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Topic I: Situation in Serbia 

 
 
Topic Overview 

 It has been one year since President Bill Clinton’s inauguration. Between the Family and 

Medical Leave Act last February to the North American Free Trade Agreement last month, it is 

clear that President Clinton has been far from inactive on the domestic front. However, extreme 

nationalism abroad in the crumbling Balkan region is increasingly overshadowing Clinton’s 

accomplishments and pulling the nation toward a conflict that will make or break the national – 

and presidential – image.  

The past decade has been defined by rising tensions among ethnic groups in former 

Yugoslavia. Aided by pressure from Serbian President Slobodan Milosevic to retain a 

homogenous Serbian 

state (self-declared 

within Bosnia and 

Herzegovina as the 

“Republika Srpska”) 

and supported by the 

Yugoslav People’s 

Army, Bosnian Serb 

forces have committed to forcibly and violently removing native Bosniaks from Serbian-declared 

territory within Bosnia and Herzegovina. The casualty count grows as thousands of civilian 

towns have been sacked, families slain, and lives uprooted by opposing forces. This systematic 

destruction of a single ethnic group has led to an unprecedented amount of deaths, destruction, 
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and refugees1. As Bosnian Serbs reject the possibility of being second-class to a Bosniak-led 

government, there is no end in sight.2 

 Right now, the world is looking to the United States to take decisive action to put a stop 

to these blatant human rights abuses. So far, there has been anything but. President Bill Clinton 

continues to tout our limited involvement as worthy of pride for the U.S., but the Cabinet knows 

the problematic indecision at hand. Even more troublesome is the lack of consensus between 

international allies, particularly NATO, who cannot agree on a proper course of action.3 The 

pressure is mounting for the United States to step into the global leadership role it made for 

itself, especially with so many lives at risk. 

 

Historical Background 

 The present-day conflicts of the dissolving Yugoslavia are traceable to the former 

nation’s inception. Yugoslavia’s inception dates back to 1918, as a as a multi-ethnic state called 

the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes formed from the merging of former Austro-

Hungarian provisional states. It has long consisted of six republics, each with a unique identity: 

Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Macedonia, Montenegro, Slovenia, and Serbia.4 Yet despite a 

national awareness of the cultural differences between the six republics, exhibitions of 

nationalism among the diverse population of Yugoslavia were frequently repressed between the 

nation’s split from the Soviets in 1948 and the death of then-eternal leader Josip Broz Tito. The 

                                                      
1 http://www.history.com/topics/bosnian-genocide 
2 http://www.icty.org/en/about/what-former-yugoslavia/conflicts 
3 http://www.nytimes.com/1996/07/29/us/the-clinton-record-foreign-policy-bosnia-policy-
shaped-by-us-military-role.html?pagewanted=all 

 
4 http://www.icty.org/en/about/what-former-yugoslavia 
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Socialist regime under Tito was notorious for keeping relative peace until the economic crisis of 

the 1970s threatened the stability of the nation.5 

 Perhaps the most discontent came from the republic of Serbia. The national unity of 

Serbia, an ideology it sought to preserve, was frequently threatened by the republics’ claims of 

Serbian hegemony and efforts to reduce its influence in the Yugoslav government. The greatest 

threat to Serbian preservation was the creation of the autonomous, mostly Albanian provinces of 

Kosovo and Vojvodina within Serbia. With a fear of territorial loss and threats to their 

conception of national identity, Serbia actively suppressed Kosovo’s efforts to seek comparable 

republic status.6 

 After Tito’s death, ethnic conflict and Serbian nationalism rose throughout the 1980s. 

The growth of Serbian hegemony is best attributed to current Serbian President Slobodan 

Milosevic, who by the mid-80s had successfully reduced Kosovo and Vojvodina’s autonomy and 

secured Serbian dominance in the Yugoslav Presidency Council. In overthrowing Kosovo. 

Vojvodina, and Montenegro’s governments and replacing officials with Milosevic sympathizers, 

the Serbian president and his allies retained four out of eight votes in the council.7 

                                                      
5 https://www.britannica.com/biography/Josip-Broz-Tito 
6 https://www.britannica.com/biography/Slobodan-Milosevic 
7 https://www.britannica.com/biography/Slobodan-Milosevic 
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 By January of 1990, the reigning communist party in Yugoslavia was inevitably at its 

end. That month, the 14th Yugoslav Communist Congress convened to discuss constitutional 

reformation for 

Yugoslavia, a discussion 

that threatened the 

solidarity of the Serbian 

voting bloc. As Slovenia 

and Croatia’s argument for 

increased republic 

autonomy was rejected by 

Milosevic’s council 

monopoly, the two nations 

left the congressional 

meeting and the communist 

party was dissolute.8 

Nearly a year and a half later, in June of 1991, Slovenia and Croatia became the first Yugoslav 

republics to assert their independence from the weakening Yugoslavia.  

                                                      
8 https://history.state.gov/milestones/1989-1992/breakup-yugoslavia 
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 Resisting territorial assimilation into the newly separated state, ethnic Serbs created their 

own state within Croatia called the Republic of Serbian Krajina.9 The reaction to a declaration of 

independence by the ethnic Serbs in Croatia unknowingly foreshadowed the series of events that 

would escalate in Bosnia and Herzegovina, the next secessionist republic who would depart only 

months later. By the end of 1991, the Serbian hegemonic cause became clearer under a trend of 

Serbian self-preservation. In November that year, a Bosnian Serb referendum was held within 

the republic voted to 

form the Republika 

Srpska, a self-declared 

state comparable to 

Krajina. The Bosniak 

government nearly 

immediately rejected 

the Bosnian Serb 

claim to a self-

declared state and 

territory and held their 

own referendum to 

claim independence 

from Yugoslavia, boycotted by the Bosnian Serbs.10 If Serbia could not achieve their goals 

diplomatically, forcibly seemed assured. 

                                                      
9 https://history.state.gov/milestones/1989-1992/breakup-yugoslavia 
10 http://www.history.com/topics/bosnian-genocide 
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 With a demographic consisting of 44 percent Muslim Bosniak, 31 percent Orthodox Serb, 

and 17 percent Catholic Croats, it seemed as though conflict would be inevitable. Bosnia and 

Herzegovina’s declaration of independence meant a Bosnian Serb population that was to play by 

Bosniak rules. Territorial pockets of majority Bosnian Serbs turned the conflict geo-political. In 

May of 1992, Bosnian Serbs, with the expected aid of the Serbian government and Yugoslav 

People’s Army under Milosevic leadership, sacked the Bosnian capital Sarajevo. The opposition 

forces razed towns and systematically slayed Bosniak civilians, causing thousands to flee.11 

 During the first year of initial disputes in the Balkans, the international community 

attempted to prevent an escalation of conflict. In September of 1991, the Carrington-Cutilerio 

Peace Plan (also known as the Lisbon Agreement) proposed ethnic cooperation within Bosnia 

and Herzegovina through devolving administration to internal provinces classified by particular 

ethnicities. Although eventually agreed upon by Bosniak, Serb, and Croat parties, Alija 

Izetbegovic of the Bosniaks later questionably withdrew his signature after meeting with U.S. 

Ambassador to Yugoslavia, Warren Zimmerman.12 Yet the most lasting and controversial 

international effort has been the Security Council-imposed arms embargo on all former Yugoslav 

territories. However, this has done little to curb Bosnian Serb power due to their support from the 

Yugoslav People’s Army who have continuously smuggled in a substantial supply.  

 

 

Current Situation 

                                                      
11 https://www.mtholyoke.edu/~bonne20s/causes.html 
12 http://www.partitionconflicts.com/partitions/regions/balkans/peace_process/05_05_02/ 
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 The details of the ethnic cleansings within Bosnia and Herzegovina are dismal and 

seemingly endless. Bosnian Serbs, particularly in Eastern Bosnia closest to Serbia, have 

continued to strip and burn residential and communal buildings within Bosniak villages. 

Civilians unable to escape the terror are abused, murdered, or detained in concentration camps. 

By mid-1992, millions of people were displaced. Although the exact number today is uncertain, 

there is certainty in the fact that it has grown and will continue to do so with little inhibition. 

 In hurting the Bosniak faction’s ability to fight the insurgents, the international embargo 

has been a topic of concern for the United States over the last few years. Mass murder continues, 

and the U.S. has been 

extremely indecisive on the 

extent of its involvement and 

its position in the 

international community. 

Two years ago, Congress 

passed a resolution to lift the 

arms embargo to aid the 

Bosniak side, but President 

Clinton vetoed it because of the lack of support from the United Kingdom, France, and Russia, 

who argued that more arms into the area would only exacerbate the existing violence. Despite 

this veto, the U.S. has still managed to smuggle weapons to the Muslim Bosniaks via existing 

channels in the region. The so-called “lift-and-strike” proposal also included airstrikes against 
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the Bosnian Serbs. Clinton’s veto of the Congress-approved bill emphasizes the severity of the 

indecision at hand on the domestic and international front.13  

 Last year, a peace plan negotiated between a UN envoy and a European representative 

was the last international attempt at diplomatic resolution. Entitled the Vance-Owen Peace Plan, 

this proposal stated that Bosnia and Herzegovina would be divided into ten semi-autonomous 

zones. Even though it was expectedly rejected by the Bosnian Serbs, by the time the plan came 

to fruition, the existing geographic fragmentation and irreconcilable violence had made Bosnia 

and Herzegovina unsalvageable.14 Last April, NATO committed to their first armed operation to 

enforce the no-fly zone over Bosnia and Herzegovina implemented last year. Although the 

United States agreed to Operation Deny Flight strict intentions, the nation has long hoped to 

expand its own air-based military operations to carry out potential airstrikes that would end the 

conflict decisively. 

 During his 1992 campaign, President Clinton criticized former president George H. W. 

Bush for his inaction. Clinton’s platform has distinctly presented an image of America as an 

unwavering political and military power and the leader of the world stage. Yet when it comes 

down to it, the United States has been far from the decisive and unrelenting picture it presents. 

Reality points to American unwillingness to use its power to end the mass genocide occurring 

overseas, and the international community is starting to catch on.15 

                                                      
13 http://foreignpolicy.com/2015/11/22/the-bosnian-war-cables/ 
14 http://foreignpolicy.com/2015/11/22/the-bosnian-war-cables/ 
15 http://www.nytimes.com/1996/07/29/us/the-clinton-record-foreign-policy-bosnia-policy-
shaped-by-us-military-role.html?pagewanted=all 
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 For most of his presidency thus far, Clinton has limited U.S. involvement to airdropping 

humanitarian aid and attempting to secure U.N. safe zones within Bosnia and Herzegovina. It has 

proven difficult to secure such 

spaces without any legitimate 

presence. The majority of U.S. 

allies have opposed armed 

intervention both unilaterally 

nor via NATO. There is a 

serious inability to reach a 

consensus on how to respond 

to the human rights abuses abroad, leaving many to question whose responsibility it is to end the 

war and how to do it without putting more lives at risk. 

 International cooperation is currently threated by the United States’ proposals for armed 

intervention despite other members of the international community criticizing the lack of such 

decisive action. The United States Cabinet faces a series of daunting tasks that if fulfilled would 

ensure the peace and security of the region and preserve the good relations of the world. Such 

duties include: maintaining unity and good favor with international allies; addressing criticisms 

of indecision by upholding the American image of strength and leadership; promoting American 

values abroad, currently threatened and undermined by the Serbian regime under President 

Slobodan Milosevic and his sympathizers; ending the mass ethnic-based violence plaguing 

Bosnia and Herzegovina and its civilians; and paving a peaceful path for the future of former 

Yugoslavia. 

 



 10 

 

Bloc Positions 

 The factions within the Clinton administration are comparable to those of the 

international scale. Such factions can be easily divided along pro- and anti-interventionist blocs. 

 Madeleine Albright, U.S. Ambassador to the U.N., is currently spearheading the 

interventionist side. Notably the most hawkish advisor, she has been openly angered by 

American inability to commit to action. Albright and like-minded supporters have argued that 

inaction undermines American credibility and only reinforces Serbian acts of terror. The 

majority of this bloc supports the “lift-and-strike” proposal that would lift the arms embargo to 

arm Bosniak Muslims and organize a potential unilateral airstrike against insurrects.16   

 On the opposing end is the isolationist bloc who stress the risks associated with 

intervention. In particular, the Department of Defenses has been hesitant to intervene in and 

commit U.S. troops and resources to the Balkans. There is a legitimated fear that opposing the 

current non-intervention policies of United States’ allies would threaten the international 

coalition at a time where it needs to be strongly unified. Even though media has greatly 

publicized the atrocities abroad, general public opinion also favors an isolationist policy at this 

time.17 

 

 

 

 

                                                      
16 https://history.state.gov/milestones/1993-2000/bosnia 
17 https://history.state.gov/milestones/1993-2000/bosnia 
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Discussion Questions 

1. How should the United States reconcile the international pressures to intervene with its allies’ 

reluctance to do so? 

2. How does a nation justify nonintervention during instances of systematic ethnic cleansing? 

3. Is a diplomatic resolution possible, or is intervention inevitable? 

4. How should the United States and its allies address the role of the Serbian government in 

facilitating the violence? 

5. What does the future of the Former Republic of Yugoslavia look like? How can ethnic 

tensions be kept at bay?  

 

Key Terms 

Slobodan Milosevic – Former Yugoslav politician and President of Serbia since 1989 

Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (FRY) – Federation established by Yugoslav republics of 

Serbia and Montenegro in 1992   

Republic of Srpska – A self-proclaimed state within Bosnia and Herzegovina prior to the 

republic’s independence from Yugoslavia 

United Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR) – The first U.N. peacekeeping force in 

Bosnia and Herzegovina implemented in mid-1992 

Yugoslav People’s Army – A ground force, air force, and navy force of former Yugoslavia 

allied with the Milosevic regime 

Bosnian Serb Army – Formed from the dissolute Yugoslav People’s Army to become the army 

of Republika Srpska  
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Radovan Karadzic –Nationalist leader of largest Serb faction in Bosnia and Herzegovina and 

President of Republika Srpska 

Ratko Mladic – Former high-ranking official in the Yugoslav army and later Chief of Staff of 

the Bosnian Serb Army  

Alija Izetbegovic – Leader of Bosniaks in Bosnia and Herzegovina who called for the 

referendum of independence 

Resources 

 

https://history.state.gov/milestones/1993-2000/bosnia 

 

http://www.columbia.edu/itc/sipa/S6800/courseworks/EthnicNationalism.pdf 

 

http://www.nytimes.com/1996/07/29/us/the-clinton-record-foreign-policy-bosnia-policy-shaped-

by-us-military-role.html?pagewanted=all 

 

http://www.history.com/topics/bosnian-genocide 

 

http://foreignpolicy.com/2015/11/22/the-bosnian-war-cables/ 

 

http://digitalcommons.pepperdine.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1008&context=globaltides 

 

http://www.icty.org/en/about/what-former-yugoslavia/conflicts 
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Topic II: The Question of Palestine 
 

Topic Overview 

 

The question of a Palestinian state is one which has existed since before the turn of the 

20th Century. Initially promised to the Hashemite family for their support against the Ottoman 

Empire in World War I by the British, Palestine was meant to be a free, Arab state. With the 

concurrent rise of national Arab and Zionist movements in the British Mandate of Palestine, 

religious fervor was added to the political turmoil, creating a highly volatile and unstable 

environment which laid the foundations for decades of violence over a millennia of religious 

differences, culminating in the series of conflicts which are now referred to as the Arab-Israeli 

Conflict. To better understand the gravity and circumstance of the conflict, we must first dive 

into the historical context necessary to understand this bloody conflagration. 

 

Historical Background 

 

The area claimed both as the State of Palestine and Israel, called the Holy Lands, has 

great religious and historical importance to the region and the world; as the birthplace of Islam 

and Judaism, many of the uncompromising positions taken by both sides are founded in the 

belief that each are the sole “Chosen Ones” of God or Allah.  

 

The modern conflict, however, is more rooted in the Arab Nationalism and Zionism 

movements which began at the turn of the 19th century. In the last hundred years of the Ottoman 

Empire’s rule over the Emirate of Mecca, the pervasive idea of the ethnic superiority of Turks 

caused cultural tension between Turks and those they ruled. Because of this sentiment, in 

January 1916, Sir Henry McMahon was able to convince Sharif Husayn ibn ‘Ali of Mecca to 
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support Britain against the Ottomans in World War in what would be called the McMahon - 

Sharif Husayn Correspondences. In return for this service, Britain assured it will help Ali’s 

family create an independent government from the Arab territories held by the Ottomans18.  

 

Five months after the McMahon - Sharif Husayn Correspondences, an agreement was 

reached between the United Kingdom and the France called the Sykes-Picot Agreement19, which 

established spheres of influence for both countries in the Middle East. With this agreement, the 

United Kingdom reneged its promise to Faisal bin Hussein, Husayn’s son, for an independent 

state, causing Faisal to rebel against the French; by July 1920, Faisal was defeated and fled to 

Iraq.  Despite the failure of this pan-Arab kingdom by Faisal, it greatly influenced similar Arab 

nationalism movements in Palestine. 

 

In 1917, Arthur James Lord Balfour sent a correspondence to Lionel Walter Lord 

Rothschild which is known as Balfour Declaration20, declaring the Crown’s support for Zionist 

aspirations in Eretz Yisrael with the following statement: 

 

"His Majesty's Government view with favour the establishment in Palestine of a 

national home for the Jewish people, and will use their best endeavours to 

facilitate the achievement of this object, it being clearly understood that nothing 

shall be done which may prejudice the civil and religious rights of existing non-

                                                      
18 http://archive.law.fsu.edu/library/collection/LimitsinSeas/IBS094.pdf 
19 “                                                                                                                          ” 
20 

http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/in_depth/middle_east/israel_and_the_palestinians/key_document

s/1682961.stm 
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Jewish communities in Palestine, or the rights and political status enjoyed by 

Jews in any other country". 

 

With conflicting claims on lands within the British Mandate of Palestine given to both 

national movements, increased Jewish immigration to the region and the recent failure of the 

Arab Kingdom of Syria enhancing similar Arab nationalism in Palestine, resentment between the 

two movements grew. This resentment would lead to many violent outbreaks which, over the 

next several decades, would grow into war. 

 

In 1947 the resentment and outbreaks reached a boiling point when Britain announced the 

expiration of the Mandate of Palestine. The newly formed United Nations attempted to succeed 

where the League of Nations and Woodrow Wilson failed by announcing an ambitious plan 

known as the 1947 United Nations Partition Plan for Palestine 21. The resolution passed by the 

United Nations Security Council (UNSC) partitioned the former British Mandate of Palestine 

into three separate zones: one area designated for an Arab state, one designated for a Jewish 

State, and one special regime for the City of Jerusalem intended to keep the city neither Arab or 

Jewish (or corpus seperatum)22. On 14 May, 1947 the Jewish People’s Council declared:  

 

“Accordingly we, members of the People’s Council, representatives of the Jewish 

Community of Eretz-Israel and of the Zionist Movement, are here assembled on 

                                                      
21 https://documents-dds-

ny.un.org/doc/RESOLUTION/GEN/NR0/038/88/IMG/NR003888.pdf?OpenElement 
22 ^ References to Corpus seperatum can be found on pg 146 in “Part III: City of Jerusalem” in 

the above link. 
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the day of the termination of the British Mandate over Eretz-Israel and, by virtue 

of our natural and historic right and on the strength of the resolution of the 

United Nations General Assembly, hereby declare the establishment of a Jewish 

state in Eretz-Israel, to be known as the State of Israel.” 23 

 

This statement by the newly declared State of Israel caused seismic waves through the 

Arab world, compelling the Arab League to unite “in consequence of Jewish aggression”24. That 

day marked the beginning of the 1948 Arab-Israeli War, when the armies of Egypt, Iraq, Jordan, 

Lebanon and Syria simultaneously invaded the Palestinian territory “for the sole purpose of 

restoring peace and security and establishing law and order in Palestine. After the Israeli Defense 

Force successfully repulsed the Arab state’s attempt to seize control of the Palestinian territories, 

the 1949 Armistice Agreements were signed, formally ending the first war between Israel and its 

neighbors. In total, the conflict created 711,000 Palestinian refugees 25 and more than 850,000 

Jewish refugees26. 

 

In 1956, eight years after the armistice was reached, the next major conflict occurred 

between Israel and its neighbors: The Suez Crisis. On 26 July, 1956, the French corporation 

which operated the Suez Canal was nationalized by the Arab Republic of Egypt. Through the 

nationalizing of the company, Egypt barred the State of Israel from conducting trade through the 

                                                      
23http://www.mfa.gov.il/mfa/foreignpolicy/peace/guide/pages/declaration%20of%20establish

ment%20of%20state%20of%20israel.aspx 
24 https://documents-dds-

ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/DER/NL4/829/25/PDF/NL482925.pdf?OpenElement 
25 https://unispal.un.org/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/0/93037E3B939746DE8525610200567883 
26 http://www.nytimes.com/2007/11/04/world/americas/04iht-nations.4.8182206.html?_r=0 
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canal, an act which Israel saw as a breach to the armistice agreed upon in 194827. The closing of 

the canal prompted Israel to respond by invading Egyptian territory in the Sinai Peninsula, 

allowing Israel to seize the entirety of the Peninsula within nine days. Despite military success 

for Israel in this campaign, the Suez Canal Crises itself was an international blunder for both 

France and the United Kingdom. Through pressure by the United Nations, an agreement was 

reached between all parties which saw a withdrawal of Israeli troops from the Sinai Peninsula in 

return for the demilitarization of the peninsula as well as freedom of navigation granted to the 

region28.  

 

The terms of the agreement were upheld with oversight by the United Nations Emergency 

Force (UNEF) until 19 May 1967 when Egypt expelled the UNEF and both redeployed its 

military to the peninsula and revoked freedom of navigation29. Israel responded with 

overwhelming force, and within six days had destroyed the Egyptian, Iraqi, Jordanian and Syrian 

air forces, seized the Sinai Peninsula and captured the Gaza Strip in what would later be referred 

to as the Six-Day War. 

 

Following the conclusion of the Six-Day War, leaders of the Arab world met in 

Khartoum, Sudan to sign the Khartoum Resolution, which was meant to dictate Arab conduct 

with the State of Israel, “no peace with Israel, no recognition of Israel, no negotiations with it”30, 

                                                      
27 http://news.bbc.co.uk/onthisday/hi/dates/stories/july/26/newsid_2701000/2701603.stm 
28 http://www.un.org/depts/dhl/dag/docs/ares1000e.pdf 
29 http://www.un.org/en/peacekeeping/missions/past/unefi.htm 
30 http://www.cfr.org/world/khartoum-

resolution/p14841?breadcrumb=%2Fpublication%2Fpublication_list%3Ftype%3Dessential_doc

ument%26page%3D69 
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a policy which increased hostility between Israel and its neighbors. In 1969, Egypt began another 

military invasion called the War of Attrition, with the hope of seizing control of the Sinai 

Peninsula from control of Israel. This offensive ended with the death of Egyptian President 

Nasser. Nasser’s successor, Anwar el-Sadat, had aspirations to wrest control of the Sinai 

Peninsula from Israel and on 6 October 1973, Egypt and Syria launched a surprise on Israel 

during the Jewish holy day of Yom Kippur. 

 

The Yom Kippur War was aimed at hurting all of those who allied themselves with Israel 

to prevent sustained support; in 1973 the Arab members of the Organization of Petroleum 

Exporting Countries (OPEC) imposed an embargo on all countries which choose to help re-

supply Israel during the war31. Due to the impact this had on many other nations, countries such 

as the United States and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics became indirectly involved, 

attempting to supply and re-supply their allies in the conflict. With the threat of direct conflict 

with Russia, the United States was able to broker a ceasefire on 25 October 1973 through UN 

Resolution 34032. 

 

 

Current Situation 

 

The end of the Yom Kippur War ushered in a revival of attempts at coexistence between 

Israel and some of its neighbors but also saw continued tensions rise. Moves towards a more 

permanent peace in the region began with the Camp David Accords in 197833 and the 

                                                      
31 https://history.state.gov/milestones/1969-1976/oil-embargo 
32 http://www.un.org/en/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=S/RES/340(1973) 
33 http://avalon.law.yale.edu/20th_century/campdav.asp 
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Washington Declaration in 199434. Yet despite these cessations of violence, hostilities with 

Palestinian Authorities have been sustained. In 1987 the First Intifada began, a Palestinian 

uprising against Israel Defense Force in the West Bank and Gaza Strip.  Although a ceasefire 

was reached at the Madrid Conference in 1991 and additional agreements reached in the Oslo 

Accords in 1994, resentment and bad blood still lingers.  

 

More importantly, with the Camp David Accords, Israel agreed that “Palestinians will 

participate in the determination of their own future” in accord with UN Security Council 

Resolution 242. Although the specificity of a timeline to eventually reach such an end have not 

been determined, the question of a Palestinian state is still heavily under question. One such 

question also encompasses the status of the city of Jerusalem, a city which was initially meant to 

be neither Arab or Jewish in the original Partition of 1948; since then, however, Jerusalem has 

been designated as the capital of the State of Israel. Many proponents of a Palestinian state insist 

that the capital be in East Jerusalem (territory annexed by Israel during the Yom Kippur War in 

1973), 

 

 

 

Discussion Questions 

1. How can bodies such as the United Nations or other regional bodies collectively 

aid in solving the question of the Palestine? Consider previous entanglements and 

                                                      
34 http://avalon.law.yale.edu/20th_century/pal06.asp 
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declarations from the United Nations and the Security Council; could an unbiased 

decision be reached in conjunction with the international community? 

2. How should Israel and the international community address human rights 

violations against Palestinian refugees in the West Bank, Gaza Strip and abroad? 

Could oversight be a plausible solution? Will economic incentives or recognition 

of a Palestinian move to addressing this issue in a positive way? 

3. If a Palestinian state is created, how would the status of Jerusalem be affected? 

Would the city act as capital to both Palestine and Israel? Would the city be split 

in half? Would holy sites be jointly controlled by Arab and Jewish authorities? 

 

Key Terms 

 

1. McMahon - Sharif Husayn Correspondences 

2. Sykes-Picot Agreement 

3. Balfour Declaration 

4. Mandate of Palestine 

5. 1947 United Nations Partition Plan for Palestine 

6. 1948 Arab-Israeli War 

7. 1949 Armistice Agreements 

8. The Suez Crisis 

9. UNEF I 

10. Six-Day War 

11. Yom Kippur War/War of Attrition 

12. Camp David Accords 
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13. Washington Declaration 

14. Knesset 
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Topic III. Domestic Issues 

 

Background: 

 President William Jefferson Clinton was elected in 1992 on the mandate of being a “New 

Democrat,” which is also known as the “Third Way.” The New Democrat Coalition is a wing of 

the Democratic Party which is far more centrist than other Democratic factions, which is why 

Clinton supports reforming welfare into workfare and promoting private enterprise through 

deregulation.35 This is in no small part a result of the massive political shift affected by the 

Reagan Revolution and rise of modern conservatism over the past several decades. Then-

Governor Clinton won with only 43% of the popular vote, with the third-party “vanity” 

candidate Ross Perot splitting President George H. W. Bush’s support; most surprising of all, the 

1992 election also saw some of the lowest voter turnout in recent history, with less than half of 

all American voters casting a ballot. President Clinton’s election was a surprise to pundits and 

politicians alike; a little over a year before, President Bush had a 90% Gallup approval rating, the 

highest ever recorded in the history of modern polling, a fact which makes his defeat even more 

odious to conservatives. The election also saw substantial aspersions cast upon Bill Clinton’s 

character, particularly regarding the long-term extramarital affair he allegedly had with his 

staffer Gennifer Flowers, while he was governor of Arkansas.36 

 Rather famously, on a wall of the Clinton campaign headquarters, a sign hung reading 

“It’s the economy stupid,” which quite accurately summarizes the key issues on which Bill 

Clinton was elected. President Bush’s weakness on the economy, particularly his broken promise 

                                                      
35 http://www.nytimes.com/1992/06/26/us/1992-campaign-platform-final-draft-democrats-

reject-part-their-past.html 
36 http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-srv/politics/special/clinton/stories/flowers012792.htm 
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on taxation which alienated much of his conservative base, as well as the declining importance of 

foreign policy, his main strength, played exactly to Clinton’s advantage. 

 Since taking office in January of 1993, there have been several significant events during 

the Clinton presidency. Only two days after taking office, Clinton reversed the restrictions 

implemented by his predecessors on domestic and family planning services, making access to 

women’s health services, including abortions, easier; this decision should be seen in the context 

of the broader “Culture Wars,” in which the American public has become increasingly 

dichotomized over cultural and social issues. As identity politics has become the predominant 

political force in recent years, cultural and social beliefs have correspondingly seeped into 

political discourse.  

Clinton has stated abortions should be “safe, legal and rare,” which is a relatively 

measured stance on the most polarizing political issue of our time, a fact which is no doubt a 

reflection of his “New Democrat” demeanor. The next month, Clinton passed the Family and 

Medical Leave Act of 1993, which required large companies to allow employees to take unpaid 

maternity or extended sick leave if required, an act which has become widely popular, especially 

among organized labor and feminist organizations. The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act was 

passed in August, 1993; this act cut taxes for the majority of Americans, raised taxes on top 

income earners slightly, and slightly increased taxes for corporations as well, in addition to 

implementing restraints on government spending for the next few years.37 In November, 1993, 

Clinton enacted the Brady Handgun Bill, named after former White House Press Secretary James 

Brady, who had become personally disabled as a result of injuries sustained during the 1981 

                                                      
37 

https://web.archive.org/web/20070927022455/http://www.clintonfoundation.org/legacy/080

393-presidential-press-conference-in-nevada.htm 
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assassination attempt on President Reagan. Brady had since become an advocate for gun control, 

and the bill which bore his name implemented a five-day waiting period for purchasing a 

handgun.38 Other major successes for the administration have been the passage of the North 

American Free Trade Association, which establishes a free-trade zone between Canada, the 

United States and Mexico, and the expansion of the Earned Income Tax Credit, which reduces 

the tax burden on lower income earners. 

 However, the first year of the new presidential administration has not been without 

controversy. The implementation of the “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” policy, which allows gay 

members to serve in the armed forces, so long as they are not open about their sexuality, was 

widely criticized by the gay rights movement, which accused Clinton of pandering to social 

conservatives.39 But perhaps the most tumultuous occurrence for the Clinton administration thus 

far has been the Whitewater scandal. In November of 1993, David Hale alleged Bill Clinton, as 

governor of Arkansas, pressured him into giving a $300,000 loan to Susan McDougal, a personal 

friend and business partner of the governor in the Whitewater development corporation, a failed 

real estate project in Arkansas. The Securities and Exchange Commission launched an 

investigation and while it convicted the McDougals, no charges were ever brought against the 

Clintons.40 Another scandal was Travelgate, which was precipitated by the firing of seven White 

House Travel Office staffers for murky reasons. The Clinton administration claimed it was a 

result of financial incongruities during the previous administration which were revealed by an 

FBI investigation, but critics alleged the firings were done for the benefit of personal friends of 

                                                      
38 http://www.nytimes.com/1994/03/01/us/brady-law-goes-into-effect-some-gripe-but-more-

shrug.html 
39 http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-srv/special/politics/dont-ask-dont-tell-timeline/ 
40 http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-srv/politics/special/whitewater/timeline.htm 
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the Clintons who were seeking to take over the travel business. Although the Clinton’s 

eventually rehired the seven staffers, the media circus around Travelgate made it the first real 

scandal for President Clinton.41 

 

 

Issues: 

Ever since laying out his domestic agenda in his 1994 State of the Union address, 

President Clinton has made clear he has a number of very ambitious domestic goals. Firstly, 

health care reform, which has been in the works in Congress since September of 1993. Dubbed 

“Hillarycare” by its opponents, because of the First Lady’s role in leading the Task Force on 

National Health Care Reform, the administration’s healthcare proposal would require all 

employers to provide healthcare insurance for their employees. However, while this is at the core 

of the Clinton health care proposal, the actual bill is over a thousand pages long, and is filled 

with layers upon layers of red tape and pork barrel spending. The health care reform bill also 

includes a number of other provisions, such as an individual mandate for those over a certain 

income level and the establishment of regional price tables for health care providers, something 

which conservative groups will definitely object to, as economic central planning has become 

anathema to orthodox economic conservativism, based in the Austrian school of economic 

thought.42 

There has also been very firm opposition to the health care reform proposal, with 

conservatives, libertarians and the health care industry uniting in public awareness campaigns 

                                                      
41 http://www.nytimes.com/1996/01/05/us/memo-places-hillary-clinton-at-core-of-travel-

office-case.html?pagewanted=all 
42 https://www.congress.gov/bill/103rd-congress/house-bill/3600/text/ih 
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and lobbying efforts to undermine the president’s proposal. The bill also faces opposition from 

the left as well, with some Democratic senators and representatives alleging the bill is too 

centrist, instead arguing for a single-payer health care system or a public option, similar to the 

Canadian health care system; there is also a constitutional issue present, as an originalist 

interpretation of Article I would prohibit the Federal government establishing a national health 

care system.43 In the event the Clinton health care bill manages to pass unmarred by 

congressional politics, it will still have to survive a lengthy, arduous legal challenge up to the 

Supreme Court, which is dominated by Republicans.44 

The Democratic Party has been attempting to instate an improved health care system of 

some form since the New Deal, yet has consistently failed several times to do so. Achieving this 

goal would be a major legislative success for President Clinton, especially because he 

campaigned so heavily on this particular issue. However, should the president’s proposal fail, it 

is likely the Democratic Party would be utterly demolished in the midterm elections this year; 

traditionally, the winning party of a presidential election will always lose House and Senate seats 

in the subsequent midterm election, but a failure of the president’s health care bill would be so 

notorious as to dramatically exacerbate the Democratic Party’s expected losses. Given the 

significant opposition faced by this bill, it will require a great deal of political capital to be 

passed, leading some political analysts to assess that the president has overextended himself. 

                                                      
43 https://www.thenation.com/article/thinking-conservative-part-three-shutting-down-

government/ 
44 

http://www.nytimes.com/2007/01/18/opinion/18edsall.html?ex=1326776400&en=4ac5968a3

1842091&ei=5088&partner=rssnyt&emc=rss 
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It has been highly unusual for a First Lady to take the lead on such an important policy 

objective of the President, which many experts have read as an attempt by President Clinton to 

put a personal spin on the issue.45 

 

The other major domestic issue President Clinton is attempting to address at this time is 

crime and firearm violence. Crime rates have been incrementally ticking up steadily for the past 

decade, and with several high profile violent incidents, particularly the 1993 Waco siege and 101 

California Street shooting, have inspired government action. There have been several proposals 

on this front, including expanding funding for police and prisons, expanding the death penalty to 

appear tough on crime, establishing mandatory minimum sentences, and a ban on assault 

weapons. The president wishes to see legislation pushed through to stiffen penalties on violent 

and nonviolent criminals, as well as escalate the War on Drugs. Policy estimate the pecuniary 

costs of this would exceed several billion dollars, meaning this would require a major, bipartisan 

act of Congress. However, because of the rapidity in which this issue needs to be addressed, 

drafting, passing and enforcing a crime bill must be done before the American public forgets 

recent scarring acts of violence, lest the political initiative be lost.46 

However, questions need to be addressed when resolving the American crime problem. 

Should the federal government be involved in what has been traditionally local law enforcement 

prerogatives; is the death penalty moral or effective; what are the political consequences of 

restricting firearm ownership; should education programs for inmates be retained; is a “three 

                                                      
45 http://www.nytimes.com/1994/08/29/us/health-care-debate-what-went-wrong-health-care-

campaign-collapsed-special-report.html?pagewanted=all 
46 http://www.nytimes.com/1994/09/14/us/experts-doubt-effectiveness-of-crime-

bill.html?pagewanted=all, http://www.nytimes.com/1994/04/22/us/legislation-major-

provisions-of-the-crime-bill.html  
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strikes” system effective, despite its political appeal; and what needs to be done to address 

violence against women? The president will have to work with Congress on drafting 

comprehensive legislation and effectively bolstering it with executive orders. 

 

 

Questions to be addressed: 

1. How can the administration see its health care proposal passed in order to prevent 

massive political fallout during the midterms this year? How would such a failure 

damage the Clintons personally? 

2. What can the president’s cabinet do to ameliorate the barrage of scandals which has 

been inundating the executive branch? 

3. What is the proper approach to the rise of violent and nonviolent crime in the United 

States, particularly high profile cases? 

4. How can the stiff political opposition to health care reform be overcome? 

5. Given the 1992 presidential campaign’s focus on domestic issues, how can the 

cabinet appropriately balance between foreign affairs and U.S. issues? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 31 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

THIS PAGE WAS INTENTIONALLY 

LEFT BLANK 

 


