strategic Relat:ion$llip ·.wit)i Rus~;i,ci'.:. :.A,i'thdugBJ:'b.~" •· 
Soyi~t- Union is no more and the .~bld w~i ; is over I .· sort\~' ·Eoiltirrke;\ 
t~:. c,iing t~· 'the concept of' mutuat assll:red .destiuctib]i]. as .the.· >: · ... 

. guiding pri:ric~ple in; our relat::icnis ·. wi'th Russia. the· .·.·· > ..•• ·.·· •. , 
Administrat.ion is engaged in interisi ve .con·sul tatio!ls· with'RUSsia 
ts:). move ·beyond the ABM T:teaty to deyelop a new stratE?gic · · · 
framework 'appropriate ~for the 2:ist centu:r;y. · ·· .... 

. . ~ . . . . . . . . .. . ... 
..·:·" ·' 

·Yet· $Orne would d~astically cut· missile defense funding a:nd.:' aii1k · 
·•it to perpetuation of the ABM Trecit§; . Thei:fe efforts 'tie the ; 

· · J?re$,ident' s hands; arid undercut ou'r 'a}'.jf1ity to. ~each a~fi::e~m~P.i · 
with Russia .on: ·a new strategic ,.r~latfonship. Politic:s .. shouJ;d >, 

... ·.·.· :1B~f; rief ·:~.~=ai~Ii '-e~.~~id··. !:~=~~·i~0~i;~~:sbu~·fd~~~i·~~::,~:t_~~~~~:, ... 
'testing program t~ coullter today(s threats and biock progt,~.'s's .:6n 
_a new cooperative relationship with Russia bas.ed on rinituaf·'·. · 
', i.nterests, not 'mutuai vul~erabi~:ity. ' ' { 



Rebutta.l t,o Key Points Made by Sert. Biden on. Missile Defense 

In a return to "Star Wars," the Bush Administration intends to 
pursue a "massive" missile defense program. Although the 
President has spoken of a limited defense, in order to provide 
protection to friends and allies.and to defend against·an 
accidental .launch of a Russian ICBM that would employ · 
sophisticated countermeasures, a very large missile defense 
system will be needed. 

• The Administration has said all along that we seek,missile· 
defenses to deal with the threat posed by a small number of 
missiles in the hands of rogue states. 

• The limited defenses we intend to deploy will only be 
capable of defending against handfuls of incoming missiles, 
not hundreds or thousands. Such defenses will not undercut 
the Russian nuclear deterrent, even at levels below those 
reportedly contemplated by Russia .. 

• There is a growing recognftion among friends 4nd allies 
that the.threat from WMD and missiles is increasing and 
that missile defenses are an essential element of the 
response to this threat. This is clearly seen in the 
remarks by a number of allied leaders. The President is 
committed to working together w'ith friends and allies to 
address this common threat. ' . 

• .However, the assertion that the President intends,to :rursue 
a "world-wide" missile defense system dn a "massive" s~ale 
is unfounded. 

II1 light of the President's tax cut, the United·States cannot 
afford to spend hundreds of billions o.f dol.lars on ~mi.ssile 
defense. 

• Like other major defen~e programs, such as those to dev~lbp 
new fighter aircraft or Bhips, missile defense will require 
significant funding. Even so, it will only represent a 
small fraction of the defense budget ~- abou~ 2.5% in FY 
2002. 

• Bearing the cost of missile defense is a national security 
imperative given the growin,g threa.ts we face from rogue 
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states armed with weapons of mass destruction and seeking 
long-range missiles. 

• The cost to inaction cannot be measured in dollars, ~amely 
vulnerability to blackmail or attack from rogue states 
armed with WMD. and missiles. 

T:Q.e Ad.Ininis;tration is rushing to deploy missile defenses· that 
will not be 100% effective. 

• Pew things in life are certain except death and taxes. No 
weapon system is 100% effective, 100% of the time and this 
will be true of our missile defense systems as well. 

• Our determination to field missile def ens.es as soon as 
possible is driven by the urgency of the threat. 

• For example, in 1998 North Korea launched a three-stage 
Taepo Dong 1 missile that overflew Japan. The Intelligence 
Community assesses that this launch demonstrated the .. 
ability of North Korea to deliver a small.payload to the 
United States. The Taepo Dong 2 ·missile currently under·. 
development will have an evert greater range ahd payload 
capability. 

• Our programs .will be structured so that the limited rtumber 
of interim systems initially deployed can be progressively 
improved and replaced by more capable systems able to keep 
up with the threat. Such capabilities, eyen if not 
perfect,; will provide more protection than we currently 
.have -- which today is no capability at all against longer-
range missiles able to strike American cities. 

Th~ ABM Treaty and Mutual Assu,red Destruction have kept the 
pe'ace for decades and are a more effective means of dealing with 
the threat than the missile defense initiative proposed by the 
President. 

• The world has changed fundamentally since the ABM Treaty 
was signed in 1972 and Cold war arrangements no longer make 
sense. 

• We need to update our concept of deterrence, to. ref le ct the 
realities of the current security environment, which 
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includes weaporis .of mass destruction in.the hands of some 
.. of the world's least responsible states.; . These leaders 
.Place great value in possessing. even .a., small pumber of ::i · 

long-range missiles. 
, .. 

,. 

• The leaders of these states have. demonstrated a wil1tngness· ·. 
to take large gambles and are acquiring weapons· of 'mass· .. 

. destruction and long-range missiles as their means t:o deter· 
·.us from coming to the· assistance of our· friend~ and allies 

in vital regions of interest. 

• These· leaders may well believe that they can blackmail· us.··· 
-- preverit us from.helping the victims of their-aggression 
'..._ if they can. nold even ,a small number of our .cities br : 
those of our friends and allies hostage to attack.· 

'· 
\ ,· 

• The ABM Treaty no longer makes sense in such 'a world, : 
codified the adversarial relationship\._between the·. two 
superpowers that existed during the Cold War.. It was 

·. premised on. a relationship of distrust and. mutual 
vulnerability. ,. 

~· '' 

' ' '~ ~ ·•· .. 
• ·We need, to move beyorid the concept of mutual a_ssured. 

'it 

·destruction with Russia.· Russia· is not· th,e-.Soviet Uhion 
and, is .not an enemy. Retainirig .MAD at the ce:riEe,r·,a'.f oj'.i.r 
relationship with Russia perp,et11ates suspiCions c:i'nd · : ; 

· .encoarages t,he re.tent ion of artificially l~rge .. l1u<tl-eai 
a1'senals. Nuclear weapons should no. longer be the,., : .. · 
p:r';i.nc~pal currency of our relationship. ..:.,' , . , . 

' . . I ·, . 

. · ·. ,, 

• In~t~ad·, the Administration iriterids to move' beyonct::.thef ABM- ( 
·· Tr~aty and. MAD to construct a new strategic {ramework .for-;'~: · · 
. ou:t relationship with Russia premised on- coromon .int.e:test,s .. 
' and cooperation. \'i' 

The united· States can do all the missile defense research and: 
te'sting it needs in the next couple of years without breaking 
the ~BM Treaty like the Clinton Administration di,d. ·· 

' :. ' ' 

• The ABM Treaty prevents us from acquiring the capabilities 
we need .to deter and defend again.st the new threats we 
face .. ·· 

• Under Article I of the Treaty, the United States is not 
permitted to defend all 50 states· against missile att~ck, 

·· .... 

/ 
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nor are we l?ermitted to. defenc:l even a single city under the 
Treaty's 1974 Prot6col. We are only permitted to defJnd a . 

. missile field in North Dakota. 

• Article v of the Treaty prohibits the development, testing, 
and deployment of some of the most promising te2:hnoiogies 
and basing modes, including sea-based, air-b~sed, space­
based, or mobile land-based; 

• Article VI bans the development, testing'· and deployment of 
"theater defenses" that have the . capability to com1ter 
longer-range strategic missi~es; and· 

• Article IX prevents us from sharing and working on def ens es 
<against longer-range missiles with our allies and even with 
Russia. 

• The Clinton Administration designed its missile defense 
development and test programs to be consistent with the ABM 
Treaty.· Once so designed, that Administration could and 
did claim that the ABM_ Treaty was not inhibiting missile 
defense development and testing. However,. contrary to the 
cla·ims of many, even the Clinton Administration's NMD 
system, which.involved the.pla,cement of ground-:-based 
interceptors and construction of a,n ABM radar in Alaska, · 
could not be deployed under the Tr:eaty, as President 
Clinton himself acknowledged. 

• A.s· the President has said, we will examine all available ' 
technologies and basing modes for missile defense., As we 
have informed our allies and Russia, we expect our RDT&E 
efforts will conflict with ABM Treaty limitations in a 
matte.r of months, .not years. 

Extensive debate is needed on the President's missile defense 
initiative, since polls show most Ainerican's don't know much1 
about missile defense and generally do not support it. 

,·.-

• Missile defense has been one of the most widely di~cussed 
and debated security issues in recent years. Major 
newspape:i;:-s routinely report on it. and the op-ed pages 

·.a.round the country are filled with articles on the subject. 
·Congress has held numerous hearings in recent years, .. · and 
legislation on the subject has been hotly debated. 
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• We welcome this debate, because the facts and arguments· in 
favor of missile defense are compelling. " 

• Furthermore, recent polls show the American pub.lie supports 
the President's missile defense init::Lative. Fqr exarnpl~, a 
poll conducted by the Pew Research Center in collaboration 
with the Council on Foreign Relations in May shows that the 
Administration's missile defense initiative is· supportecf by 
·a majority of the public (51 to 38 percent margin)·. ' ' 

' ' ', ' . ) ' .. ' . 
• This poll also showed that the pi.ll:Hic has a substantially 

greater awareness of· the arguments against mHrnile defense 
.than those favoring it. Despite this "awar~ness gap, I,' the 
arguments in favor of def ens es we.re accepted. by a clear 
majority of respondents as important' reasons to support the. 
p:rogram. None of the counter-arguments was considered an 
·important reason to oppoE;e the program. 

Missile defense does.not defend against the mor~ likely me~I1s of 
delivering a WMD payload to the U.S. involving terrorist use of. 
a suitcase or car bomb, or placement o.f a nuclear weapon on a 
ship in a harbor. 

• The United States must also defend against these other 
threats. 

• The United States spent about $11 billion last year on 
counter-terrorism.efforts, about twice as much as.we did on 
m:i_ssile defense. We also work closely with friends, 
alfies, and the broader international community on counter­
te.rrorism initiatives. 

• The President recognizes the need to do more to protec:t 
America's .homeland and citizens against the possibility. 
that a terrorist group could use weapons of mass 
destruction against targets in the United States.· · 

• .In May, the Pre~iderit ,;launched a rnaj or initiative, 
appointing Vice .President Cheney.to oversee the d~velopment 
of a coordinated national effort tbat .will expand and 
integrate the myriad federa1 1 state, and local goverrnnent 
efforts in the WMD preparedness area. 

• But, in addition to defending against the. potential· 
terrorist use.of weapons .of mass destruction in the United 
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States, we also need missile defense because countries like 
Itan and North Korea. are m.aking enormous efforts to acquire. 
and develop long-range ballistic missiles -- suggesting 
th~t ballistic missiles are the "weapons of choice~ for 
these nations for coercion and blackmail. 
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N11tio11.al Security Adviser Rice to Speak at JHU SAIS 

Cond.oleezza Rice, national security adviser and a~sistant to the president for national 
' security aff'airs1 will give the annual Rostov Lecture on International Affairs at the 

Johns HopkinSPaul H. Nitze School of Advanced Intematio:pal Studies (SAIS) on 
Tuesday, September U •t 5:30 p.m. 

Rice. who most recently served as Stanford Universityis provost, is cl(pe~ted to speak 
about "Foreign PolicyUnqer the Bush Adnunistration." 

Aclmlttance to the lecture it by in~tation only. However, the eventis opcll to tbe 
media for coverage. Following her lecture, Rlcc will respond to questions from the 
SAIS community audien~e only. 

The event will be held in Kenney Auditorium loca.ted on the first floor of the school's 
Nitze Building, 1740 Massachusetts Ave., N.W., Washington, D.C. 

Established in 1990, the Rostov Lecture on lntemational Affair$ honors the memory of 
· Johns Hopkins alumnus and bu5inessman Charles Rostov. 

Members of the media who plan to cover the event mu1t respond to 
Felisa Neurineer at the SAIS Public Affairs Office at · 

202.663.5626 or fneuringer@jhu.edu. 
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, Dr; Condolezia Rice . . . . '. 
AssistanHo the Pres.ident for National Security Affairs 
The White House . ,· · 

· 1600. Pennsylvania Avenue NW 
. Washington, DC 20500 

De~ Dr. Rice,·, 

.···:· 

·On behalf of the Paul H.Nitze ScMol of Advanced International St1.1clies .of The Johns Hopkins University,· 
.it is lllY privilegeto invite you to deliver the 200 l RoStov Lecture. , '·. · · ·, · 

· ... The Rostov Lec~re on Intematio11alAffai~s, honori~g the memory ofHo,pkins alwnnus and businessman · 
Cbarles Rostov, is given at the School each academic year by an ·internationally prominent official or scholar, Last · 
year, United States Secretary of State Madeline Albright delivered an address entit1ed "Sµi;taining Democracy in 
the Twenty-First Cen~l.uy." Other Jectµrers h~ve included Treasury Secretary Robert Rubin; Paul Volek.er, the 
former Chairman of the Federal Reserve; Sen:ator Richard Lugar of Indiana: Corazon Aquino, then President oftlie 
·Philippines; Mr. Y asushi Al~ashi, .Under Secretary' General for Htima11ltaria11 Affairs and Emergency Relief 
Coorqinator afthe United Nations; an.d the Honorable .Sadako Ogata, The United ~ational-High Commissioner for 
Refugees. · · · · · · · · · · · · · 

.'~· .. ' 

. . .· .. ,Est<ibli~hed in 1990, the Rostov Lecture is ~ source of great pride to the Nitze School, and it is a lecture we 
look forward to each year. The: topic is of the spe~ker's OWn chQosing and.can inclmie the full spectrum of ·.· 
international affairs. This year we ~oqld like to ho14 the lecture the w~ek of September· 10-: 14 during the early 
aftembon or early evening. If these dates are not possible; feelfree to suggest additional tim.es that accommocl~te 
your schedule. , . · ·· · · ·· · · ' · · 

. The audience of approximately 400 would inclµde g!'veinment officials, international affairs specialists, 
busiriess and community leaders, joumalists, faculty, alumni, IUld studepts who wo1.lld beJnterei;ted in hearing yoQ.f 
views. Ifyciurschedule ~l'IIlits, a reception would be held u1 your honor before or after the .Iectur~ .. It would qe a · . 
grea(priviiege for the School as the entire SAIS comntunity values hearingfrom our nation's leaders. 

Tll.ankyou for considering this invitation and I.hope that you will agree to deliver the 2001 Rbstov Lecture 
at SAIS. , . . . . . . . . .. . . 
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