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“We must remain strong and vigilant against the kinds of threats we have seen
already throughout the 20th century — regional aggression and competition,
bloody civil wars, efforts to overthrow democracies. But also, our security is

challenged increasingly by non-traditional threats, from adversaries both old and
new — not only hostile regimes, but also terrorists and international criminals,
who cannot defeat us in traditional theaters of battle, but search instead for new
ways to attack, by exploiting new technologies and the world’s increasing
openness.... We must approach these new 21st century threats with the same rigor
and determination we applied to the toughest security challenges of this century.”
—President Clinton

Commencement Address at the U.S. Naval Academy
May 22, 1998

This issue of U.S. Foreign Policy Agenda explores the security challenges facing the United States
as a result of the dramatic changes in the world during the past several years. Key U.S. officials
discuss the threat from nuclear and chemical/biological terrorism, the scope of the U.S.
humanitarian demining initiative, and the importance of democracy-building in promoting
regional security. A leading scholar assesses new U.S. foreign policy approaches for the 21st
century, and two private sector experts examine the growing influence of nongovernmental
organizations on U.S. policy. The journal includes a case study on humanitarian demining in
Rwanda, a report on the program to destroy and dismantle nuclear and chemical weapons in

the former Soviet Union, and an assessment of the progress of democratization in Central

America, as well as a series of fact sheets on security issues.
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FOCUS

NEW SECURITY THREATS: THE U.S. RESPONSE

An Interview with John D. Holum
Acting Under Secretary of State for Arms Control and International Security Affairs

The continued existence of terrorist threats — coupled with the increasing availability of nuclear, chemical,
and biological weapons — “makes the world a much more dangerous place” for everyone, Holum says. And there is the
added threat of information warfare, he warns, which could harm the elements of a functioning
modern society “through unconventional kinds of attack.” Holum is Acting Under Secretary of State for Arms Control
and International Security Affairs and Director of the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.
He was interviewed by Contributing Editor Jacqui Porth.

QuesTion: U.S. security requirements have changed a
great deal in the post-Cold War era. Where there was
once a single, identifiable threat — the Soviet Union
— there are now many threats demanding U.S.
attention. Would you address a few of those and the
challenges they pose to U.S. security?

Hovrum: These threats really have changed our whole
outlook on the world, and I hope the new reality has
fully permeated our security thinking. The sarin (gas)
attack in the Tokyo subway in 1995 is an example of
the kind of problems we could face. It is not the
danger of a missile from the Soviet Union anymore; it
is the danger of a terrorist bringing in something in a
suitcase, or injecting something into the water supply,
and endangering large segments of the population.

The continued existence of terrorist threats — coupled
with the increasing availability of nuclear, chemical,
and biological technologies — makes the world a much
more dangerous place for all of us. If you think of the
World Trade Center bombing or the Oklahoma Federal
Center bombing or the Olympic Park bombing in
Atlanta, and consider how much more awful the
suffering would have been had there been even
primitive weapons of mass destruction involved, you
get an idea of what we might be facing.

Q: You have touched on the threat of terrorism from
nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons, but how
seriously do you take each of the three, and what is the
United States doing to address each threat?

Hovrum: They are all serious. I think, given the
challenges, that the least likely threat of the three is

nuclear. On the other hand, the potential consequences
are probably the greatest from nuclear terrorism, so it is
something we have to devote a lot of attention to.

It is true that, with the end of the Cold War, nuclear
weapons are being dismantled and the materials that are
critical to nuclear weapons are being removed. However,
they are not being stored as securely as we would like.
And the control systems over those storage sites, and
over nuclear research reactors in the former Soviet
Union, are much less rigorous than they used to be.

So we are working very energetically to develop, there
and elsewhere, much more effective control systems,
inventories, consolidation of sites, and security systems,
in order to prevent the theft or diversion of the critical
ingredients for nuclear weapons. That is an issue of
high consequence, and despite its relatively low
probability as a threat, it is still significant.

I think chemical weapons are the easiest for terrorists to
use because they can be made in a relatively small space
and do not require a great deal of technical
competence. And the raw materials needed for them
are fairly widely available.

Biological weapons fall somewhere in the middle in
terms of likelihood of use because they are somewhat
more technologically challenging. But again the
consequences could be horrendous.

The common view is to group chemical and biological
weapons together, setting nuclear weapons apart. But I
think biological weapons are closer to nuclear weapons
in terms of their destructive potential, because chemical



weapons will disperse and become less lethal in the
atmosphere. Biological weapons, in the right
environment, can multiply; they are living organisms.
And it takes a much smaller quantity to inflict a fatal
illness. They also strike me as something particularly
outrageous when you consider that humanity has been
laboring for generations to wipe out dreaded diseases
— anthrax, the plague, and botulism — and now there
are perverse people deliberately preserving and
culturing and protecting foul organisms for use as
weapons of terrorism.

Q: What are U.S. plans for responding to these
potential threats?

Hovrum: On all three we have aggressive international
efforts to build global norms of behavior against their
production and use. The Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty and efforts to enforce its implementation
through the International Atomic Energy Agency
(IAEA) are well advanced. The Chemical Weapons
Convention has just gone into force and the
implementing body (the Organization for the
Prohibition of Chemical Weapons) is being set up.

The Biological Weapons Convention needs to be
strengthened. It is very strong in terms of its
prohibitions, but it is almost entirely voluntary. We
need to have a better enforcement mechanism. The
president has set 1998 as the time for us to complete a
framework agreement. Negotiations have been
underway since 1995, and we are working on that
effort very aggressively.

That's dealing with the external part of it. There is also
a great deal that needs to be done internally. And there
have been Presidential Decision Directives dealing with
our ability to respond through law enforcement
systems, crisis management, and tracking down
perpetrators. The most recent of these is Presidential
Decision Directive 63, which deals with critical
infrastructure and non-conventional threats and
terrorism.

Q: What about the nature of the information warfare
threat, not only in terms of unauthorized access to
American computer systems but also disruption of
satellite services, and what can the United States hope
to do to avert this threat?

Hovrum: There is the threat of what has come to be
known as “info war” or “cyber war,” and this is the
possibility that very dedicated computer hackers could
get into our systems and turn off power grids or air
traffic control systems, or destroy our ability to operate
large systems, or even transfer money out of peoples’
bank accounts. There are new dangers coming in the
future, new technological capabilities that we're going
to have to deal with that people have been calling
“weapons of mass disruption.”

Some of our major concerns include the evolution of
hacker tools that can cruise the Internet and can stay on
line waiting for the target, and then dive in and corrupt
a system either by overloading it, by giving it false
instructions, or otherwise disabling it. This can be
done through international phone lines. It could come
through an innocent-looking source so it hides the
tracks of the intruder. And we have very little

capability to deal with it.

We know that countries like Iran, Iraq, and Libya are
pursuing information warfare. We know that our own
Department of Defense is under assault — I think 600
times a week — by efforts to hack into its computer
systems. Some may be through so-called “innocent
pranksters,” although there is nothing funny about it,
and some may be deliberate attempts to corrupt.

Recognizing the international dimensions of this, there
is also the possibility that we would collaborate with
others — first, in raising consciousness about the problem
and, second, in designing international conventions for
protection of information systems. Not because, as is
the case in arms control, the convention itself solves the
problem, but because it gives a tool for cooperative
efforts to deal with the offender.

Q: You mentioned risk to water supply, but how realistic
do you think threats of environmental terrorism are?
I recall the Gulf war where Iraq used oil well fires.

Hovum: [ think it is very realistic, and that is a good
example of where it has actually been used. I was actually
in the private sector at the time working as an attorney
representing a company that was involved in the cleanup,
so I had some very close exposure to the oil field fires. It
was hard for me to imagine how anyone could deliberately
cause such an appalling physical disaster: the smoke and



the fumes and the pollution of water and air were just
incredible to behold. And you can imagine any number
of fairly easy steps that could be taken to inflict similar
damage, whether it is through introduction of toxic agents
like disease, biological weapons, or just despoliation.

Q: What are U.S. priorities in the ongoing effort to
eliminate the proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction?

Hovuwm: I¢’s really the three I've mentioned — nuclear,
chemical, and biological weapons — plus missiles. We
have active efforts underway in all of those areas.

I would like to focus attention on the frontline work
of non-proliferation — something that is rarely seen

in public, but which goes on consistently and very
aggressively. That is the laborious process of sifting
through intelligence reports, of identifying shipments
of dangerous material — whether a chemical weapon
ingredient, a growth medium of biological weapons,
nuclear materials, or specialized steel that could be used
for missiles — and interrupting those shipments and
then going to the source and saying, “Somebody in
your country is going to sell Iran some speciality steel
that is destined for its missile program. You should stop
it because you have an international political obligation
under the Missile Technology Control Regime not to
allow this.”

That’s where the day-to-day work of non-proliferation
is done, and it illustrates all of the elements of a
successful strategy. You have to have a legal or a political
obligation, at a minimum, so that you can go to the
country involved and say: “You have a responsibility to
stop this.” You have to have technology and detection
equipment so you learn about it. It may be through
intelligence sources; it may be through radiation
detectors that are set up at borders. The technology is
advancing. And you need diplomatic resources to be
on the ground to try to intercept shipments.

Q: Why is the United States promoting a ban on fissile
material for nuclear weapons? What is the U.S. strategy
and what does the U.S. government want other nations
to do?

Hovrum: The Fissile Material Cutoff Treaty is the way to
confirm, for us and for the other nuclear weapons

states, that we can't renew an arms race. It’s another step
in the direction of the ultimate elimination of nuclear
weapons. It is hard to imagine how we could effectively
control and ultimately eliminate nuclear weapons if we
are still producing the basic ingredient. So for us, it is a
limiting factor, a means of locking in the steps that we
have taken so far in nuclear disarmament.

It is also the way to prevent the problem from getting
bigger in, for example, South Asia. If India and
Pakistan were to join such a regime, we wouldn’t have
the nuclear problem solved there, but we would have a
means to make sure it didn’t get any bigger than it is.
It is a way to help prevent an arms race.

We have been pursuing these negotiations since 1995 in
the Conference on Disarmament. Thus far, we haven’t
been able to get negotiations underway, even though
the United Nations General Assembly has endorsed a
negotiating mandate, in significant part because India
has blocked negotiations. They have recently given
some indication that they are prepared to proceed.

Q: Is that diplomatically or publicly?

Hovrum: Publicly and diplomatically. Pakistan has
made the argument in the Conference on Disarmament
that the limitation should cover existing stocks of fissile
material. That would be very hard to do in an
international regime because you would have to have
the international community involved in deciding how
much each country could have. Dealing with existing
stocks is really something that needs to be done
regionally or bilaterally. But we are still hopeful that
there will be a mandate that will allow negotiations to
proceed in the Conference on Disarmament.

Meanwhile, we are pursuing our own efforts, both
bilaterally with the Russians and trilaterally among
Russia, the United States, and the International Atomic
Energy Agency, to remove excess material from our own
weapons program and put it under IAEA safeguards.
We have identified more than 200 tons of material.
Some of it isn’t in the form yet where it can be put
under IAEA safeguards, but we have made 12 tons
available for IAEA safeguards and more is on the way.

Q: In terms of regional threats, to what extent is the
United States prepared to take on those challenges



alone and under what circumstances should coalitions
of nations be working together in a crisis?

Hovrum: [ think it’s always crucial to have the maximum
possible international participation. For example, in
the Bosnia situation, and as we approach the current
crisis in Kosovo, it is certainly highly desirable that we
have a coalition of forces. The United States has to be
prepared to act unilaterally where the conditions
warrant, but as you have seen in our practice of
international security policy, we work scrupulously to
build and maintain coalitions.

Q: What is the United States doing to counter the
perception that, as the world’s sole remaining
superpower, it has become “arrogant” in its exercise of
power?

Hovum: It’s a very complex problem because there is a
temptation internationally, sort of reflexively, to say
that we are engaging in hegemony. I think the answer
is that we pursue our international interests based on
values and ideals. I think, by and large, we can explain
our approach in those terms.

If we're advancing the cause of democracy or the
importance of combating weapons of mass destruction,
if we are trying to serve the role of peacemaker,
obviously that affects our interests, but it also serves a
higher purpose than simply national interest. That
more than anything else will help us to be seen as a
constructive influence in the world, rather than a
country that is trying to throw its weight around.

It is also important that we craft our dialogue with
other countries in a respectful way. From what I have
seen in the time that I have been back in the
government since 1993, there really is a very conscious
effort to do that. There isn’t much of a tendency in our
diplomacy to suggest that countries should do things
because we say so, rather than because it is in their
national interest. I think we make very careful efforts
to ensure that our relations are based on respect for the
country’s point of view and security needs.

Q: Would you assess the role of conflict resolution and
preventive diplomacy in terms of formulating U.S.
security policy?

Horuwm: It is a major aspect of our international
presence. One of the things we're engaged in,
routinely, is trying to develop dialogues between
potential antagonists long before a conflict begins. The
kinds of diplomacy we have undertaken in the Middle
East, Bosnia, and other regions of tension are well
known. There is a less visible but no less important
effort, wherever there is a potential for conflict, to act
as a facilitator to help the parties engage in direct
dialogue: in the Aegean, for example; in Ethiopia and
Eritrea; and in a variety of other places.

One area that I am very much involved in relates to the
risk of arms competitions that involve conventional
weapons as well as weapons of mass destruction.

We have placed a very high priority, for example, on
basic confidence-building steps in Latin America —
declarations of military holdings and advanced
notification to neighbors of major weapons acquisitions,
which by their nature imply the need for some discussion
with your neighbors about why you are doing this.
And security dialogues between civilian and military
authorities can be a way to lessen the danger of existing
military resources and other future unforeseen
moments of tension.

Q: The Partnership for Peace program has been a great
success for the former Warsaw Pact countries and
others. How has the partnership concept become a
basis for strategic relationships elsewhere?

Hovrum: At the China summit in June, the term
“strategic partnership” was used quite extensively.

This partnership is obviously of a different character
than what we have developed in the Partnership for
Peace in Europe, but it has a similar connotation: we
are looking for ways to get on the same side of the table
in a number of countries, recognizing that we have
differences in many cases, but nonetheless trying to
unite and pursue a common objective, whether it is
non-proliferation, economic progress, or protection
against climate change. So I think the concept of
partnership has very broad application internationally.
In fact, it is one of the valuable counters to the
proposition that the United States is trying to run
things its way. What we are really looking for are ways
to create a common cause with like-minded countries

on specific high-priority needs.



Q: What implications does a purely economic
phenomenon like the Asian financial crisis have for
U.S. security interests?

Horum: There are some immediate implications in that
countries that find themselves in economic distress —
that has certainly been the case in East Asia — tend to
reduce their defense modernization. Because of our
defense relationships, that is worrisome. In addition to
that, there is a concern that economic collapse can
create security problems by leading to regional
instability and possible international conflict, and
certainly to internal dysfunctions in key countries. So
there is an important security dimension. That is why
we tend to argue that events like those in Thailand or
Indonesia aren’t purely economic phenomena, because
they have political and security dimensions.

Q: What will be the primary concerns in the 21st
century for U.S. security policy?

Hovrum: [ always tend to think of security as what
affects the average American citizen and then look at
the international dimensions of that. I think
unfortunately we will continue to live with the dangers
of drugs and terrorism. We need to reach a political
understanding in the United States regarding the
importance of issues such as the environment and
climate change, which will have enormous future
impact.

I think weapons of mass destruction will inevitably be
on the agenda. I think we are making headway. We
have made considerable headway in the last four or five
years, but the difficulty is that technology also has
advanced. Technology is more accessible, so the risk —
despite our gains — is still very prominent. And there
is a whole new realm of danger to our critical
infrastructure — whether it is information systems or
transportation systems or energy structure. All of the
ingredients that make a modern society function could
be at risk through unconventional kinds of attack.
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MEETING THE THREAT OF WEAPONS
OF MASS DESTRUCTION

By William Coben
Secretary of Defense

There is “no single response” to the threat of weapons of mass destruction, says Coben. “Instead,” he warns,

“weve got to prevent the spread” of such weapons; “we have to protect ourselves by deterring their use, and we

have to prepare for the possibility that they could be used right in the United States.”

We are living in a world in which more powerful
weapons are in the hands of more reckless people who
are more likely to use them. Countering the threat of
weapons of mass destruction, in fact, may represent the
most important security challenge of the next decade.

Iraq is one of at least 25 countries that already have or
are in the process of developing nuclear, biological, or
chemical weapons and the means to deliver them. Of
these, many have ties to terrorists, to religious zealots,

or organized crime groups that are also seeking to use

these weapons. Chemical and biological weapons, we
know, are the poor man’s atomic bomb — cheaper to

buy, easier to build, and extremely deadly.

Our American military superiority presents a paradox.
Because our potential adversaries know they can’t win
in a conventional challenge to U.S. forces, they’re more
likely to try unconventional or asymmetrical methods
such as biological or chemical weapons. But we can't
afford to allow this vulnerability of ours to turn into an

Achilles’ heel.

That’s the reason that I have called for the creation of a
new agency, the Defense Threat Reduction Agency
(DTRA), to begin operation in October. It will
consolidate the existing On-Site Inspection Agency, the
Defense Special Weapons Agency, and the Defense
Technology Security Administration, and absorb some
of the program functions that have been the
responsibility of the assistant to the secretary of defense
for nuclear, chemical, and biological defense programs.

The DTRA will serve as the department’s focal point
for our technical work and our intellectual analysis that
are required to confront this threat, recognizing that

10

these weapons may be used — and used early — on
future battlefields, and that’s now a key element of our
war planning. We also recognize there’s no silver bullet.
There’s no single response to this threat. Instead,

we've got to prevent the spread of weapons of mass
destruction. We have to protect ourselves by deterring
their use, and we have to prepare for the possibility that
they could be used right in the United States.

Prevention has to be the first and foremost line of
defense. Through our Cooperative Threat Reduction
program, also known as Nunn-Lugar, we are helping to
destroy and to dismantle nuclear and chemical weapons
in the former Soviet Union. We are also actively
participating in a range of arms control and non-
proliferation regimes to reduce the chance that rogue
regimes are going to acquire these weapons of mass
destruction.

But I also have to recognize that despite all of these
efforts, proliferation is likely to occur. So the second
line of defense must be to protect ourselves through
deterrence and through defense. We've made it very
clear to Iraq and to the rest of the world that if any
terrorist or nation should ever even contemplate using
weapons of mass destruction — chemical, biological,
any other type — against our forces, we will deliver a
response that’s overwhelming and devastating.

But we also deter adversaries by making sure that our
forces are ready to fight and win on any battlefield,
even one that has been contaminated. So in December,
I directed that we add another billion dollars to our
current budget for defense mechanisms and methods.
We added a billion dollars over a five-year period to the
about $3.4 billion or $3.5 billion that we already have



in our budget for this purpose. The purpose of this is
to improve the ability of our forces to find and destroy
these weapons before they’re used against our troops; to
arm our forces with the most advanced detection and
decontamination equipment; and to give them new,
lighter-weight protective suits.

We began vaccinating our military forces in the Persian
Gulf this year against the deadly anthrax virus, and we
will continue until all of our troops around the world
are immunized during the next five to seven years. We
go to these lengths because defense itself is a deterrent.
The more our forces are prepared, the less likely that
we'll see an attack upon them and the more likely it is
that these potential adversaries will be discouraged from
even thinking about it.

But I am reminded that the front lines are no longer
just overseas; they’re also in the continental United
States. Five years ago, six people were killed and
thousands were injured in the World Trade Center
blast. Three years ago, the Sarin gas attack in the
Tokyo subway killed dozens of people and injured
thousands. Some believe that this kind of a deadly
chemical or biological attack or catastrophe is inevitable
in the United States. Nothing is inevitable until it
happens, but we have to prepare for this potential.

So we're building a third line of defense that’s grounded
in domestic preparation. The Department of Defense
is leading a federal effort to train the first responders in
120 American cities. The police, the firefighters, and
the medical technicians who are going to be first on the
scene of an attack — we are now in the process of
helping to prepare these first responders.

We have also created the military’s first-ever domestic
rapid assessment teams to ensure that the Department
of Defense is even more prepared with 10 separate and
special National Guard teams that will be dedicated
solely to assisting local civilian authorities in the event
of a chemical or biological attack. These teams, to be
located in California, Colorado, Georgia, Illinois,
Massachusetts, Missouri, New York, Pennsylvania,
Texas, and Washington, are designed to move in
quickly, assess the situation, and then help local officials
identify the types of federal military assets that might
be needed to combat an attack or respond to an
incident.

Reserve units already trained to respond to such attacks
abroad are going to be given more training and
equipment and opportunities to assist domestically.
Moving from a limited response capability in fiscal year
1999, the plan is to have fully developed, mission-ready
Guard and Reserve elements in place after Fiscal Year
2000.

The 10 National Guard rapid assessment teams will be
complemented and supported by 127 decontamination
and 54 reconnaissance units, drawn from the existing
Reserve Component force structure, which will be
provided with additional special training and
equipment to enable them to perform a response and
support mission.

This initiative will be the cornerstone of our strategy
for preparing America’s defense against a possible use of
weapons of mass destruction.
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PROMOTING POLITICAL, ECONOMIC STABILITY
THROUGH DEMOCRACY-BUILDING

An interview with Steven Coffey
Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of State
Bureau of Democracy, Human Rights, and Labor

Clear linkages exist between democratic institutions and political and economic stability, says Steven Coffey,
Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Democracy, Human Rights, and Labor. The United States “will continue
to promote democracy and foster democratic institutions across a broad range of programs on a large number of fronts,”
he says. A key U.S. priority has been to enhance efforts in the rule of law, which Coffey terms “vitally important
as a kind of focal point that brings together the democratization process, economic change, and greater respect
Jor human rights.” Coffey was interviewed by Contributing Editor Dian McDonald.

QuesTion: How would you characterize the relationship
between democratization and political stability?

correy: We have seen in the current financial crisis in
Asia the linkages that exist between democratic
institutions and political and economic stability. The
countries that have survived the crisis the best, at least
to date, have been those that have had democratic
institutions — for example, South Korea and Thailand.
And I think the reason for that is clear. These crises
require sacrifices on the part of the population, and
governments in which the people themselves participate
are in a much better position to ask for those sacrifices
than governments that exclude popular participation.

Indonesia — the country that has had one of the most
difficult experiences with the financial crisis — is a
country where there has been a lack of popular
participation. Hopefully with the changes that have
recently taken place there, Indonesia is now on a
positive trajectory. But the problems are clear, and the
relationship between political participation and stability
has been very clearly underscored. And that is one of
the reasons why it is so important to promote the
building of democratic institutions around the world.

Q: To what extent is the development of U.S. security
objectives around the world linked to democracy-
building initiatives?

correy: The foreign policies of a government are very
intimately related to its internal political structure.
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Scholars are debating whether democracies are
inherently more peace-loving than other types of
government. But it is quite clear that, at a minimum,
democracies very rarely go to war with each other.
Democracies go to war more reluctantly in my view
because the people who make the sacrifices in war are
usually ordinary citizens, and when ordinary citizens
participate in the decisions on war or peace, they look
to see that the issues at stake merit the expected costs.

I think it is clear that if Iraq had a different government
and if the people of Iraq had a say in their government,
then Iraqi policies would be much different. The Iragi
government’s policies bear no relationship to the
interests of the Iraqi people.

And so, in this sense, a country’s form of government
can be an important determinant of its foreign policy.

The best example of this would be Russia. Clearly
there has been a major change in the outlook in Russia
toward the rest of the world as a result of the collapse of
communism. The communist ideology defined a very
antagonistic relationship between Russia and the so-
called “capitalist world.” The present Russian
government, popularly elected and representing a broad
range of national interests, has come to define Russia’s
relationship with the rest of the world differently. And
that is why the continued process of democratic and
economic reform in Russia is important. As Russia
becomes more democratic, it will find an interest in
even further involvement in the international



community and its foreign policy will reflect that
interest.

Q: What are the chief impediments to efforts to
encourage the further growth of democratization
around the world?

correy: There are a lot of them. I think one of the
chief impediments in places like Russia is inertia. To
change governmental and economic structures is not an
easy process and takes time. We also are seeing the
awakening of ethnic conflict in places like the former
Yugoslavia, Rwanda, and Burundi. Extreme
nationalism thwarts the formation of democratic
institutions, justifies repression, and justifies lack of
popular participation. In many parts of the world we
have seen the weakening or almost withering away of
governmental authority, and into the political vacuum
have come corruption, organized crime, and gangs.
This, too, is a major impediment to democratic change.

Q: What is the administration’s key policy priority right
now related to democracy-building and human rights?

correy: We will continue to promote democracy and
foster democratic institutions across a broad range of
programs on a large number of fronts. We will
continue to give support to electoral processes, to
representative political institutions, such as parliaments.
In many places, these institutions have just been
created. They lack experience and resources. It is
important for us to continue that work.

One of our key priorities has been to enhance our
efforts in the rule of law. We have had enormously
important rule of law programs for a number of years,
but we are seeking to give greater coherence to these
efforts. Secretary of State Albright, who is very much
interested in this area, would like us to do more to try
to ensure that the work of the various agencies and
institutions of government promoting rule of law are
well coordinated. Last year she invited Paul Gewirtz of
the Yale Law School to examine our rule of law
programs government-wide.

The secretary and the president have focused on the
rule of law because this is vitally important as a kind of
focal point that brings together the democratization
process, economic change, and greater respect for
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human rights. The levels of authority that most
individuals in most places come into contact with most
frequently are police and judicial institutions. And if
these institutions are corrupt, if they are not impartial,
then the citizens interaction with authority tends to be
negative. Therefore these institutions are really of
fundamental importance in protecting the rights of
ordinary citizens and in shaping their attitude toward
authority.

Q: What world regions are currently the focus of U.S.
efforts and initiatives in this area?

correy: There is no continent that we have singled
out for special priority; we have programs on all
continents. We have given a great deal of attention to
promoting democratic institutions, judicial institutions,
free press, and human rights in the former Soviet
Union, Central Europe, Africa, and Latin America.
The promotion of rule of law in China will be
important to that country’s development and figured
prominently in the recent U.S.-Chinese summit in
Beijing. This is an area of future cooperation between
the United States and China.

Q: In the context of a specific world region, could you
describe how U.S. democracy-building objectives have
enhanced regional security?

correy: This has certainly been the case in Central
and Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union. I do
not want to attribute the changes there to U.S.
programs. There are a lot of causes for the changes,
and it is my own view that most of them are internal to
these countries. U.S. policy acted to promote change,
but in terms of our programs, basically what we have
done has been to help these countries to accomplish
goals that they have set for themselves.

If you look at the situation in Central Europe, in terms
of security, you see an enormous change. A decade ago,
an Iron Curtain ran down the center of Europe.
Germany was divided. Some of the greatest tensions of
the Cold War involved that region. With the collapse
of communism, there has been an enormous
transformation in the European security environment.
Russian troops have left Germany and the Baltic
countries, and the countries of Central Europe have
recovered their independence. The East-West divide



has been erased. NATO is now in the process of
expanding to include some of these countries. At the
same time, the enhancement of European unity
through expansion of the European Union is clearly on
the agenda.

Q: What are the principal factors that have led to the
spread of democratization in Africa?

correy: | think there are a lot of factors. Some of
them are global, some of them have to do with
developments that are contributing to the spread of
democracy everywhere. The communications
revolution has played a tremendous role here. We
really are living in a global village. People everywhere
know what is going on everywhere, and this affects the
relationship of the individual to authority everywhere.
Information is impossible to control. And that has
political ramifications.

One of the greatest forces for the promotion of
democracy has been the end of apartheid in South
Africa and the emergence of a new South Africa, a
multi-racial and democratic South Africa. Nelson
Mandela has given tremendous impetus to promotion
of democracy in Africa. You have now on the African
continent a shining example of political change. I do
not want to underestimate the challenges that South
Africa faces, but I think that it is a success story and
that other Africans are looking to South Africa.

Q: Does democracy have a sound footing in Haiti, and
do you believe the democratization process will lead to
long-term stability there?

correy: It is difficult to say that democratization has a
firm footing anywhere. Democracy is something that
always has to be won. It is something that always must
be protected. What has happened in Haiti has
certainly given Haiti a chance to move forward on
democracy. There is no question that Haiti faces
challenges, but there has been an enormous change for
the better. There is still some violence, but it is much
reduced compared to what it was before the
international community intervened. This is reflected
in the emigration patterns. People were getting on
boats and risking their lives to flee Haiti just a few years
ago. That situation has changed. A lot of progress still
needs to be made in economic, judicial, and political
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institutions. There is a need for continued effort on
the part of the Haitians and for continued involvement
by the international community in many important
areas. But I think that Haiti is now on a positive path
and there are grounds for hope for further progress.

Q: Are conflict resolution and preventive diplomacy
given adequate consideration in Eastern Europe and

the NIS?

correy: The U.S. government has given a lot of
attention to resolving conflicts and to preventive
diplomacy in the NIS and Eastern Europe. The efforts
that we have devoted to conflict resolution are very
obvious. Our experience with Bosnia, the former
Yugoslavia, the Dayton Accords — that whole process
underscores the importance we have given to resolving
conflict in that part of the world. We are also heavily
involved in resolving other conflicts that are less well-
known or at least are not on the front pages of the
newspapers. For instance the conflict between Armenia
and Azerbaijan over Nagorno-Karabakh. We are trying
to promote the OSCE (Organization for Security and
Cooperation in Europe)-Minsk Group process to
resolve that conflict. We very much supported the
OSCE effort in the resolution of the conflict in
Chechnya. We have supported the OSCE and the UN
in the effort to resolve the Georgian-Abkhazian
conflict.

One of the real untold stories of our success in this
effort to date has been in the Baltics. In the early days
of those countries right after they regained
independence, there was considerable potential for
friction between the Russian communities and the
Estonian, Latvian, and Lithuanian communities. The
United States, in cooperation with the OSCE, worked
very diligently to promote reconciliation.

Q: How do you see the role of nongovernmental
organizations (NGOs) in fostering regional security?

correy: NGOs are absolutely crucial to all of the
programs that we have been talking about. If you
accept the proposition that democracy is important to
regional security and that transparent, open institutions
— including the media and economic, governmental,
and judicial institutions — are important to global
security, then you have to recognize that NGOs play a



very important role. NGOs not only do the practical
work of building these institutions but are an
important expression of civil society in their own right.
You cannot have a functioning democracy without
them.

The NGOs in the field of human rights are especially
important. Promotion of human rights is really no
longer principally an effort of governments, although
governments have an extremely important role to play.
The real spear carriers are NGOs, because they are out
on the front line publicizing the abuses and increasingly
coming up with solutions and remedies for the abuses.

Q: Are the ideals of civil society easily conveyed to
emerging democracies?

correy: This varies with circumstances in individual
countries. But often people catch on very quickly. I
have been struck by this through my interactions with
Russia over the years. I served in Russia from 1980 to
1983 and have been going back and forth since. But
between 1987 and 1991, I had no opportunity to go

there. When I returned in 1992, I was astounded by
the changes in the sensibility of people — especially
young people, their changed expectations, the change
in their willingness to participate and engage. This was
the product of the changes initiated under Gorbachev’s
leadership. Once fear was removed, once young people
saw that they could say and do things previously
prohibited, they were quick to seize the opportunities.

The problem, of course, in Russia and many other
places, is that the pace of change is not uniform —
geographically or by age groups. Younger people are
generally more adaptable and accepting of change. In
many places, however, there are substantial forces
resisting change. We should not assume that the battle
is won and that democracy is inevitably going to win
out every place. There are going to be setbacks. The
economies in a number of countries are very fragile.
And if those economies collapse, then that is going to
have important political ramifications. But I believe
that given time and the continuation of propitious
circumstances, we will see further expansion of
democracy around the world.
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ELIMINATING LANDMINES: A TIME FOR ACTION

By Ambassador Karl Inderfurth
U.S. Special Representative for Global Humanitarian Demining

“The United States looks forward to working with its partners in the international community to bring the scourge of
landmines that threaten innocent civilians to an end by 2010,” Inderfurth says. The Washington Conference on Global
Humanitarian Demining and similiar recent events have mobilized international attention, resources, and coordination,

and “We believe that a firm foundation for achieving this objective is now in place,” he notes. Inderfurth is the U.S.

Special Representative of the President and the Secretary of State for Global Humanitarian Demining and Assistant

As we near the end of the 20th century, the
indiscriminate use of anti-personnel landmines has
become a tragic legacy of civil strife around the world.
The International Committee of the Red Cross
estimates that landmines claim some 26,000 victims
every year. Landmines stand in the way of
international efforts to help war-torn countries regain
their economic and social infrastructures. They divert
billions of dollars of assistance from economic
development to eliminating the debris of war.
Furthermore, they prevent a great deal of land from
being put to beneficial uses, such as agriculture and the
resettlement of refugees.

As Secretary of State Madeleine Albright said in her
remarks to the May 20-22 Washington Conference on
Global Humanitarian Demining, “Landmines keep
killing and maiming and pushing people out of their
homes long after the guns fall silent. They are cheap to
buy, easy to use, hard to detect, and difficult to remove.
They prey on the innocent, the young, the unwary, and
the unlucky. They inflict the greatest damage on
societies that can least afford to clear mines, warn
civilians, care for victims, or deal with the loss of
farmland made unusable by mines.”

The United States has been at the forefront of efforts to
rid the world of the humanitarian crisis caused by anti-
personnel landmines. It first adopted a moratorium on
anti-personnel landmine exports in 1992 and called for
other states to take similar action. In 1994, President
Clinton became the first world leader to call for the
eventual elimination of anti-personnel landmines
during his speech before the United Nations General
Assembly. Last December, growing international
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momentum led to over 120 states signing the Ottawa
Convention banning the use, production, stockpiling,
and transfer of anti-personnel landmines. Although
U.S. security concerns have prevented us from signing
the convention, we have made clear that the United
States will do so by 2006, if we succeed by then in
identifying and fielding suitable alternatives to our anti-
personnel landmines and mixed anti-tank systems.

Since first calling for states to adopt export moratoria
on anti-personnel landmines, the United States has
supported global humanitarian demining. Its program
is currently active in 19 countries. Since the program’s
inception, the U.S. government has contributed more
than $150 million to humanitarian demining
assistance. In 1997, the United States invested
approximately $40 million in humanitarian demining.
Proposed U.S. investment in 1998 will more than
double to $93 million. These facts leave no doubt
about the U.S. commitment to eliminate the scourge of
anti-personnel landmines.

The United States has remained focused on its
leadership of the global humanitarian demining effort.
In October 1997, the secretaries of state and defense
launched President Clinton’s Demining 2010 Initiative,
which seeks to eliminate the threat to civilians of
uncleared anti-personnel landmines by the year 2010.
This goal can be accomplished only through concerted
international effort. In announcing the Demining
2010 Initiative, the United States recognized that two
factors would be key to its accomplishment. First, the
total level of investment in humanitarian demining
worldwide would have to increase nearly five-fold to
roughly $1 billion a year. Second, effective



international coordination of demining assistance and
activity would be required.

In order to further the goals of the Demining 2010
Initiative, the United States sponsored the Washington
Conference in May 1998. Building on the
achievements of earlier conferences held in Ottawa,
Tokyo, and Bonn, the Washington Conference aimed
to consolidate international consensus on coordination
and set the stage for action. Participation in the
conference was focused on key donor governments,
international organizations, and non-governmental
organizations (NGOs) that provide the bulk of the
resources and expertise for humanitarian demining.
The conference agenda was developed in consultation
with other governments, the United Nations, and
several NGOs to spotlight action items that required
international coordination.

For example, conference participants considered
projects to consolidate baseline data on the extent of
the landmine problem in the most seriously mine-
affected countries. They agreed that the widely cited
figure of more than 100 million landmines in the
ground is probably significantly overestimated, but
that, in any case, it was better to measure the problem
not by the number of mines, but by the area of
productive land rendered unusable by landmines. It
was also agreed that the United Nations should proceed
with multi-sectoral assessments and that a collaborative
effort among the UN, NGOs, and donor governments
to produce level one (general) surveys to determine the
number of mines in the ground in selected countries
should be launched as soon as possible.

Materials developed for the conference showed that the
level of resources available for humanitarian demining
has been rising significantly over the past six months.
The U.S. government, for instance, has more than
doubled its investment in humanitarian demining over
the last year to approximately $93 million. Several
participants brought examples of new possibilities for
raising further resources from private sector sources.

Addressing the question of international coordination,
the conference endorsed the establishment of the UN
Mine Action Service as the focal point for coordination
among UN agencies and for collaborative efforts between
the UN and outside partners. Donor governments

agreed to enhance their consultations through the Mine
Action Support Group chaired by Norway. Switzerland
has opened a Humanitarian Demining Center in
Geneva to provide information management services to
the United Nations, to develop educational tools for
training deminers in mine-affected countries, and to
establish information and communication links
between Mine Action Centers in mine-affected
countries, on the one hand, and the United Nations
and other international groups, on the other.

Special attention was devoted to the question of
technology and its critical role in accelerating demining
activity. The United States and the European
Community agreed to collaborate on three specific
projects: to develop standards for determining technology
requirements, to identify a worldwide network of test
and evaluation facilities to assess promising technology
for humanitarian demining, and to develop
“demonstrator” projects for examining the application
of new technologies to specific situations in the field.
These initiatives will be closely coordinated with the
United Nations and other countries wishing to take part.

Assistance to victims and survivors of landmine
incidents was also a major concern at the conference. A
number of recommendations were developed to guide
the compilation of a better database on victims' needs
and statistics and to ensure that humanitarian demining
assistance adequately recognizes the needs of victims.

The Washington Conference also took concrete steps to
harness the vast potential within our military forces to
contribute to solving the landmine problem. At the
conference, military participants agreed to apply their
expertise in demining training and operations in a
variety of ways for the benefit of the demining
community. Participants also agreed to facilitate the
sharing of information among themselves.

All in all, conference participants brought to the table
an impressive array of information and ideas, and the
conference made significant progress in identifying
strategies to move humanitarian demining ahead at an
accelerated pace. Participants agreed that the task is
urgent and that, with effective international
coordination and adequate resources, we can reach the
humanitarian goal of “zero victims” in years, not
decades.



Although the many conferences that have already been
held and will be held over the coming year have
succeeded in mobilizing international attention,
resources, and coordination for the cause of eliminating
landmines, it is clearly time to translate the results of
these conferences into action on the ground in the
mine-affected countries. The United States looks

forward to working with its partners in the
international community to bring the scourge of
landmines that threaten innocent civilians to an end by
2010 — that is, in years, not decades. We believe that
a firm foundation for achieving this objective is now in
place.
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@ COMMENTARY

U.S. SECURITY POLICY:
CHALLENGES FOR THE 21°" CENTURY

By Joseph S. Nye, Jr.
Dean, John F. Kennedy School of Government
Harvard University

The United States, for the foreseeable future, will continue to have the capability to help shape the global environment,

working together with allies and like-minded states to contain and sometimes reduce conflicts, says Nye.

But he notes that the United States faces “a new form of threat” — from terrorists using weapons of mass destruction or
launching attacks on critical infrastructures — for which “our traditional security instruments are ill suited.”
Before assuming his present post as dean of the John FE Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University,

Nye served as assistant secretary of defense for international security affairs in 1994 and 1995; chairman of the National

Intelligence Council, which coordinates intelligence estimates for the president, in 1993 and 1994; and, from 1977-79,

as deputy to the under secretary of state for security assistance, sc