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Max M. KAMPELMAN
SUITE a0o0
1001 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE, N.W.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20004-2505

May 17, 1996

Mr. Eric Blantz

Program Officer

World Without War Council

1730 Martin Luther King, Jr. Way
Berkeley, CA 94709

Dear Mr. Blantz:

You did a splendid job of editing and rewriting. Thank you.
You will find enclosed my final comments. I believe the document is
now effective and presentable.

For the moment, I would rather not comment on whether you
need organizations and institutions as partners. That is more appropriate
for you to decide. I don't know all of the groups listed. I notice the
American Academy of Diplomacy is not included. I don't know, for
example, whether, if you proceed, you would want to have Freedom
House included. There are also three large think tanks in Washington,
the Heritage Foundation, the American Enterprise Institute and
Brookings. I don't know if you are looking for think tanks. I believe
this area is one that I don't feel qualified to comment on.

Once again, my thanks and my warmest best wishes.

Sincerely,

o

Max M. Kampelm



WORLD WITHOUT WAR COUNCIL

Berkeley - Chicago + Seattle - Washington D.C.

Office of the President:

1730 Martin Luther King, Jr. Way
Berkeley, California 94709

(510) 845-1992

Fax (510) 845-5721

May 9, 1996

Ambassador Max M. Kampelman

Fried, Frank, Harris Shriver and Jackobson
1001 Pennsylvania Ave., NW, Ste. 800
Washington, DC 20004-2505

Dear Ambassador Kampelman,

Enclosed you’ll find a reworking of your interview. Thank you for your efforts to make
sure that your perspective is presented accurately and completely and for your thoughtful
editing job. I regret that you were asked to correct our typos. I assure you that this version is
much “cleaner.”

As you’ll see, we’ve made several minor, and a few more significant changes. Most
importantly, question four now presents your answer to the relativist’s challenge to US
human rights policy. It is good statement, although its inclusion required some reworking of
questions 1-5. I hope you’ll agree that this has improved the former draft. If you’d care to
respond to the Realists’ argument as posed in the question, please feel free. It would be
useful.

What is now answer # 2 (was #4), to which you added two brief sentences at the beginning
in your editing, I rewrote in order to make it read more smoothly. I've included a
photocopy ofyediting so you can compare responses. Please let me know if you’d like the
changes reversed or an entirely new approach.

potential partners in this work. Your suggestions as to which we are missing{would be very

I’ve also included a listing of those organizations and institutions that we’re cYnsidering as
much appreciated.
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Thank you again. I look forward to your response. oot

Sincerely, - /O
~
LS

Eric Blantz |

enc: draft 3 (copy of prior question 4), response form, list of potential partners, project
description



Interview with
MAX M. KAMPELMAN

Intro: Before I entered public service, I was a political science teacher. 1 also practiced law in Washington. My

diplomatic experience began when I was asked by President Carter in 1980 and then reappointed by President
Reagan to serve as the head of the American delegation to the Madrid follow up conference under the Helsinki Final
Act (the end product of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (C.S.C.E,)). Then, in 1985,
President Reagan asked me to head up the American delegation 1o the nuclear and space arms talks with the Soviet
Union in Geneva that were just beginning again. These talks were bilateral -- unlike the Madrid talks which
Fox xo

involved thirty five countries -- and Iasfe(i from 1985 until [ retired from government service in January of 1989. In
1987, I was also given the additional position by Secretary Schultz and the President to serve as Counselor to the
State Department. After leaving government in 1989, I was asked 1o take and accepted a position as Chairman of
the Board of the United Nations Association and that lasted until 1993 I have also served as Chairman of Freedom
House and Chairman of the Jerusalem Foundation. I am today the Chairman of the American Academy of
Diplomacy; Chairman of Georgetown University's Institute for the Study of Diplomacy; Vice-Chairman of the

AwD
United States Institute of Peacej‘ on the Executive Board of the American Bar Association effort to strengthen the
rule of law in the emerging democracies of Europe, the Central and Eastern European Law Institute. [ am also

occasionally engaged with the Atlantic Council, the Center for Strategic and International Studies, and the Council

on Foreign Relations.



Q1: Based on your long experience in scholarly, governmental and nongovernmental
circles and on issues ranging from human rights to arms control, what do you see as the

most important contending voices in current debates about "global governance' issues?

Al: I think the major differences in perspective on this issue are long-term and fundamental.
On the one hand there are those who are convinced that it would be a good thing to supersede the
nation state with a form of world authority; some form of world government. On the other hand
there are skeptics of one sort or another; some of whom think that the goal is highly desirable but
unachievable, and some of whom, wondering whether world government would be open and
democratic, are skeptical about the goal as well. Those who accept the desirability of the goal,
but are nevertheless troubled by the difficulty of achieving it, tend to seek to achieve similar
goals in other ways. They try to avoid getting lost in the utopian idealism which permeates some
of the groups promoting world government and tend to look at pragmatic regional or functional

groupings as preferable systems to emphasize.




This view comes closest to defining my own position. I have never spent much time in my adult
years pursuing impractical objectives. I’m sure a lot of that has to do with my political
experience, which conditioned me to direct energy into practical proble_m—solving rather than
theoretical problem-solving or star-gazing. I respect the vital role of those in our society who

remind us of goals, but such goals must be measured against what is practically feasible.

Q2:  Since the end of the Cold War, your prescriptions for US foreign policy have
diverged from those of others who, like you, supported a strong defense against the Soviet

threat. How do you explain the path you’ve chosen?

A2:  During the Cold War, I strongly supported increasing certain. conventional defense forces
as well as S.D.I, the Strategic Defense Initiative program. I did so because I believed that the
Soviet Union was headed for the dustbin of history unless it could use military force to assert its
global presence. We needed to deter any such attempt and we did so by building our military

capabilities. I don’t know whether others were thinking along the same lines, but I certainly




don’t expect that they all agreed with this assessment.

With the end of the Cold War, however, we -- and I now use the term broadly-- had an

opportunity to begin moving in a more constructive direction; to update the lens through which

we’ve looked at the world for several decades. Some people would call this idealistic, but I

think a pragmatist would have to believe that this was very realistic given the change we’ve

experienced in world politics. For example, after I retired in 1989, President Bush and Secretary

Baker called me back to the government on five occasions. One of those occasions was to spend

a month in Copenhagen heading up the American delegation to a C.S.C.E. conference on the

human dimension under the Helsinki Final Act. All thirty five countries present, including the

Soviet Union, agreed on a document which said that European security and cooperation depends

on each of our countries being democratic; with guarantees for competing political parties to

Junction, freedom of religion, freedom of the press, freedom of assembly, and dissent not being

stepped on. All of this was spelled out in rather great detail; a truly amazing achievement.

John Norton Moore, a professor of International Law at the University of Virginia Law School,



called this document the most important international agreement since the Magna Carta of 1215.

This agreement became the basis for the Declaration of Paris adopted by Heads of State a few

months later.

That was 1990. Whatever the “real” significance of the document, I spent a lot of time in

Europe in 1989, 90, and 91 and there was a great deal of optimism in the air; not only among

governments, but also among the people. There it was available to us, or so it seemed. So far,

however, we’ve failed to take advantage of that opportunity.

Q3: Owen Harries is one of those who shared your sense of the threat posed by the

Soviet Union during the Cold-War, but who now argues for a return to a “cautious”

American foreign policy focused on protecting America’s vital national interests. He is

deeply skeptical of calls for a new “vision” for activist American leadership. Why is his

post-Cold War prescription wrong?



A3:  Only history will tell us what is right or wrong, but I believe that America’s vital
national interests require an international community’s commitment that aggression by force
must not be condoned. I say this because, if nothing else, the wars of this century should have
taught us that when our friends, allies and partners get involved in wars, we cannot escape.
Therefore, if there is a fundamental principle for peace anywhere in the world, it has to be those
provisions in the United Nations Charter and the Helsinki Final Act which say, in effect: No
profit from aggression! Existing boundaries must be respected! They're not necessarily the best,
Thosr WHg 20
the wisest or the most just borders, but #-eu want to change them _ygus® got to use negotiation,
not violence. Those who use force are writing themselves out of the responsible international
community. America must assert itself diplomatically, politically, and, where necessary (a
judgement call) militarily if the international community is to sustain its commitment. We are

the strongest nation in the world and have a profound interest in world stability. Serving that

interest requires leadership.



Q4: Your vision for US leadership also emphasizes our role in protecting universal
human rights. Th& view is challenged both by “Realists,” convinced that foreign policy
should be free from moralistic concerns, and by certain political leaders abroad, like Lee
Kuan Yew of Singapore, who contend that the West should not impose its particular
conception of human rights on non-western cultures. How do you defend against the

charge of “cultural imperialism”?

A4:  The onslaught against our human rights foreign policy coming out of Asia is led by
authoritarian politicians interested in preserving their own power. All of our human rights
programs are fully consistent with the various declarations emanating from the United Nations
and the Helsinki Final Act. We are not attempting to impose religious beliefs on any group that
doesn’t share them, we are merely acting in support of a growing consensus that basic human
rights should be protected. States assume certain obligations when they join international
organizations or sign declarations, and we have every right to expect them to live up to the

promises they make. {7~ /5 Acro AC/Lo AT 7o MoFE TaArT Ty VAcués
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More findameantally, I just don’t accept the “cultural relativism” argument. Iam assured by
some Asian scholars and religious figures that issues of human dignity and the establishment of
political organizations that respect human dignity are fully consistent with various Asian
religious groupings énd teachings. Dr. Joseph Chan from the University of Hong Kong recently
published a paper in which he asserted that the most fundamental element in Confucian political
thought is that the primary task of the state is to help citizens develop virtues and achieve the
good life within the broad constraints of basic individual rights. Similarly, Professor Amartya
Sen of Harvard University has referred to Asian theorists and leaders such as Ashoka who in the
third century emphasized tolerance and liberty as central values of a good society. Buddha, he
points out, explains nirvana in the language of “freedom:” freedom from the miseries of life. In
more recent times, Mahatma Gandhi and Dr. Sun Yat-Sen vocally defended the widest forms of

democracy and civil rights.

It is grossly unfair to Asian cultures to assume that they value suppressing human rights. People

who live in Asian cultures are as much entitled to strive for societies based on human dignity as



are those of us who live in the Western world. That striving is a human one, not a racial or
STRICcrty pwp

cultural one.;;[ believe that lasting globa’l‘ governance capable of preventing deadly conflict can

only be bl.!llt on wider consensus about the need to protect fundamental human rightsgy~A«~# ¢«
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QS5:  What do you see as the clearest evidence of America’s failure to seize present

opportunities?

AS:  The Yugoslav situation was the first direct challenge to the “no profit from aggression”
principle and the international community’s failure to curb Serb excesses has led to
discouragement, divisiveness and skepticism throughout Europe. Recent developments may
mean the beginning of some change. But I would say that the opportunity was ours to stop the
crisis early, and we muffed it. Our current efforts in Bosni’a‘f-m made necessary by our earlier

reluctance to respon's';; are made all the more daunting by that failure. / #ste= 72> -5
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were mistaken to recognize Croatia and thus hasten and legitimize the breakup of Yugoslavia.

But once the now familiar scenario unfolded we were even more mistaken in our failure to

respond.

Q7:  Your sense of our failures in Bosnia leaves you sounding rather pessimistic about

the chances that the international community and America in particular will “seize the

”

day.

A7:  I’m certainly disappointed when I consider the missed opportunities. But I'm also

hopeful. Why? Because there are movements afoot over which we don't have much control;

globalization movements. These movements, taken together, constitute a radical change in the

context of international politics. They are forcing changes in the way we cooperate at global and

regional levels. Take my own lifetime, for instance. The sea changes that have taken place in my

life have been absolutely immense. When I was a child, we didn’t have antibiotics or

11




refrigerators, we didn't have transatlantic airplanes, much less computers. Today, modern
technology, modern science, modern industry have changed the way we live; and not just
superficially. These changes have impacted the very nature of the economy and political
community. Science is a good example. A recent Nobel prize was awarded to a team with a
European, an Asian, and an American. They worked together. This is normal. Geographical or
national boundaries no longer define the limits of community or cooperation in many realms. A

border patrol can keep out a vaccine, but it cannot keep out germs, or ideas, or broadcasts.

A contributing factor has been the revolution in communication. In addition to finking people
and building communities across political borders, changes in communications have also been a
factor within states. Take the case of dictators, who have often relied on a monopoly on
communication and information to survive. Given the state of modern communications
technology, however, that kind of monopoly is no longer possible. Satellites hear what's
happening all over the world. Tienammen Square demonstrated that. Chinese students and

workers in Tienammen Square were getting faxes and telexes and listening to radio; they were

12



listening to the BBC. Mr. Gorbachev once told me that although the officers leading the coup

d’etat against him had tried to cut off all communications, the first tactic of any coup, he knew

exactly what was happening because he had a radio. He learned about the situation from the

BBC and Voice of America!

The same processes are at work in economics and industry. You can't understand the New York

Stock Exchange without understanding the Tokyo Stock Exchange and the London Stock

Exchange. More money is exchanged by computer in twenty four hours than our total annual

national budget--in twenty-four hours! 1 remember George Schultz calling me into his office

one day to show me some gadget which had a label indicating where it was made; that is, in

about a dozen countries. Professor Reich pinpointed this new reality in an article in 7he Wall

Street Journal, in which he asks, “So you want to buy an American made car, do you?” His

answer: “Sorry, there’s no such animal.” What I'm suggesting is that this globalization process

is here in the worlds of economics, technology, science, and communication. It's behind in the

world of politics, and the pressure to catch up is growing. That is why Freedom House is
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reporting that a larger percentage of people are living in “free” and “partly free” societies than

ever before in recorded history.

Q8: Some point directly to the integrating trends you mention as not just “ahead” of
politics, but as a force leading to the erosion of state sovereignty. In your view, what do

these globalization trends mean for the future of states and the state system?

A8: Well, if you don't oversell it, it could mean an erosion of state power. It’s certainly an
important change. Simply put, it means that if you want to deal effectively with big and

important problems, you need to have cooperation among the states. What it means practically is
that to get rid of p.ollution in the Mediterranean Sea you've got to have the cooperation of
eighteen to twenty countries that border on and pollute that sea; Canada and the United States

need to cooperate if they’re going to solve acid rain problems.
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At the same time, and as I used to say to my Soviet colleagues, let's not get hung up on words.
One of the words we get hung up on is “sovereignty.” When we talk about sovereignty being
“eroded” or “ceded” a lot of hackles come up right away. If you ask people in the United States
“where is sovereignty in the United States?,” they’ll say “we the people,” the American people,
are the sovereign. And if you talk to a Governor he'll probably talk about the “sovereign state of
Virginia.” In other words, you can have many concepts or units called “sovereign.” So what?
Acts to further global cooperation are what count.

We also need to keep in mind that flags, languages, ethnic identities, patriotism/and tradition,, * g:,:;g,.,
remain important to people. We should not and need not challenge them. We’ve got to take that
which is important to people and preserve it even as we pragmatically put into effect global and
regional cooperative programs to deal with collective problems. We’re most likely to succeed

if we can avoid slogans and emotionally charged terms.

Chancellor Kohl of Germany recently said in Brussels that “nationalism is war” as he juxtaposed

15



it with European integration. The “nation-state of old,” he said, “cannot solve the great problems

of the 21st century.” There is profound truth in that observation.

Q9: Those more skeptical about the assertion that globalization yields progress argue that
for every increment of globalization there is a counter-increment of fragmentation,

decentralization, and increasing chaos. Why are you encouraged by globalization?

A9: Science, medicine, technology, communication -- all these are globalized today. They hold
promise for improving the health and welfare of people'. They strengthen the likelihood of
longevity, disease control, improved nutrition, greater comforts -- ingredients of a strengthened
concept of human dignity. Freedom House also tells us that there is a steady tendency toward
greater freedom in the world. There will be disappointments, but let’s not exaggerate them or
glorify them. Much will depend on us and our wisdom to take advantage of opportunities.

Progress and improvements are not inevitable, but the opportunity is there.
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Q10: Asserting the need for greater international coopération does not, of course, answer
the "how?" question. Many look to the United Nations for an answer. Where does the

U.N. figure in your answer?

A10: What comes to my mind at the moment is the story of a fellow playing dice. A friend
whispers to him, "Frank, the dice are loaded!" He says, " I know." "If you know the dice are
loaded, why are you playing?" He answers, "Because it’s the only game in town." The UN. is
the only game in town. I have no doubt in my mind about its weaknesses, but there is nothing
else here. Iknow there is plenty of theoretical public support for the U.N. in America. But I
also sense, and I think there’s evidence to support my hunch, that when you dig deeper you find
a lot of skepticism and disappointment as well. There’s very little support for, say, putting US
forces under U.N. command. There just isn't sufficient trust. And with good reason. 1 recall a
number of years ago walking through the U.N. with the head of one delegation, not an American

delegation, and as we walked he said “this fellow's from the East German KGB, and this is the
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Moscow KGB,” etc... The KGB permeated the whole organization; it was a major front in the
HEAvy {vl’(vfﬁkﬂ

./ Cold War. Even today, we’ve got a General Assembly which is eantrelief by a group of

dictators in Africa and Asia, nothing close to a democratic body representing the people of the

world.

It may be difficult, but I believe we should stay involved in the U.N. but without putting all of
our eggs in that basket. I think that the failure of the United States after the cold war to develop

the kind of relationship with Russia which could have constructively influenced the U.N. has P
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been a big mistake‘.‘ For instance, if the United States and Russia were able to come to an M;‘L‘:;:’:‘N,,;
Ve Faf ey U mm
agreement on a) finding an effective international leade; who is a good administrator, b) cutting
N
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the U.N. budget, and c) strengthening the organization, I think a lot of other countries would
A

follow suit. Maybe it could still be done, but in my opinion we just haven’t been as alert as we

should have been to the opportunity to leverage change in the U.N. and to develop a better

relationship with Russia at the same time.
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Q11: If I were the President and I asked, ""Max, I'm under increasing pressure to support
an expanded membership in the U.N. Security Council and commit American forces to a
standing U.N. rapid reaction force under U.N. command. What should I do?," what advice

would you offer?

Al11l: 1 would not be in favor of putting US forces under a U.N. command, except, and now
here is the critical exception, I would ask for American volunteers. I would say to the American
armed forces, “the United Nations is looking for US volunteers for a standing U.N. Force.” I
would be very specific about hoﬁr they would serve and the rules of the game. In my opinion,
one of the rules of the game ought to be, and I am open to discussion on this, that they would be
under the control of an American General, but within the context of a broad U.N. force. Maybe
in time we’d eliminate the requirement of a US general. I do not think that the American society
should take kids who volunteer for the American armed forces and put them under U.N. control
unless they themselves agree to it; not at this stage. I do think that a volunteer U.N. standing

force would be a good idea, however.
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Q12: You mentioned the U.N. as “the only game in town,” but you also mentioned
regional and functional associations and suggested that we spread our eggs around.

Specifically, which other “baskets” should we be emphasizing?

A12: The U.N. is clearly the most inclusive and political institution out there, and that makes it
uniquely useful for certain purposes. But we need to explore strengthened and expanded
cooperative arrangements wherever we can. The World Trade Organization is one option. We
are cooperating well in the field of aeronautics internationally, so we’re obviously doing
something right there. We should work more closely with the Council of Europe. The Helsinki
1L SErE o 10 RETPuT v ALFGomCl8T, /
Final Act and the process that created it is another promising approaclk‘ hen I finished my tour
of duty in 1983 with the Helsinki Final Act, and as we moved to the end of the Cold War, I was
asked to testify in Congress on two occasions dealing with whether the Helsinki process could be
emulated in the Middle East and Latin America. The process seemed to have worked at that

point, so the thinking was: why not try to apply the same principles to other parts of the world?

20



There was a lot of talk, a lot of t.hought‘ I received a letter from a group of presidents from
African countries who were going to meet in Geneva to discuss whether the African nations had
much that they could learn from the Helsinki process. Regrettably they gave me a date at short
notice and I couldn't join them and I've never heard from them again But, something like the
Helsinki process might be considered in other areas as an example to be emulated. It's been
weakened, but perhaps it can be revived. Traditional judicial tribunals might be another
approach. We now have a tribunal examining the issue of war crimes in the ex-Yugoslavia. I
think judicial tribunals should be strengthened as a way of convincing states and other actors that

there are remedies other than violence to correct perceived injustices.

So, there’s no shortage of options, but whatever we try will only succeed if we start with what
made the Helsinki process work: first we need to have agreement on what ought to be the
relationship. Without such agreement, we can’t go anywhere. Once we have agreement on the
ought, then we can look at the is and see the ground we have to cover to reach the ought. Our

third step is to commit ourselves to closing that distance. That was what made the Helsinki
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process work; the prerequisite of real progress is basic agreement on what ought to be the

relationship.

Q13: In an article you wrote in connection with your human rights work in Madrid, you -
said that "man's evolving creativity produces opportunities, but the strength of our
aspirations must not blind us to obstacles." Can you be more explicit about the obstacles

you see to effective solutions?

A13: At present, I would say one of the most important obstacles we face is the loss of the
American people's support when there is a danger of casualties. No American foreign or military
policy can long last which doesn't have the support of a broad consensus in American society.

This is where values are important. G.K. Chesterton once wrote that the US was a country “with

JEC2s To/ Topa™ MNATIe AL
the soul of a church.” Consensus in our count Arequire; @ither an imminent danger e«a-defense—
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kind of danger for Americans and no clear national interest. On occasion, depending on
leadership, the defense of values could satisfy that requirement. So, we need to build domestic

support for US engagement abroad, whether it is U.N. sponsored or not, even if that just means
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convincing people that we can’t “stay home.
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As for “external” obstacles, the majority of memberstates in the U.N. still have not demonstrated
that they have the commitment to freedom and democracy that I would like to see. Moreover,
the U.N. itself has not convinced me that it can be efficient, either operationally or
administratively. I would say that the Bosnia experience highlights this. Until the U.N.
expresses these qualities more credibly and consistently, I think there’s only so much it can be
asked or expected to accomplish. We should be working, therefore, to build pressure for change

within the U.N. and its nondemocratic member states and willing to use other avenues when

necessary.

Q14: What advice would you offer to individuals and organizational leaders considering

23



their own perspective on these issues?

A14: International relations is evolving to the point where citizens’ groups and non-
governmental organizations (NGOs) have a vital role to play in the process. Our government
must be prepared to accept, welcome and adjust to this change so that it is not just an “intrusion”
but a valuable asset. For their part, NGOs must come to appreciate that they are increasingly
more than advocacy organizations. They must be ready to assume the responsibility for
executing as well as urging policy. A healing process in Bosnia, for example, will require

extensive NGO participation. These efforts must be guided and even regulated by a

harmonizing, coordinating process stirtated-but-not-necessarily nin hy the appropriate—

~ZoverRment-agency.

NGOs are today showing that maturity, and I sense that government is prepared to enter that
partnership. But if the new partnership is going to work, NGOs must also make a concerted

effort to be above political partisanship. This is true for all NGOs, but especially for NGOs
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working abroad, since many foreign governments, as a result of their national experiences, are
not likely to respect or appreciate the potential importance of NGOs in the international process.
It is also vital for U.S. NGOs to foster and stimulate the establishment of viable NGOs and other
civic institutions democratizing countries abroad since a durable civil society appears to be one

of the best indicators of the viability of democratic institutions.

Perhaps most importantly, I think there’s too much black and white and too little attention to the
internal dynamics of organizations such as the U.N.. Most people are either for or against US
involvement in the U.N., but very few are trying to figure out how the US can both participate in
this organization and promote needed change at the same time. For éxample, we need to
explore how to pay what we owe to the U.N. while leveraging much needed reforms. So long as

our options are framed as “all or nothing,” there won’t be good solutions.

Q15: How has your perspective on the issues we’ve been discussing changed over time?

23



A15: First of all, I would say that I was slow to recognize the role that NGOs can play beyond
that of advocacy. Defining and developing that role is an important task at present. Secondly,
until I reached my adult years my “idealism” did not permit me to see that when faced with a

serious threat to peace and stability diplomacy can only succeed if it is supported by the
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availability of adequate military force. Finally, increasing emphasis on foreign policy problems NP Ty
A ASHr ed,

has led me to become less partisan in my politics. I believe our Presidents must learn to involve

members of Congress of both parties in the decision making process on matters of our

international policy. That is a pre-requisite if there is to develop the consensus that our nation

requires if we are to be an effective leader toward a better world.
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ntial ing QOrganization

first tier:

Academic Council on the UN System

Alliance of Educators in Global and International Studies (AEGIS)
American Committees on Foreign Relations

Carnegie Endowment for International Affairs

Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (DC)

Carnegie Commission on Preventing Deadly Conflict

Council on UN Reform Education - Walter Hoffman

Council on Foreign Relations

Ethics and Public Policy Center

Ford Foundation

Miller Center

National Council of World Affairs Organizations (NCWAO) -
Stanley Foundation

UNA

United States Institute of Peace

World Affairs Council, San Frnacisco Jen< o

World Federalist Association AMEL 1A% ACA Docran ~
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second tier:

National Planning Association
Association of Retired Foreign Service Executives
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B, Interview with
~ MAX.KAMPELMAN
US Ambassador to Madrid Human Rights Conferences

and to the Space.B&sed—Weapeﬂs Conferences in Geneva

Nicie L rved P Ave H-)& P

[Please provide a regular bio sheet and a listing of relevant publications for our records.]

Intro: I used to be a political science teacher. I also pracuced law in Washington for a long time. My diplomatic
experience began when [ was asked by President Car ler and then reappointed by president Reagan to serve as the
head of the American delegation to the Madrid follow up conference under the Helsinki Final Act, the end product of
the Conference ﬁr Security and Cooperation in Europe. That “meeting" lasted for three years, which I certainly
did not expect, but I think it was a turning point in East-West relations. Under the leadership of the United States,
the Soviet Union was branded an outlaw state because of its violations of human rights, its internal repression and
the invasion of Afghanistan, all of which were 1“’;1;5:(1&5;' the Madrid meeting. In 1985, President Reagan asked me
to head up the American delegation to the nuclear and space arms talks with the Soviet Union that were just
beginning again. This was bilateral, as distinguished from the Madrid talks which were multilateral, with thirty five
countries involved. This lasted from 1985 until I retired from government service in January of 1989. In 1987 I was
given the additional position by Secretary Schultz and the President to serve aslounselor to the State Department.
This was feasible because by then we had already established one treaty, the INF treaty, ¢ and we already had more
than 400 pages of text agreed upon in the second treaty dealing with the longer range weapons. The remaining
J;sue{vfo be {ecrded were highly technical, verification issues, so I felt comfortable spena‘mg less time in Geneva,
wperwsmg “and most of my time in Washington as Counselor. I retired from government in 1989. Later that year |
was asked to serve and accepted a position as Chairman of the Board of the United Nations Association and that
lasted until 1993 when I began to drop all my New York oriented activities. [ was also chairman of Freedom House
and Chairman of the Jerusalem Foundation and I dropped those as well to concentrate in Washington. I am today

o the Chairman of the Georgetown University Institute for the Study of Diplomacy. I'm vice-chairman of the United

States Institute of Peace, and am on the Executive Board of the American Bar Association effort to strengthen the

rule of law in the emerging democrac:es, the Central and Eastern European Law Institute, CEELI. I am also .mf! R

engaged with the Atlantic Councu' and.with the Center for Strategic and International Studies, «= > .-t

Q1: Your experience with world order issues includes work in scholarly, governmental and
nongovernmental circles and on issues ranging from human rights to arms control. Based
on this broad experience, what do you see as the most important contending voices in
debates about "global governance" issues?

Al: I think the major differences in perspective on this issue are long-term and fundamental.
On the one hand there are those who are convinced that it would be a good thing to supersede the

nation state with a form of world authority; some form of world government. On the other hand

TIHELS MY
you have skeptics of one sort or another; some of whom think that the goal is highly desirable



but unacheivable, and some of whom are skeptical about the goal as well; wondering whether
world government would be open and democratic. Those who accept the desirability of the goal,
but who are nevertheless troubled by the difficulty of achieving it, tend to seek to achieve

similar goals in other ways and to try to avoid getting lost in the utopian idealism which

Jous o ERERT

permeate§1 groups, such-as-the Werld Federalism Movement-

Q2: Is the last position you described your own?

A2: Ithink so. Ihave never really spent much time in my adult years pursuing impractical
objectives. I'm sure a lot of that has to do with my political experience, which conditioned me to
direct energy into practical problem solving rather than theoretical problem solving or star

gazing.

'

Q3: Still, much of your life has been devoted to advancing “idealistic” causes such as
human rights. Would you say that those who advocate for what is currently unachievable
are nevertheless playing an important and positive role in reminding us of the right goal?

A3: [Your response here, or attached]:
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Q4: In 1982, you wrote that '"for many years now we in the US have looked at
international affairs through the prism of our relations with the Soviet Union, but...
tomorrow will soon be with us. What will it be like? Will it be more of the same, or will
an evolving world cause us to change the prism through which we look at the world and
our place in it?" Thirteen years later, with the Soviet Union gone, has our prism changed?
A4: During the Cold War, I supported efforts to build up American military forces. I strongly
supported increasing certain conventional defense forces as well as SDI, the Strategic Defense
Initiative program. I did so because I believed that the Soviet Union was headed for the dustbin

of history unless it could use military force to assert its global presence. We needed to deter any

such attempt and we did so by building our military capabilities.

With the end of the Cold War, however, we -- and I now use the term broadlym-
maybe even the entire human race -- had an opportunity to begin moving in a more constructive

direction, to change our “prism.” Some people would call this idealistic, but I think a pragmatist



would have to believe that this was very realistic given the change we’ve experienced in world
politics. For example, after I retired in 1989, President Bush and Secretary Baker called me back
to the government on five occasions. One of those occasions was to spend a month in
C3CeE
Copenhagen heading up the American delegation to a fconference on the human dimension}
A
under the Helsinki Final Act. All thirty five countries present, including the Soviet Union, agreed
on a document which said that European security and cooperation depends on each of our
@L-'l("‘au _—_._;') ,-f...( S S T
countries being democratic; with real oppesition-frem competing pobt;cal part:es freedom of
religion, freedom of the press, freedom of assembly, and dissent not being stepped on. All of
this was spelled out in rather great detail; a truly amazing achievement. [John Norton Moore, a
professor of International Law at the University of Virginia Law School at the time, called this
document the most important international agreement since the Magna Carta of 1215.] This
'
agreement became the basis for the Declaration of Paris adopted by Heads of State a few months
later. That was 1990. Whatever the “real” significance of the document, I spent a lot of time in

Europe in 1989, 90, and 91 and there was a great deal of optimism in the air; not only among

governments, but also among the people. There it was, available to us or so it seemed. So far,



however, we’ve failed to take advantage of that opportunity. Most dramatically, Europe failed

in the face of the first significant challenge to that optimism: Yugoslavia.

Q5:  Owen Harries, who is also involved in this project, shared your perspective during
the Cold War. Since its end, however, he has argued for a return to a “normal” American
foreign policy; one focused on protecting America’s vital national interests and deeply
skeptical of the need for a “vision” or thematic mission. How do you respond to the
argument that America should get used to being just another nation among nations?

AS:  [Your response here, or attached]:
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Q6:  What principles or understandings best define the prism you now advocate for the
US?



A6: Ifthere is a fundamental principle for peace in Europe or any place in the world, it has to
be that provision in the United Nations Charter and the Helsinki Final Act which says, in effect,
"No profit from aggression! Existing boundaries must be respected!” They're not necessarily the
best, the wisest or the most just borders, but if you want to change them, you've got to use
negotiation, not violence. If you use force, you are writing yourself out of the responsible

€
international community. The Yugoslav situation was the first direct challenge to that

m (RS
fundamental principle. The international community’s failure there-(as-well-as Serb excessesfz
has led to all kinds of discouragement, divisiveness and skepticism throughout Europe. I hope
A

that recent developments ake the beginning of some change. But, thus far I would say that the
opportunity was ours, and we muffed it. I am not suggesting that it is lost forever; I am saying
that the opportunity is severely damaged and handicapped today. [Let me just say that I have
had many differences with Presidents and with Administrations. I've always operated on the
assumption that if I wanted to have somebody in office who represented me one-hundred percent

I ought to run for that office. But I don't recall a time when I have been actually ashamed of my

government's foreign policy and I have been ashamed of it in connection with the former



Yugoslavia; most particularly with the Bosnia aspect of'it. ]

Q7: What actions in Bosnia would have made you proud, or at least less ashamed? Could
any of these actions have aided in developing the prerequisites for resolving future conflict
by means other than war?

AT: [Your response here, or attached]:
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Q8: Although the Serbs are widely recognized to have been the primary aggressors in
Bosnia, several factors, in addition to political pressures, complicate our ability to respond
effectively. On the one hand, the outbreak of war occurred in response to internationally
recognized changes in borders. In addition, as Benjamin Ferencz argues, the international
community, having failed to define “self-defense,” has no legally binding definition of
“aggression.” To what extent are these real or concocted impediments to effective
intervention?

A8: [Your response here, or attached]:
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Q9:  On the optimist-pessimist scale, you sound rather pessimistic.

A9:  I’'m pessimistic when I consider our failure to seize opportunities. But I'm also
optimistic. Why? Because there are movements afoot over which we don't have much control;
globalization movements. 3These movements, taken together, constitute a radical change in the
context of international politics. They are forcing changes in the way we cooperate at the global
1evel.} Take my own lifetime, for instance. The sea changes that have taken place in my life
CAR D
have been absolutely immense. When I was a Jid, we didn’t have antibiotics or refrigerators, we
didn't have transatlantic airplanes, much less computers. {1‘ oday, modi’ern technology, modern
science, modern industry have changed the way we live; and not just superficially. These
changes have impacted the very nature of political community.-} Science is a good example. A

An Aliam

recent Nobel prize was awarded to a team with a European (a German-t-thinl) and an American.
7

Tlegs 15 ~HOL < 9
They worked togetherﬁeographical or national boundaries no longer define the limits of

8



community or cooperation in many realms. That's one important fact to understand as we look at

the world today.

A contributing factor has been the revolution in communication. In addition to linking people
and building communities across political borders, changes in communications have also been a
factor within states. Take the case of dictators, who often rely on a monopolygn information/> su1 < e
Given the state of modern communications technology, however, a monopoly on communication
is no longer possible. Satellites hear what's happening all over the world. Tienammen Square
demonstrated that. Chinese students and workers in Tienammen Square were getting faxes and
telexes and listening to radio; they were listening to BBC. Mr. Gorbachev once told me that
although the officers leading the coup d’etat against him had tried to cut off all communications,
)

the first tactic of any coup, he knew exactly what was happening because he had a radio. He

learned about the situation from the BBC and Voice of America!

The same processes are at work in economics and industry. You can't understand the New York
ry



Stock Exchange without understanding the Tokyo Stock Exchange and the London Stock

Exchange. More money is exchanged by computer in twenty four hours than our to:;lq ;;ignal
budget; in twenty-four hours! 1remember George Schultz calling me into his office one day to
show me some gadget which had a label indicating where it was made; that is, in abou_t a dozen
countries. Bob Reich pinpointed this new reality in an article in The Wall Street Journal. He

asks, in effect, “So you want to buy an American made car, do you?” His answer?: “Sorry,

there’s no such animal.” What I'm suggesting is that this globalization effort is here in the

TP gwecsl €

worlds of economics, science, and communication. It's behind in the world of politics, and the
A

pressure to catch up there is growing.

Q10: Some point directly to the integrating trends you mention as not just “ahead” of
politics, but as a force leading to the erosion of state power, or state “sovereignty.” In your
view, what do these globalization trends mean for the future of states and the state system?

'

A10: Well, if you don't oversell it, it could mean an erosion. It’s certainly an important change.
What it means practically is that if you want to get rid of pollution in the Mediterranean Sea
you've got to have the cooperation of eighteen to twenty countries that border on and pollute that

Acid r;',"-' T

sea; Canada and the United States need to cooperate if they’re going to solve common problems.

10



Simply put, it means that if you want to deal effectively with big and important problems, you
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need to have cooperation among the states. 24 ;
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Q11: What is your response to those who, seeing the often destablizing effects of -
globalization, appeal to the need to preserve US “sovereignty” in the face of these changes?
A11: My own opinion is - and I used to say this to my Soviet colleagues - let's not get hung up
on words. One of the words we get hung up on is “sovereignty.” When we talk about
sovereignty being “eroded” a lot of hackles come up right away. If you ask people in the

P.rt-ﬂc;.““ 13 Yeus (t.‘{('-c\-| ra t
United States “what's-the-sovereign of the United States?,” they’ll say “we the people,” the
American people, are the sovereign. But if you talk to a Governor of a state he'll talk about the
“sovereign state of Carolina.” You can have many things called “sovereign,” So what? It is how
you act to further global cooperation that counts. At the same time, if there is one thing we have
learned in recent years, it's that the flag is important to people. Langtiage is important to people.
Patriotism and tradition are important to people. So you've got to take that which is important to

people and preserve it even as you pragmatically put into effect global programs and cooperative

programs to deal with collective problems. You're most likely to succeed if you can avoid

11



slogans and emotionally charged terms.

Q12: Those more skeptical about the assertion that globalization invariably yields progress
argue that for every increment of “globalization,” there is a counter-increment of
fragmentation, decentralization, and collapsing authority. Why does globalization make

/ you optimistic, especially given youf prior observation that we’ve failed thus far to

capitalize on the opportunities presented by the end of the Cold War?

A12: [Your response here, or attached.]:
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Q13: Appealing to the need for greater international cooperation does not, of course,
answer the "how?" and "with who?" questions. Where does the UN figure in your
perspective?

A13: What comes to my mind at the moment is the story of a fellow playing dice. A friend

whispers to him, "Frank, the dice are loaded!" He says, " I know." "If you know the dice are

12



loaded, why are you playing." And he answers "Because it is the only game in town." The UN is

the only game in town. I have no doubt in my mind about its weaknesses, but there is nothing

Geos ,

else here. I know there is plenty of public support for the UN in Americﬂ‘l'.'ABut I also sense,

and I think there’s evidence to support my hunch, that when you dig deeper you find a lot of
skepticism. There’s very little support for, say, putting US forces under UN command. There
just isn't sufficient trust. And with good reason. 1 recall a number of years ago walking
through the UN with the head of one delegation, not an American delegation, and as we walked
he said “this fellow's from the East German KGB, and this is the Moscow KGB,” etc... The
KGB permeated the whole organization; it was a major front in the Cold War. Even today,
we’ve got a General Assembly which is controlled by a group of dictators in Africa and Asia,
nothing close to a democratic body representing the people of the world.

It may be difficult, but I believe we should stay involved in the UN but without putting all of our
eggs in that basket. I think that the failure of the United States to develop the kind of

relationship with Russia which could have constructively influenced the UN has been a big

13



mistake. For instance, if the United States and Russia were able to come to an agreement on a)
finding an effective leader who is a good administrator, b) cutting the budget, and c)
strengthening the organization, I think a lot of the other countries would follow suit. Maybe it
could still be done, but in my opinion we just haven’t been as alert as we should have been to the
opportunity to leverage change in the UN and develop a better relationship with Russia at the
same time.

Q14: If I were the president and I asked, "Max, I'm under increasing pressure to support
an expanded membership in the UN Security Council and commit American forces to a
standing UN rapid reaction force under UN command. What should I do?," what advice
would you offer?

Al4: T would not be in favor of putting US forces under a UN command, except, and now here
is the critical exception, I would ask for American volunteers; I would say to the American
armed forces, “the United Nations is looking for US volunteers for a standing UN Force.” 1
would be very specific about how they would serve and the rules of the game. In my opinion,
one of the rules of the game ought to be, and I am open to discussion on this, that they would be

under the control of an American General, but within the context of a broad UN force. Maybe in

time we’d eliminate the requirement of a US general. I do not think that the American society

14



should take kids who volunteer for the American armed forces and put them under UN control
unless they themselves agree to it; not at this stage. I do think that a volunteer standing force
would be a good idea, however.

Q15: You mentioned the UN as “the only game in town,” but you also suggested that we
spread our eggs around. Which other “baskets” should we be looking at?

A15: The UN is clearly the most inclusive and political institution out there, but there are others
that may prove equally important. 3We need to explore strengthened and expanded cooperative
arrangements wherever we can.'{The World Trade Organization is one option. We are

cooperating in the field of aeronautics internationally, so we’re obviously doing something right

{3"3“‘ Fo EXxréme,

there. The Helsinki Final Act, the Helsinki process, is anothegI opportunity, en I finished my
tour of duty in 1983 with the Helsinki Final Act, and as we moved to the end of the Cold War, I
was asked to testify in Congress on two occasions dealing with whetl;er the Helsinki process
could be emulated in the Middle East and Latin America. The Helsinki process seemed to have

worked at that point, so the thinking was: why not try to apply the same principles to other parts

of the world? There was a lot of talk, a lot of thought. I received a letter from a group of

15



presidents from African countries who were going to meet in Geneva to discuss whether the
African nations had much that they could learn from the Helsinki process. Regrettably they gave
me a date at short notice and I couldn't join them and I've never heard from them again But,

Ar An e amdcy To -F o L LIy d P
something like the Helsinki process,might be revived, It's been weakened, but maybe it can be

reVivediw, 74 FROFER T FFEcT (v LEALZ LTt ¢/,

Traditional tribunals might be another approach. We now have a tribunal examining the issue of
war crimes in the ex-Yugoslavia. I think that should be strengthened. I have no problem
strengthening the judicial tribunals as a way of leading states to feel there are remedies other

AVA (cAS Co-
than violence abte to correct perceived injustices.

So, there’s no shortage of options, but whatever we try will only succeed if we first have what
made the Helsinki process work in the first place: first you need to have agreement on what
ought to be the relationship. Without agreement on the ought, you can’t even start to move

toward it. Once you have agreement on the ought, then you look at the is, and you obviously see

16



the ground you have to cover to reach the ought. Your third step is to commit yourself to
moving the is closer to the ought. That was what made the Helsinki process work. But the

prerequisite of real progress is basic agreement on what ought to be the relationship.

Q16: In an article you wrote in connection with your human rights work in Madrid, you
said that "man's evolving creativity produces opportunities, but the strength of our
aspirations must not blind us to obstacles.”" Can you be more explicit about the obstacles
you see to arrangements that make progress toward goals like peace, freedom, and
economic well-being more likely?
A16: At present, I would say one of the most important obstacles we face is the loss of the
American people's support. No American foreign or military policy can long last which doesn't
have the support of a broad consensus in American society, and I think that consensus is
disappearing. In terms of the UN, public support for US involvement would disappear quickly
given any kind of danger for Americans and no clear national interest. As a result, if we move
too quickly, if we are overly ambitious, it can't last. So, we need to build domestic support for
'
US engagement abroad, even if that just means convincing people that we can’t “go home.” In
terms of “external” obstacles, the UN still has not demonstrated that it has the commitment to

freedom and democracy that I would like to see or that it knows how to be efficient and how to

administer. I would say that the Bosnia experience highlights this. Until the UN expresses these

17



characteristics more credibly and consistently, I think there’s only so much that can be

accomplished in that forum. We should be working, therefore, to build pressure for change

within the UN and its nondemocratic member states.

Q17: As someone who’s worked in both government and nongovernmental worlds, what
advice would you offer to NGO leaders who are considering their own perspectives on
these issues?

A17: 1 think there’s too much black and white and too little attention to the internal dynamics of

organizations such as the UN. Most people are either for or against US involvement in the UN,

but very few are trying to figure out how the US can both participate in this organization and

promote needed change at the same time.$For example, we need to explore how to pay what we

owe to the UN and leverage change at the same timeq

Q17a: Can you expand on this point? Our primary audience is two hundred leaders of
American NGO’s. Are there four or five ideas, programs, cautions you’d like to present
here?

Al7a: [Your response here or attached.]
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Q18: How has your perspective on the issues we’ve been discussing changed over time?

A18: [Your response here, or attached]:
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WORLD WITHOUT WAR COUNCIL

Berkeley » Chicago * Sealttle * Washington D.C.

Office of the President:

1730 Martin Luther King, Jr. Way
Berkeley, California 94709

(510) 845-1992

Fax (510) 845-5721

February 14, 1996

Max Kampelman

Fried, Frank, Harris, Shriver and Jackobson
1001 Pennsylvania Ave., NW, Ste. 800
Washington, DC 20004-2505

Dear Max Kampelman,

Enclosed you’ll find edited copy of the interview we conducted by phone a few months ago.
Before I explain where we go from here, let me first thank you for your time and effort and
apologize for the delay in transcribing and editing your interview.

I've triple spaced the text of your interview so that you can make corrections/additions
directly on the copy. If you require more space, or would prefer to make comments on a
separate sheet, just attach additional sheets or provide a disk (PC preferred) as necessary.

As for substance, I’ve tried to highlight the core themes and arguments made in our
discussion. Where I thought the reader might benefit from further explication of a key point,
I’ve inserted a follow up question and space for your response. Brackets [ ] indicate either
places where additional factual information is needed or text, yours (that we were unsure
about) or ours (inserted to clarify or develop a point), the accuracy of which you should pay
particular attention to in your review.

The attached response form contains space for you to make additional comments regarding
the substance or style of the interview. I’d especially appreciate your comments regarding
elements of your perspective that are missing or insufficiently developed. I'd like to make
sure that we’ve nailed what you feel are the basics of your perspective. Additional
statements to be included in the transcript can be provided on the response form or however
is easiest for you. I’ve retained something of the conversational tone of our discussion. I
think this style makes the interview more readable. If you’d prefer a more formal style,
please let me know.

If this transcription meets with your approval, either “as is” or with your submitted



corrections, please complete and sign box A on the response form. If, for whatever reason,
you’d like to see the transcript again before approval, simply return the unsigned form with
required changes indicated in box B and/or on the transcript. I will resubmit copy once
changes have been made.

Finally, please attach a brief biographical sketch and listing of relevant publications to be
included in our publication. Because of our tight schedule, I'd very much appreciate your
response by the end of the month, if at all possible.

Your voice provides an interesting and provocative contribution to this important debate.

We’ll be working hard this year to share that voice with leaders in the independent sector
and with interested Americans elsewhere. Thank you again for cooperating in this effort.

Sincerely,

Eric Blantz
Project Director
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A World Without War Council Program: 1996

GOOD GLOBAL GOVERNANCE?:

Possibilities and Pitfalls

Exploring with American NGO leadership the US’ role in shaping
global institutions capable of preventing deadly conflict

Many voices in the ongoing debate about the prospects for improved global governance point to US
leadership as an important ingredient of “progress™ toward institutions and structures capable of preventing
mass deadly conflict. Such leadership cannot be formed or sustained, however, without greater public
consensus - created, in part, through the active engagement of American NGOs - about the realities we
face, basic objectives and how to pursue the latter without neglecting the former. Building such consensus,
in turn, requires clarifying contending perspectives at a minimum and, where possible, identifying common
ground between those who equate progress in world affairs with supranational or international institution
building and those who insist that, given present realities, efforts to improve global governance will likely
yield anyrhing bur a more peaceful, just or prosperous world. Moreover, with intrastate conflict now the
dominant mode of war, the issue of the relationship between levels of “governance™ (sub-national, national.
regional and world) badly needs sorting out. In this fiftieth anniversary year of the United Nations and
with the Cold-War now behind us, the time is right for an effort to advance public discussion of
possibilities and pittalls on the road to good global governance.

This announcement outlines a WWWC publication and eighteen months of programming with American
nongovernmental and opinion leadership across the political spectrum. Our goal in both undertakings is
improved debate and greater consensus on how America can aid in building governing institutions capable or
preventing mass deadly conflict while advancing the well being of free societies. :

"GOOD GLOBAL GOVERNANCE?:
Contending Perspectives on the US, the UN and the Future of Deadly Conflict"

Few “world order” publications, of which there is no shortage, present clearly the fundamental
understandings and values thar determine the specific prescriptions yielded by a particular perspective.
Fewer still present a wide spectrum of contending perspectives concisely or in a format thar facilirates
comparison. We hope 1o do both in ways that stimulare leaders in America’s independent sector to explore
rheir own perspective and straregy of work on rhese issues. The publication will be used as a discussion
Sraming document for our programming on these issues throughour 1996 (see below).

Purpose: To facilitate and encourage thoughtful consideration of contending perspectives on “global
governance,” in ways which move us toward common ground on criteria for judging proposals for US policy.

Contents: 1) Introduction setting out the fundamental points of contention, 2) concise and lively interviews with
key figures with well-defined, contending perspectives on the feasibility, prerequisites, strategies and dangers
of progress toward “good global governance,” 3) carefully selected bibliographic and resource lists, 4) a
thought provoking self-survey, and 5) questions and comments designed to frame discussion and debate about
US policy and the role of nongovernmental organizations in shaping American purposes.

Use: Initially, some 800 selected leaders of nonprofit organizations at work on problems of America and world
affairs; then the "attentive public," reached through these organizations and the media. We are exploring the
possibility of serialization of these interviews in appropriate media outlets and distribution to schools and other
educational institutions.



Participants/Interviewees:

Lincoln P. Bloomfield Prof. Emeritus of Political Science, MIT

Harlan Cleveland Prof. of Political Science, Universiry of Minnesota

Benjamin Ferencz Prof. of International Law, Chief Prosecutor at the Nuremberg Trials

Ernst Haas Robson Research Prof. of Government, U.C. Berkeley

Max Kampelman US Ambassador, Madrid Conference on Human Rights, Geneva negotiations on
Arms Reduction

Stephen Krasner Prof. of Political Science, Stanford Universiry

Ed Luck United Nations Association, New York

Saul Mendlovitz Dag Hammarskjold Professor of Peace and World Order Studies, Rurgers
University, Presidenr and Co-Director, World Order Models Project

James Rosenau University Prof. of Political Science, George Washington University

Dusen Kexties T Ratrondd Thleresy— Sditork

Other possible participants: Owen Harries, Editor, The National Interest; Barber Conable, Former President,
World Bank; Walter Hoffman, President, Campaign for UN Reform Education; John Mearscheimer, Political
Science, University of Chicago; Brian Urquhart, Fellow, Ford Foundation; David Hamburg, Co-Chair,
Carnegie Commission on Preventing Deadly Conflicr; Paul Schroeder, Political Science, University of Hllinois

Time Schedule: Interviews will have been conducted by the end of January, 1996. Publication of the final
document is scheduled for April, 1996.

Leadership Programming

Throughout 1996 and into 1997, WWWC and cooperating organizations will conduct surveys, seminars and
working groups in three parts of the country. We will engage leaders of influential organizations and
institutions in media, world affairs, political, religious, academic and grantmaking arenas. In those arenas,
most of the current debate is either narrowly issue oriented (e.g. Should the Security Council be
expanded?), accessible only to specialists or hortatory in its appeal for or against US policy to advance
greater “world order.” We believe this project’s focus on examining an array of contending perspectives,
with differing goals, analyses, and strategies, and on huilding agreement within American NGO leadership
circles can help re-energize and improve what is now a flagging, polarized, and sequestered public
dialogue. Moving toward these objectives can help uncover the common ground on which agreement about
wise US policy can be built. Clarity, at least on disagreement, and hopefully on agreed-to criteria for
judging US policy on global governance questions, could emerge.

Sound, long term American engagement will, more than any other factor, determine whether world politics
will continue to be dominated by deadly conflict or whether steady and wise progress toward strengthened
world community and institutions of governance will one day yield alternatives to war in the resolution of
conflict. Purposeful American leadership to that end, which also protects the well-being of free societies,
is now needed and largely absent. This project’s goal is to encourage that outcome.

For additional information contact:

The World Withour War Council
1730 Martin Luther King Jr. Way, Berkeley, CA 94709
(510) 845-1992 Fax (510) 845-5721 wwwe@igce.ape.org



Max M. KAMPELMAN

SUITE 80O
1001 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE, N.W.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20004-2505

April 1, 1996

Mr. Eric Blantz

Program Officer

World Without War Council

1730 Martin Luther King, Jr. Way
Berkeley, CA 94709

Dear Mr. Blantz:

Thank you very much for your letter of March 22. You have
done a very good job of working on the first draft and I am pleased with
the direction in which we are moving. You will notice from the
enclosed that I have made some further editing changes.

There is one area that we have not touched upon. It relates to the
onslaught against our human rights foreign policy emphasis by Asian
political leaders interested in preserving their authoritarian powers. The
argument goes that we are imperialistically attempting to impose
Western values on their Asian culture whether it be Confucian, Buddhist
or Islam. It strikes me that you should prepare a question along those
lines.

My response would be a relatively long one. At the very outset I
think we should point out that our human rights programs are fully
consistent with the various declarations emanating from the United
Nations and the Helsinki Final Act. We are, therefore, not attempting to
impose religious beliefs on any group that don't share them. States,
however, assume certain obligations when they join international
organizations and we have every right to expect them to live up to the
promises made by them.

More fundamentally, I am assured by some Asian scholars and
religious figures, that issues of human dignity and the establishment of
political organizations that respect human dignity are fully consistent
with the various Asian religious groupings and teachings. Those in Asia
who challenge our efforts are in effect attempting to apologize for their



own authoritarian or semi-authoritarian rule. Professor Amartya Sen of
Harvard University has referred to many Asian theorists such as Ashoka
who in the third century emphasized tolerance and liberty as central
values of a good society. Buddha, he points out, explains nirvana in the
language of "freedom", freedom from the miseries of life. In more
recent times, Mahatma Gandhi and Dr. Sun Yat-sen vocally defended
the widest forms of democracy and political and civil rights. It is
grossly unfair to Asian culture to assume that its values are in favor of
suppressing human rights.

Dr. Joseph Chan from the University of Hong Kong recently
wrote a paper in which he asserted that the most fundamental element in
Confucian political thought is that the primary task of the state is to help
citizens develop virtues and achieve the good life within the broad
constraints of basic individual rights.

People who live in Asian cultures are as much entitled to strive
for societies based on human dignity than are those of us who live in the

Western world. That striving is a human one and not a racial one.

In any event, it might be worthwhile to find room for this
exchange in the next draft.

My warmest best wishes to you.
Sincerely,

Ay, otne_

Max M. Kampelman

P.S. I am enclosing a one page bio plus a rather long list of my
publications which had been prepared for a more detailed Curriculum
Vitae.



C &roy &

A
Response Form - 2.
Name: I,M A X M . \Aﬂ—m{}@\ M AN
Address: . ——ucll
(if different than that used on lope)

Phone:

* please attach a brief bio and listing of relevant publications

A. The enclosed transcript MEETS MY APPROVAL for publication
[ ASIS

[ WITH CORRECTIONS/ADDITIONS AS MARKED

Signed, ﬂ L. 54,4«-

B. Please resubmit this transcript after:
Yoo MAve AEvipmbe (T AlArw AWa JNP CProcd 7 fodr
rofo Frsag Y74 v2

Comments and/or suggestions:



Interview with
MAX M. KAMPELMAN
US Ambassador to C.S.C.E. Human Rights Conferences
and to the Nuclear and Space Arms Reduction Conferences in Geneva

[Please provide a regular bio sheet and a listing of relevant publications for our records
and for an annotated bibliography to be included in the publication.]

Intro: Before I entered public service, I was a political science teacher. I also practiced law in Washington for a

long time. My diplomatic experience began when I was asked by President Carter in 1980 and then reappointed by
President Reagan to serve as the head of the American delegation to the Madrid follow up conference under the
Helsinki Final Act (the end product of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (C.S.C.E.)). Then, in
1985, Pmsic}en! Reagan asked me to head up the American delegation to the nuclear and space arms talks with the
; :
Soviet Un:ori;:a:vv:;re Just beginning again. These talks were bilateral - as distinguished from the Madrid talks
which involved thirty five countries — and lasted from 1985 until I retired from government service in January of
1989. In 1987, 1 ::d also been given the additional position by Secretary Schultz and the President to serve as
Counselor to the State Department. After leaving government in 1989, I was asked to take and accepted a position
as Chairman of the Board of the United Nations Association and that lasted until 1993 I have also served as
chairman of Freedom House and Chairman of the Jerusalem Foundation. I am today lh-e Chairman of the
American Academy of Diplomacy, §;:r;:r;‘wn University's Institute for the Study of Diplomacy; Vice-Ehairman of
the United States Institute of Peace; on the Executive Board of the American Bar Association effort to strengthen the
rule of law in the emerging democracies of Europe, the Central and Eastern European Law Institute (CEELI). I am

also occasionally engaged with the Atlantic Council, the Center for Strategic and International Studies, and the

Council on Foreign Relations.

Q1: Based on your long experience in scholarly, governmental and nongovernmental circles
and on issues ranging from human rights to arms control, what do you see as the most
important contending voices in debates about "global governance" issues?

Al: Ithink the major differences in perspective on this issue are long-term and fundamental.



On the one hand there are those who are convinced that it would be a good thing to supersede the
nation state with a form of world authority; some form of world government. On the other hand
there are skeptics of one sort or another; some of whom think that the goal is highly desirable but
unacheivable, and some of whom, wondering whether world government would be open and
democratic, are skeptical about the goal as well. Those who accept the desirability of the goal,
but are nevertheless troubled by the difficulty of achieving it, tend to seek to achieve similar
goals in other ways. They try to avoid getting lost in the utopian idealism which permeates some

of theYgroups promoting world govemment% L He7 Nede Loog 4D PRAGanyc RECronay
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Q2: Is the last perspective you described your own?

A2: Ithink so. Ihave never geelf§ spent much time in my adult years pursuing impractical
objectives. I'm sure a lot of that has to do with my political experience, which conditioned me to
direct energy into practical problem solving rather than theoretical problem solving or star
gazing. / Recser 7, MowEveER, Trtere Who KO8 LAIKALprwp G oac .

Q3: Still, much of your life has been devoted to advancing “idealistic” causes such as a
tough policy on human rights. Would you say that those who advocate for what is currently

2



unachievable are nevertheless playing an important and positive role in reminding us of
the right goal?

A3: Yes. There is a vital role in our society for those who desire to remind us of idealistic goals.
It is important not to forget the “ought” and to measure the “is” by how consistent it is with the

“ought.” We may not, however, necessarily agree on what ought to be.

Q4: Since the end of the Cold-War, your prescriptions for US foreign policy have diverged
from others who, like you, supported a strong defense against the Soviet threat. How do

you explain the path you’ve chosen?
[ Powip EXATCE MY Kgspas To MECBITALC ALLAYS AGKEL

ALLA,
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Ad ﬁ‘)uring the Cold War, I supported efforts to build up American military forces. I strongly
supported increasing certain conventional defense forces as well as SDI, the Strategic Defense
Initiative program. I did so because I believed that the Soviet Union was headed for the dustbin
of history unless it could use military force to assert its global presence. We needed to deter any
such attempt and we did so by building our military capabilities. With the end of the Cold War,
however, we -- and I now use the term broadly-- had an opportunity to begin moving in a more
constructive direction; to update the lens through which we’ve looked at the world for several
decades. Some people would call this idealistic, but I think a pragmatist would have to believe

that this was very realistic given the change we’ve experienced in world politics.




.

For example, after I retired in 1989, President Bush and Secretary Baker called me back to the
government on five occasions. One of those occasions was to spend a month in Copenhagen
heading up the American delegation to a C.S.C.E. conference on the human dimension under the
Helsinki Final Act. All thirty five countries present, including the Soviet Union, agreed on a
document which said that European security and cooperation depends on each of our countries
being democratic; with guarantees for competing political parties to function, freedom of
religion, freedom of the press, freedom of assembly, and dissent not being stepped on. All of
this was spelled out in rather great detail; a truly amazing achievement. John Norton Moore, a
o~ professor of International Law at the University of Virginia Law School atthetime, called this
document the most important international agreement since the Magna Carta of 1215. This
agreement became the basis for the Declaration of Paris adopted by Heads of State a few
months later. That was 1990. Whatever the “real” significance of the document, I spent a lot of
time in Europe in 1989, 90, and 91 and there was a great deal of optimism in the air; not only
among governments, but also among the people. There it was available to us, or so it seemed.

So far, however, we’ve failed to take advantage of that opportunity. Most dramatically, Europe



failed in the face of the first significant challenge to that optimism: Yugoslavia.

Q5: Owen Harries shared your sense of the threat posed by the Soviet Union during the
Cold-War, but now argues for a return to a “normal” American foreign policy focused on

protecting America’s vital national interests. He is skeptical of calls for a new “vision” for
American foreign policy. Why is his post-Cold War prescription wrong?

Omiy poisToey Weee Teey v Whar 7 Ricut ok Wesax, | 8 eipm Twar)
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aggression by force must not be condoned. We have learned that when our friends and allies and
partners get involved in wars, we cannot escape. Our “vision,” therefore must include
establishing an international atmosphere via our foreign policy that condemns and resists profit
from aggression. For us to be effective, furthermore, we must assert ourselves diplomatically,
politically, and, where necessary (a judgement call) militarily. Since we are the strongest nation
in the world and have a profound interest in world stability, we must assert our leadership.

Q6:  What principles or understandings best define the prism you now advocate for
leadership?

A6:  If'there is a fundamental principle for peace in Europe or any place in the world, it has to

T Horg

be that provlsxon in the United Nations Charter and the Helsinki Final Act which sayg; in effect:

No profit from aggression! Existing boundaries must be respected! They're not necessarily the




best, the wisest or the most just borders, but if you want to change them, you've got to use
negotiation, not violence. Those who use force are writing themselves out of the responsible
international community. The Yugoslav situation was the first direct challenge to that
fundamental principle and the international community’s failure to curb Serb excesses has led to
all kinds of discouragement, divisiveness and skepticism throughout Europe. I hope that recent
developments mean the beginning of some change. But, thus far I would say that the
opportunity was ours, and we muffed it. I am not suggesting that it is lost forever; I am saying

that the opportunity is severely damaged today.

Let me just say that I have had many differences with Presidents and with Administrations. I've

always operated on the assumption that if I wanted to have somebody in office who represented
me one-hundred percent I ought to run for that office. But I don't recall a time when I have been
actually ashamed of my government's foreign policy and I have been ashamed of it in connection

with the former Yugoslavia; most particularly with the Bosnia aspect of it.
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Q7: What actions in Bosnia would have made you proud, or at least less ashamed?

AT THe ovTrpT

</ A7: Diplomatic leadership would have helped, rather than to proclaim it was Europe’s problem
P P A
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to deal with and not ours as well. That leadership should have also been applied to persuade our
NATO partners,.with our participation, to use, if necessary, air power to destroy the aggressor’s
air fields, military installations, bridges, ports, and transportation hubs. Communicating a

willingness to use force to stop the butchery might well have been enough to bring the parties to

AlSo
the negotiating table. I believe we and Europe were mistaken to permit ourselves to be

persuaded to recognize Croatia and thus hasten and legitimize the breakup of Yugoslavia, $but

once the now familiar scenario unfolded we were even more mistaken in our failure to respondfz_

Q8:  On the optimist-pessimist scale, you sound rather pessimistic. Are you?
\Tm;r Wosds M TIMILISTC OUBY Simd [, FLCAT(Ons o | DaneT Lyew To UTF THE A,
AS:

% I’'m %esmmmgc when I consider our failure to seize opportunities. But I’m also
UalrerasT ¥y
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optimistic. Why? Because there are movements afoot over which we don't have much control;

globalization movements. These movements, taken together, constitute a radical change in the

And Ry,
4 context of international politics. They are forcing changes in the way we cooperate at the global e




v levels, Take my own lifetime, for instance. The sea changes that have taken place in my life have
been absolutely immense. When I was a child, we didn’t have antibiotics or refrigerators, we
didn't have transatlantic airplanes, much less computers. Today, modern technology, modern
science, modern industry have changed the way we live; and not just superficially. These

Twug- ZTamwaic Asug

changes have impacted the very nature 0;; political community. Science is a good example. A
recent Nobel prize was awarded to a team with a European, an Asian, and an American. They
worked together. This is normal. Geographical or national boundaries no longer define the limits
of community or cooperation in many realms. /A 40463¢ RATCoc Cam kc&es oup A
VA CC A r‘a"?“ 1T Cawwer KB} oo (84 "t.ff a2 4 ﬁ‘f} -4 Bro s CATrs
A contributing factor has been the revolution in communication. In addition to linking people
and building communities across political borders, changes in communications have also been a

L \éﬂ‘ Te
factor within states. Take the case of dictators, who ﬁs{ rely on a monopoly of information to
survive. Given the state of modern communications technology, however, a monopoly on

communication is no longer possible. Satellites hear what's happening all over the world.

Tienammen Square demonstrated that. Chinese students and workers in Tienammen Square



were getting faxes and telexes and listening to radio; they were listening to BBC. Mr.
Gorbachev once told me that although the officers leading the coup d’etat against him had tried

to cut off all communications, the first tactic of any coup, he knew exactly what was happening

because he had a radio. He learned about the situation from the BBC and Voice of America!

The same processes are at work in economics and industry. You can't understand the New York
Stock Exchange without understanding the Tokyo Stock Exchange and the London Stock

Exchange. More money is exchanged by computer in twenty four hours than our fofal annual

= national budge};\in twenty-four hours! 1 remember George Schultz calling me into his office one

day to show me some gadget which had a label indicating where it was made; that is, in about a

lheczrae
dozen countries. Beb Reich pinpointed this new reality in an article in The Wall Street Journal,

in which he asks, “So you want to buy an American made car, do you?” His answer: “Sorry,
there’s no such animal.” What I'm suggesting is that this globalization effort is here in the

worlds of economics, technology, science, and communication. It's behind in the world of

bl GLown,
politics, and the pressure to catch up isgrewing. 7 44T /5 Wiy FEORspn, Moorr
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Q9: Some point directly to the integrating trends you mention as not just “ahead” of
politics, but as a force leading to the erosion of state sovereignty. In your view, what do
these globalization trends mean for the future of states and the state system?

A9: Well, if you don't oversell it, it could mean an erosion of state power. It’s certainly an
important change. Simply put, it means that if you want to deal effectively with big and
important problems, you need to have cooperation among the states. What it means practically is
that to get rid of pollution in the Mediterranean Sea you've got to have the cooperation of

eighteen to twenty countries that border on and pollute that sea; Canada and the United States

need to cooperate if they’re going to solve acid rain problems.

At the same time, and as I used to say to my Soviet colleagues, let's not get hung up on words.

One of the words we get hung up on is “sovereignty.” When we talk about sovereignty being
& “eroded” or “ceded” a lot of hackles come up right away. But—h‘ you ask people in the United

States “where is sovereignty in the United States?,” they’ll say “we the people,” the American

Mrosas ey
people, are the sovereign. And if you talk to a Governor he'll talk about the “sovereign state of

' ComcEiTT ol ui S
Carolina.” In other words, you can have many thingg called “sovereign,” So what? It is how you

act to further global cooperation that counts.

10




As we work on improving global cooperation, we need to keep in mind that the flag, language,

WE Srov MoT Amd NREY Nep CHAQTNER THEA.

ethnic identities -- these remain important to peoplehPatriotism and tradition are important to

people. We’ve got to take that which is important to people and preserve it even as we

Adp LZLiomic.
— pragmatically put into effect globa.lﬂprograms and cooperative programs to deal with collective

problems. We’re most likely to succeed if we can avoid slogans and emotionally charged terms.
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Q10: Those more skeptical about the assertion that globalization yi¢lds progress argue that
for every increment of globalization there is a counter-increment of fragmentation,

v’ decentralization, and collapsing authority. Why does globalization mako?'ou-ophmisﬁe?
; Evcouiale oo
A10: Science, medicine, technology, communication -- all these are globalized today. They
hold promise for improving the health and welfare of people. They strengthen the likelihood of
longevity, disease control, improved nutrition, greater comforts -- ingredients of a strengthened

concept of human dignity. Freedom House also tells us that there is a steady tendency toward

greafer freedom in the world. There will be disappointments, but let’s not exaggerate them or

glorifythem‘ HU(.-'( Wicl if-’é‘“t o U a"""#p.q. WiJgon To Fate Wy AVZACE o

— "')\—. ‘(/ \U
Glloerunirrey. (AOCAPIT ANO [MIRaFaliy ALE Wov 1neiradee B Tt ohladte ay

Iy THEAE-,

Q11: Asserting the need for greater international cooperation does not, of course, answer
the "how?" question. Where does the UN figure in your answer?

11



All: What comes to my mind at the moment is the story of a fellow playing dice. A friend

whispers to him, "Frank, the dice are loaded!" He says, " I know." "If you know the dice are

loaded, why are you playing?" He answers, "Because it’s the only game in town." The UN is the

only game in town. I have no doubt in my mind about its weaknesses, but there is nothing else
THEUATTCA N

here. Iknow there is plenty of;\ public support for the UN in America. But I also sense, and I

think there’s evidence to support my hunch, that when you dig deeper you find a lot of

And 213 .Uh(‘w

skepticisn‘h here’s very little support for, say, putting US forces under UN command. There

just isn't sufficient trust. And with good reason. 1 recall a number of years ago walking

through the UN with the head of one delegation, not an American delegation, and as we walked

he said “this fellow's from the East German KGB, and this is the Moscow KGB,” etc... The

KGB permeated the whole organization; it was a major front in the Cold War. Even today,

we’ve got a General Assembly which is controlled by a group of dictators in Africa and Asia,

nothing close to a democratic body representing the people of the world.

It may be difficult, but I believe we should stay involved in the UN but without putting all of our
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eggs in that basket. I think that the failure of the United States, to develop the kind of

relationship with Russia which could have constructively influenced the UN has been a big

mistake. For instance, if the United States and Russia were able to come to an agreement on a)
W ATiI0es LA

finding an effectivg leader who is a good administrator, b) cutting theAbudget, and ¢)

strengthening the organization, I think a lot of the other countries would follow suit. Maybe it

could still be done, but in my opinion we just haven’t been as alert as we should have been to the

opportunity to leverage change in the UN and develop a better relationship with Russia at the

same time.

Q12: If I were the president and I asked, ""Max, I'm under increasing pressure to support

an expanded membership in the UN Security Council and commit American forces to a

standing UN rapid reaction force under UN command. What should I do?," what advice
would you offer?

Al12: I'would not be in favor of putting US forces under a UN command, except, and now here
is the critical exception, I would ask for American volunteers. I would say to the American
armed forces, “the United Nations is looking for US volunteers for a standing UN Force.” 1

would be very specific about how they would serve and the rules of the game. In my opinion,
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one of the rules of the game ought to be, and I am open to discussion on this, that they would be

under the control of an American General, but within the context of a broad UN force. Maybe in

time we’d eliminate the requirement of a US general. I do not think that the American society

should take kids who volunteer for the American armed forces and put them under UN control
oA,

unless they themselves agree to it; not at this stage. I do think that a volunteel;\ standing force

would be a good idea, however.

Q13: You mentioned the UN as “the only game in town,” but you also suggested that we

spread our eggs around. Which other “baskets” should we be looking at?

A13: The UN is clearly the most inclusive and political institution out there, but there are others

that may prove equally important. We need to explore strengthened and expanded cooperative

arrangements wherever we can. The World Trade Organization is one option. We are

cooperating well in the field of aeronautics internationally, so we’re obviously doing something
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right there., The Helsinki Final Act, the Helsinki process, is another regional opportunity to
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expl-m;e./ahen I finished my tour of duty in 1983 with the Helsinki Final Act, and as we moved

to the end of the Cold War, I was asked to testify in Congress on two occasions dealing with
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whether the Helsinki process could be emulated in the Middle East and Latin America. The
Helsinki process seemed to have worked at that point, so the thinking was: why not try to apply
the same principles to other parts of the world? There was a lot of talk, a lot of thought. 1
received a letter from a group of presidents from African countries who were going to meet in
Geneva to discuss whether the African nations had much that they could learn from the Helsinki
process. Regrettably they gave me a date at short notice and I couldn't join them and I've never

N OTIRX AdBas

heard from them again But, something like the Helsinki process might be m?ve% as an example
- u%

to be emulated. It's been weakened, but perhaps it can be revived.

Traditional tribunals might be another approach. We now have a tribunal examining the issue of
war crimes in the ex-Yugoslavia. I think that should be strengthened. I have no problem
strengthening the judicial tribunals as a way of leading states to feel there are remedies other

than violence to correct perceived injustices.

So, there’s no shortage of options, but whatever we try will only succeed if we first have what
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made the Helsinki process work in the first place: first you need to have agreement on what
ought to be the relationship. Without agreement on the ought, you can’t even start to move
toward it. Once you have agreement on the ought, then you look at the is, and you obviously see
the ground you have to cover to reach the ought. Your third step is to commit yourself to
moving the is closer to the ought. That was what made the Helsinki process work. But the

prerequisite of real progress is basic agreement on what oughf to be the relationship.

Q14: In an article you wrote in connection with your human rights work in Madrid, you
said that "man's evolving creativity produces opportunities, but the strength of our
aspirations must not blind us to obstacles." Can you be more explicit about the obstacles
you see to arrangements that make progress toward goals like peace, freedom, and
economic well-being more likely?

Al4: At present, I would say one of the most important obstacles we face is the loss of the
Whagw THEXE /5 A DAWGE, R (‘MMTN_JJ

American people's support, ' No American foreign or military policy can long last which doesn't

have the support of a broad consensus in American society, and-+think=that-consensus-is-raprdly
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ublic support for US;involvement would disappear-quickly
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given any kind of danger for Americans and no clear national interest. As-aresult—fwe-meve—

T ¢ LTFVLT oF U.&-(ua' fovy r,‘.}{;pz Tt ~ -'thplthf""

too-quickly;-ifwe-are-overly-ambitious, it-ean'tdast: So, we need to build domestic support for
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US engagement abroad,/even if that just means convincing people that we can’t “go Lome.” In
terms of “external” obstacles, the UN still has not demonstrated that it has the commitment to
freedom and democracy that I would like to see or that it knows how to be efficient and how to
administer. I would say that the Bosnia experience highlights this. Until the UN expresses these
GlaLL2e Y
characteristics more credibly and consistently, I think there’s only so much that can be

accomplished in that forum. We should be working, therefore, to build pressure for change

within the UN and its nondemocratic member states.

Q15: What advice would you offer to individuals and organizational leaders considering
their own perspective on these issues?

A1S: International relations is evolving to the point where citizens’ groups and non-
governmental organizations (NGOs) have a vital role to play in the process. Our government
must be prepared to accept, welcome and adjust to this change so that it is not just an “intrusion”
but a valuable asset. For their part, NGOs must come to appreciate that they have increasingly
become more than advocacy oriented. They must be ready to assume the responsibility for

executing as well as urging policy. A healing process in Bosnia, for example, will require

extensive NGO participation. These efforts must be guided and even regulated by a
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harmonizing, coordinating process stimulated but not necessarily run by the appropriate

government agency.

NGOs are today showing that maturity, and I sense that government is prepared to enter that
partnership. But if the new partnership is going to work, NGOs must also make é concerted
effort to be above political partisanship. This is true for all NGOs, but especially for NGOs
working abroad, since many foreign gdvemments, as a result of their national experiences, are
not likely to respect or appreciate the potential importance of NGOs in the international process.
It is also vital for U.S. NGOs to foster and stimulate the establishment of viable NGOs in other
countries since a durable civic society appears to be one of the best indicators of the viability of

democratic institutions.

Perhaps most importantly, I think there’s too much black and white and too little attention to the
internal dynamics of organizations such as the UN. Most people are either for or against US

involvement in the UN, but very few are trying to figure out how the US can both participate in
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this organization and promote needed change af the same time. For example, we need to
explore how to pay what we owe to the UN while leveraging much needed reforms. So long as

our options are framed as “all or nothing,” there won’t be good solutions.

Q16: How has your perspective on the issues we’ve been discussing changed over time?

A16: First of all, I would say that I was slow to recognize the role that NGOs can play beyond
that of advocacy. Defining and developing that role is an important task at present. Secondly,
until I reached my adult years my “idealism” did not permit me to see the need for effective

diplomacy to be supported by the availability of military force when facing a serious threat to
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