MEDIA TRANSCRIPTS, INC.

RICHARD BETTS
And now we will move into the second one-third of all important policy problems today.
Arnold Saltzman is here now and | do want to welcome him and thank him once again for
making all this possible. The relationship between democracy and peace has been an
important question for centuries, particularly since Emmanuel Cox came to construc
perpetual peace. And in recent years, the idea of the democratic peace that desnocrac
virtually never go to war with each other has been a hot topic. And Columbia’s own
Michael Doyle was the prime mover in showing the empirical basis for this camyicti
which Jack Levy cites as the closest thing we have to a law of internationahseladnd in
a world where academic and political science rarely penetrates the rishbioreign
policy making, the idea of the democratic peace became strikingly influentiabirfdgeign
policy in the 1990s and since; but things get a bit complicated when we look into the details
of this happy phenomenon.

For example, yes a question that’s been raised already a few times: what damteyme
democracy, especially when we cite its benign effects? And in Cox’s tinasitiwv

democracy as then conceived that was the good thing, but liberalism and republican
constitutionalism. And today when we talk about democratic peace, we usually ag talki
about only liberal democracies with reliable protections for minority rights|libetral

simple majoritarian democracies. And now we have Jack Snyder to tell us that while
democracy is good for reasons that the democratic peace theory tells us, thegbrocess
getting them to democracy may work in the opposite direction for peace. Democracy good,
democratization maybe not so good.

So | suspect we have a variety of views about this notion on the panel and you have the
biographies of the members of the panel in the program. So | don’t really need to introduce
them. So let’s start with Jack.

JACK SNYDER
Thanks Dick.

President Bush says that America is safest when democracy is on the march tedehs

no country in the world that’s not ready for democracy. President Clinton noted that no two
democracies had ever fought a war against each other and concluded that therefore, to
promote peace, one should promote democratization. This is true for mature democracies,
but the problem is getting from where we are now to the promised land, where we have a
world full of mature, stable, advanced democracies.As Dick said, the problem is that
countries that are just starting to democratize with weak political instisuare more likely

to get into wars, both international wars and civil wars.
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In the 1990s alone, here is the list of countries that got into violent conflicts shaatly aft
beginning to experiment with electoral democracy. In Yugoslavia the country brokenapar
a bloody civil war about six months after elections around the country; Armenia and
Azerbaijan shortly after the collapse of the Soviet Union. Both held elections that
international observers deemed free and fair. Both elected nationalist candiuates
intensified their violent conflict over the disputed territory of Nagorno-Karabakh.

Burundi, in 1993, held internationally mandated elections which led to a polarization
between the Hutu and Tutsi ethnic groups of that country which, over the ensuing period,
left something like 200,000 people dead.

Ethiopia, for long, a dictatorship moved into the category of a partial democracy in the
1990s and, by the end of that decade, wound up in a bloody World War | type battle with its
neighbor, Eritrea. Indonesia experienced violence in East Timor the day aftdetbrda

on East Timor independence.

Russia’s second war in Chechnya, at the end of the ‘90s, was caused, to some substantial
degree, by then Prime Minister Putin’s tactics for gaining popularity so thaulkelze
elected president of Russia.

India and Pakistan, at the end of the ‘90s, fought the Kargil War, two elected regitnes tha
both had nuclear weapons. And now today, we see that democratization is at least
associated with violence in Iraq. Although it's a thorny question whether we want itcacall
symptom or a cause of the violence.

Now this connection between democratization and war is not a new phenomenon. It's been
with us since the French Revolution, when democratization and the rise of popular
nationalism led to war. Working with my co-author Edward Mansfield, a professor at the
University of Pennsylvania, we have just published a bBtdcting to Fight which

includes case studies, but also a statistical study of all the countries in thdramrlL815

down into the 1990s. And here is what we found. Countries that were undertaking a
transition from autocracy to partial democracy, if they did so with weak poliistiutions

at the beginning of the process, were anywhere from 4 to 15 times as likely to get involved
in international wars as are the average states in the international.system

We checked to see whether just being a partial democracy increased your chatioegof ge
into war. No, but it's only when it's combined with this transition from autocracy into
partial democracy that your probability goes way up. It's not just countries with wea
institutions, which are not more likely to get involved in wars, but it's these t@ameiti
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countries with weak political institutions that are the problem.

Moreover, it's the democratizing state that tends to be the attacker in thesgesjgite its
weakness. And other people such as Sharyn O’Halloran and David Epstein, in a project that
they have been working on, have found similar statistical results for civil and ethsic wa

So why does this happen? Now we argue that transition from autocracy to partial
democracy in a situation with weak political institutions gives a motive and an opportunit

for elites to promote nationalism that causes violence. Elites, in the throes of
democratization, need to reach out for mass support. This includes rising groups, such as
ethnic groups that have been previously excluded from power, often oppressed under the old
regime, use nationalism as a tool to criticize elites from the old reginmeffouling in the

name of their people.

However you also have declining groups that see that their old form of legitimack, whic
could be Communism, it could be ruling in the name of the King, is no longer going to fly in
a democratizing country. So they need to shift to some more popular ideology and often
they pick nationalism, which is attractive to these kinds of elites, becauselatsrane of

rule in the name of the people, but not necessarily on the basis of strict accountethiéty t
people. This is what Milosevic did in Serbia.

So weak institutions then provide a motive for playing the nationalist or ethnic card, since
nationalist rhetoric is a substitute for institutionalized legitimacy @&. r@ut they also

provide the opportunity to play the ethnic card and to get away with nationalistic rhetoric
because of the weak institutions of accountability, the weakness of free prasy scrait
democratic procedures, in this kind of partial new democratizing regime.

So you are undoubtedly thinking, but wait a second. What about the recent peaceful cases of
democratization in South America, in Northeastern Europe, Taiwan, South Korea, even
South Africa? Well these are the relatively easy cases for demoraasdion. In societies

that, comparatively speaking, are rich, literate, have good citizen skills litatadhe

transition, and had an institutional legacy in place of usable state institutions, atohsesn

even usable democratic institutions left over from earlier attempts to dein@cra

| would put it to you that the remaining cases, that are on the to-do list of demoanatizati
are going to be much harder than the ones that | just mentioned. | have written an article
that’s forthcoming inThe National Intereghat talks about the recent experience of electoral
politics in the Middle East, where the results of the elections have often been to empowe
winners who represented sectarian groups, ethnic groups, drug lords, war lords, people
spouting nationalist ideologies, and promoting nuclear proliferation.

And why does this happen? It's because these countries have relatively low GNPtper capi
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relatively high rates of illiteracy. Some of them are oil states and weetbéhis morning

how being an oil state is problematic for democratization and also because they don’t have
usable state institutions that help them overcome these societal deficitakeat
democratization difficult.

So what is the prescription? Again, it's an idea that came up in this morning’s @iscuss

It's get the sequence of democratization right. Start with institution buildistg frirst of

all, make sure you decide which is the nation that is going to exercise national self-
determination. We haven’t answered that question in Iraq and we went ahead and held
elections anyway and the results have been polarizing. Second on the list is to develop
effective administrative institutions of the state, a state that is not gaangt state where

the bureaucrats are actually doing what the leaders ask them to rather tlaacifigedn

their own agendas. Then once the state is behaving according to rule of law, move rule of
law, its principles, into the broader societal arena with courts, media, and pphtitak.

And then, finally, hold the national elections based on free competition of politicakpartie

Wherever possible try to do it in that sequence. To do it backwards, risks polarizing the
country around ethnic, sectarian, and nationalist issues, because in a quick election, the
groups that will tend to form are the groups that already exist in society baseduos, cult
based on ethnicity, based on religious identity. It's much harder for groups that crosscut
those kinds of cultural categories to form. They need to have in place some rule of law
institutions to facilitate the formation of crosscutting civil society groupishvis why the
process has to be one of patience and getting the sequence right.

RICHARD BETTS
Thank you Jack. Carl Gershman.

CARL GERSHMAN
Thank you. First let me begin by thanking Secretary Albright for convening this meeting
and for organizing a discussion on democracy which is not a simplistic one, but relaldy is a
to benefit from her experience in the field as somebody who has been active in promoting
democracy.

| have been asked to respond to the following question. Democracies don't fight wars
against each other, but countries that are in the process of becoming democrafies are
prone to civil war, ethnic conflict, and international war. What are the implicaticdhssof
for strategies of democracy promotion and for the prudence of basing U.S. policy on
pressing states to democratize on a forced pace timetable? That's the questebden
asked to respond to.
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| will quickly and I think this is a question obviously that derives from Jack Snyder’s work.

| will try to respond to it on the basis of factual analysis, definitions of what wabard,

and then also policy implications and... Before | do, let me just note that the discussion we
are having about the relationship between democracy, and peace, and the effort to qualify the
democratic peace argument, is really just one aspect of a much larger disabssit

democracy, where there are many internal reasons that people feel, exist fatigyom
democracy, including facilitating economic development, having governments that are
responsive to people’s social and economic needs and are prepared to spend for that.

Arguments that are the protective functions of democracy, human rights, protectist aga
famine, the argument of a democracy , the ways of dealing with the problems of corruption,
where you need independent judiciary, free media, alternative elections, in ordentuttdeal
these problems. Even the constructive argument for democracy that Sen. made and which
Bush echoed and | think you have got it wrong, in what you said. He did not say that, “no
country is not ready for democracy”. Sen.’s point, and it was echoed by Bush in his speech,
was that democracy is the way. The question is not whether people are fit for dgmocrac
but how people can become fit through democracy, how they can learn, how they can grow
through democracy, and then, also the intrinsic reasons.

This is part of a much larger discussion and we are discussing one small aspect of the
democratic peace argument and there, just to clarify things. It is not true thoadrdenmg
countries are especially prone to conflict, as the question that was put to meHtates

guestion is, are they more prone than what? And in an analysis, we know, first of all, that
democratizing countries are more prone to conflict, than stable liberal derescrabiat

point will be conceded. We also know that poor countries are more prone to conflict than
affluent countries, but the real question | think that’s before us is that, if we control per
income, our country is less likely to be engaged in conflict if they are demauwgatizan if

they are not democratizing. That is the question and in an analysis that is presenta in a
book by, one of Secretary Albright’s former assistants, Morton Halpern and two other
colleagues, The Democracy Advantage, there is a lot of very good statistics arhénes

they compare countries that are democratizing, in general, versus countries tiwit a
democratizing and controlling per income. For those countries they found globally where the
per capita income is $4,000 or less, the democratizing countries, had from theiricakulat

an 18 percent chance of having conflict versus a higher percentage, 21 percent, in countries
that were all the other countries. In controlling at $2,000 per capita income or less the, the
comparative figures were 17 percent and 22 percent.

Since 1990, which was when so many countries undertook the process of democratization,
the numbers are even lower. The countries undergoing democratization since 1990 are
somewhere in order of 15 percent having experienced some conflict, whereas for
non-democracies the figure is over 20 percent. You can go to the book and see these
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statistics, which they have in fact, since the third wave; international cdrdbcactually
gone down in the world. It is arguable, and they make the argument, that the process of
democratization has been a contributing factor to that on a regional basis. The onlyregi
the world, where non-democratizing countries have tended to have less conflict than
democratizing countries is East Asia. There are special factors theres tQaeit's been a
relatively stable region and the one country that was democratizing where théeeha
conflict, namely the Philippines is accountable for most of the conflict in the regpom af
democratizing country. That conflict began before the process of democratizatian, in t
Philippines, began. But in all the other regions the contrasts are especiallyjdrama
Africa, for example, they found that the autocracies, the non-democratizing cquargies
almost twice as likely to engage in conflict as the democratizing countdes a
democratization has been seen as a significant factor associated with either
Democratization is not seen as a significant factor associated withtegheequency or the
magnitude of conflict, when controlling per income, and | am trying to get the same
conditions to make meaningful comparisons.

The problem then becomes one of definition. | mean, what is a democratizing country? |
don’t agree that Yugoslavia, under Milosevic, , is a democratizing country. In the Mationa
Endowment for Democracy we, in terms of thinking about the world in which we are
operating and how we respond to different countries. We have various categories of
countries and we distinguish between what we think of as emerging democracids F whic
would call democratizing countries - and semi-authoritarian hybrid regimes.

There is a whole literature on this now and it turns out, that since the beginning of the third
wave, these semi authoritarian hybrid countries, which are neither really moveugl tow
democracy but are ruled by autocratic governments, but have some space. They have very
significant elements of autocracy, not only manipulated elections, but disenfemhchis

people, but are weak parliaments a lack of independent judiciary, high levels of corruption, a
government control of the media, serious human rights violations, weak rule of law. These
are not democratizing countries.  Yugoslavia became, was able to get to the path of
democratization in 2000, when Milosevic was removed and | think that that certainly has
contributed to peace in the Balkans and has not set peace back. Similarly, Ukraine was not a
democratizing country before the breakthrough in the Orange Revolution, in December,
Georgia, in 2003 - Kyrgyzstan today.

What you have in the world today is a large number of countries. It's actually the most
rapidly growing number of countries that | call semi authoritarian. These courpiesent

a... they are not democratizing, but they have spaces that permit movements to try to
develop, to achieve a breakthrough. And if the breakthrough can be achieved they can then
try to engage in a meaningful process of democratic consolidation of the kind thaargecre
Albright spoke about during lunch. These spaces make possible breakthroughs and that is
one of the distinguishing features of semi authoritarian countries; but also tteetayis
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significant backlash against efforts to democratize. A backlash that in mgaywas
precipitated by the breakthroughs at the end of last year in Ukraine; in 2003 in Georgia, in
Kyrgyzstan. Where countries have been tightening up, making it much more difficult and |
don’t consider Zimbabwe, Uzbekistan, Iran, Venezuela, Russia, Belarus, Egypt, to be
democratizing countries. You have to have another category for that and you can’t say that
[LAUGHS] because these countries are responsible. And | think this is where you have the
problem that is being spoken about here, of the use of nationalism, to try to develop a
political base.

It is not from the democratizers that you get this manipulation of nationalismfrdirighe
demagogues, the populace, the autocrats, often who have state power, who are trying to set
back any breakthrough by forces that want to see more of a rule of law and that ggts finall
to the policy implications. There was a piece inWal Street Journalhat | was reading

on a plane coming up this morning on Azerbaijan, which has a parliamentary election
coming up on November the 6th. Is Azerbaijan a democratizing country, or is it not a
democratizing country? And they list a number of factors that are of concern to tee Unit
States and the European Union and others and I'll just list them off. I'll read them off
quickly because they indicate some of the problems that we have in these semi aathorita
non-demaocratizing countries: limits on election, on election rallies, police otistra¢
opposition campaigning local government help to favored candidates. Heavy TV coverage
of president and government, local branch of independent radio ordered shut down
government majorities on local election commissions. State workers all@gesibured to
attend rallies of pro-government candidates. Government refuses steps to prevelet mult
voting.

Now the question that is before the United States today is not a forced paced timetable
find the whole concept of a forced paced timetable to be offensive. The question is whether
the United States should try to help. Or should we just simply say no. If we help the
Democrats, in Azerbaijan in this situation, we are going to contribute to conflictwayhe
ultimately to address the problems, I think, that are being pointed out here, is to have more
democracy, to help the people who have committed to the rule of law, who are against
corruption, who want to see real elections, not fake elections, who are not going to
manipulate nationalism to promote their own interest, to help those people, to give them
some encouragement, to stand by them, and not to abandon them on the basis of a
rationalization that by helping them and contributing to democratization, somehow we are
contributing to global conflict. I think it's a false argument. It's not based on anything
that’s factual and I think we should stand with the Democrats. Thank you.

RICHARD BETTS
Thank you. Nikolas Gvosdev.
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NIKOLAS GVOSDEV
Thank you. | would first like to echo a point that the Secretary raised at lunch, which | think
is very important in these discussions about democracy promotion. If you look at the debate
among both analysts and practitioners of foreign policy in the United States, will
acknowledge the desirability of democracy. That in the end, a world of democracies, is a
good thing.

The question is, and the debate then lies in, how do we achieve this? And how realizable is
it in any particular area, region, or country? And then the question which this panel was
asked to address. The point to which this should be a prime organizing principle of U.S.
foreign policy, as opposed to one of the objectives of U.S. foreign policy.

Before | go into my points, just to jump into the debate, which I think we’ll very much get
into in the question period after. | am a bit concerned about the way we play a litledast
loose with terminology and with describing countries as democratizing and not
democratizing. Especially when it becomes clear that it's being used to suppgiie st

or not.

| would argue, for example, that Ukraine, under Khramov [PH], when Yushchenko was
Prime Minister, was very much considered to be a democratizing country, or #hdtast

was the rhetoric in Washington. It's when Yushchenko is removed as Prime Minister, and
the scandal began to hit, that we began to see the retrenchment.

Similarly in Georgia, Shevardnadze, through most of his career as president cdGeasg

seen as a democratizing figure. And again it's important to recall that Mikakashvili

served in Shevardnadze’s government. And again, we can point to when Saakashvili leaves
government in Georgia, as a point when democratization begins to stop, and when they have
backsliding. 1think it's important for many of these countries not to see these asraack a
white. This country is democratizing. This one is not, and that there is a much wider
spectrum where a country can move forward, it can get stalled. It can begin to babkslide

to avoid this kind of a game of coloring in maps. You know, we used to have the maps
where the international Communist conspiracy was being put out, and countries were being
colored red and pink and other shades, to show the degree to which they were being
subverted by the Soviet Union.

| think the same thing we need to apply with this process of democratization and to see that
in many countries, it is an ongoing process. It is not a linear process. To describe a country
as being democratic or not democratic, democratizing or not democratizing, fokehedf sa
wanting to be able to put it into a neat box. It's useful for discourse. It's great for.op-eds
don’t know if it's as helpful for grappling with some of the policy issues that we havelto dea
with today and | think that this is something hopefully we can discuss further in thansess



I"#$ W&+ $*1$& -&)HF (. $ $& ($I( * #0
01& $&( 2(/$#$#& ($/($& $ $3(6

This question about war and stability, | wanted to look more at the domestic or internal
guestion of internal peace of a state, as opposed to... We have now heard the discussion
about its external behavior. To pick up on a point that Gayle Smith had ended our first
session with, which is the question and the relationship between a state that is
democratizing, but also whether or not that means the state has to be weak, or whaather it ¢
be a strong state.

| think that you know, in the New Testament, there is a wonderful proverb about how divine
wisdom sends rain down upon the just and the unjust alike. If we take that principle, an
authoritarian, dictatorial or totalitarian state represses both the just amgjuseat the same
time. The question with democratization often has to be, how can you move a state away
from repressing the just, while not ignoring the fact that there are still golng problems

that a state has to deal with? It's rare that a state can democratizéulishpeeserving

most of its capabilities intact. We have to acknowledge that democratizaticialmein

most cases leads to a period of time, where state capabilities aredaffedt=e forces are
under review, illustration, whatever party you want to put in afterwards, beatificat
De-communism is taking place, where there is a certain degree of short tatoriips

where the institutions of the state may be overhauled. It may be weakened as asrsult w
society may be polarized.

We have to accept that this is part and parcel of the promotion and extension of democracy,
that there is going to be a period of convalescence and not to pretend that simply because a
state is holding elections, and because parties are organizing, that that nmearexyttang

is well, and that there are no problems that have to be dealt with. | think the Secastary m

a very important point about the post euphoria. Let me just give you this one poll, from
Ukraine. It's very telling. By the Democratic Initiatives Foundation in Kiev iagtbeen

tracking the, trust level in President Yushchenko in March of this year. Yushchenko had a
trust factor of 43 points. That is, when people were asked, do you trust? Do you not trust
him? Those who said that they trust him and his government were 43 points over those who
said that they did not trust. By September, his rating is now -8. So that, you can see, that
there has been a collapse of 51 points of his trust level by Ukrainian society. The
researchers said that this tendency can be explained by the fact that manyhtkfe#li

that the promises they heard during the Orange Revolution, have not been fulfilled and then,
of course, we have the government crisis, the Orange Coalition fracturing, peaptg feel

that, the promises that they heard both internally, about fight against corruption,
improvement of living standards, as well, by the way, of some of the promises they were
hearing from their partners in Europe and the United States, about a qualitatiesndiff
relationship that Ukraine was supposed to have not been fulfilled.

This leads to this question then, that we heard this morning, about people’s trust in
democracy erodes. It's very worrisome that in the space of less than a year, to have a
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collapse of trust where you had a figure who last December was being hailed in tke squar
as, you know, below freezing temperatures in the Maidan and then now to have so many
people across the country saying, the more things change, the more they stay thehsame. T

| think, we need to be concerned about. That when you have rapid political change
sometimes when you have a sudden and revolutionary shift in government, that this can lead
to the ability of the state to provide a number of the goods that people expect a state to
provide. The Secretary mentioned people would rather eat than vote. They would also like
to feel that they can walk down the street, and not be robbed, that there is a system of law
and order in place.

We saw that in Georgia, trying to get to the bottom of corruption in the police department,
that President Saakashvili had to fire, in essence, the entire Thilisi pralite force. For
several weeks there were no traffic police in the capital while they warg to go through
and weed out corruption and trying to get people through a training program.

You have a very real concern, that after the result of the change in Kyrgyzsiantiear|

year, that the opening that has been presented, particularly to drug traffickerse. waser

recent piece, at the end of September, Verchenky Bishkek [PH], which is one of the leading
papers in Kyrgyzstan, very concerned about the alliance between drug lords andrmliticia
and the fact that, you know, a heroin trade out of Afghanistan, which generates $12 billion a
year in revenue, gives drug lords quite a bit of walking around money to buy politicians, to
buy police, to buy political parties, in essence and that’s something to be concerned about.

In a number of the states and in many cases, pieces of states that we are dbaling wi
guestions of security for members of ethnic minorities, religious minoritiesll Mée to

go through, whether it's in Irag, whether Bosnia, Kosovo, the conflicts and the caucuses.
People who don't feel that the state is capable to protect them and therefore, lthew tal
militias, or they will turn to other groups. All of this can be very difficult to overcothe

we look at a historical example, if we were to look back at the liberation of Sici§43

and 1944, you know, we can say, well, these are just problems that can be overcome. Well,
we had a number of these issues to be faced in Sicily about, well, how do we reconstruct
government? In some cases, the feeling was, well, if you were jailed by Mussalimugt

have been a Democrat, or at least you were anti-fascist. Except in Sicityetiuai, because
Mussolini had carried out a very extensive anti-Mafia campaign, that a number of people
who were released from prison, and in some cases by the American occupation aythorities
installed as mayors and police chiefs, happen to be members of the Mafia. This of course,
was a crippling legacy of Sicily. And some people would say that Sicily, even now, hasn’t
completely overcome the reconstitution of the Mafia in the 1940s and the 1950s, aided, of
course, by the United States and so many venerable residents of New York, who were asked
to leave this fair city, and to return to that island as well, as, part of deals thhathmade

here.
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It really points to this question about incomplete liberalization, incomplete deimaticm,

and creating problems. This doesn’t mean, by the way, some people hear these arguments,
and they will say, well that means that we shouldn’t democratize at all. Thatiswdhe
argument should be interpreted. Well, because you have these problems, it’'s better not to
interfere with governments and so on.

But it does mean you have to be realistic about the problems that will be faced, notsimply t
fall into this sort of CNN rhetoric, where you see a crowd on a square with flags. Then the
day after the square empties, your attention goes somewhere else, and then the Qaisgres
the funding, for democracy promotion efforts, because they say well, the job is done here
and that you really have to pay attention to these capabilities.

Obviously, in Central and East Europe, one of the things that helped those, transitions along,
was the very real benefits of NATO and EU membership, but the EU has signaled,
particularly in its constitutional referenda, that it is hitting expansioguati It doesn’t want

to expand Europe to the point where, and | have heard this from, and | am sure many of us
have heard from Europeans, they don’'t want the EU to become the whole world. They have
a very clear sense, that at some point, the EU ends.

What worked for Poland, what worked for countries like Slovakia, which went through a
rockier period in terms of democracy, and it had this nationalist and potentially
anti-democratic leadership in the ‘90s, which was turned around because of the offer of EU
membership. The EU is not necessarily going to offer that to Ukraine, or to Georgia, or t
Tunisia, or to Algeria, or further away. So, we have to look at capabilities.

Brent Scowcroft and Sandy Berger, | think, did a very interesting, piece of work for the
Council. They summarized, and expanded on some of those findings, in a piece they did for
our current issue, on why the United States needs to really build up its capabilitiesetlVe

both our military and our civilian capabilities to do a lot of these capacity tasks. When a
country is going through a transition and a police force is being revamped. You should have
the ability to deploy capabilities on the ground.

We heard Jesse Ribot this morning talking about the need for extra financing perhaps. Many
of these programs well might need to spend a little bit more time, a little ateffort. But

I'll leave you with this point. Because I think this is, sums up a lot of the current dilemma

we see here.

We are a democracy ourselves and what happens when, in a democracy, a majority of the
population, is not convinced or are ambivalent about the whole question of democracy
promotion. So that the Scowcroft/Berger proposals for rapid reaction forces andrteams
place and more military that implies that the society wants to fund these theigseople

will join the military to do democracy promotion, which | have never seen a U.S. military
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recruiting ad yet that talks about democracy promotion. It talks about skills, money for
college, and strength for now, strength for later. It doesn’t talk about; join the U t&rymili
to spread democracy.

Unless there is a societal commitment in a democracy like ours, where aywdjpaople

feel that they are committed to this as an American task, | think we are goingituedat

run into this problem of, in essence, muddling through with democracy promotion, where we
have... We start off, | think, the best intentions. We want to see the process through and
then we begin to lose our focus, lose our effort. Members of Congress find it difficult to go
back to their districts and justify, spending more money. | am sure the NED could use much
more money than it currently gets, as well as many of the other organizations.

| think that, in some cases. We talked a lot this morning, and | think there were some
guestions from the audience about the U.S. face to the rest of the world on this question. |
think we also need to very much confront our own internal debate on this issue. If we as a
society are not fully committed on democracy promotion as a central feature atéme
foreign policy, we need to make that clear, and we need to adjust our policies accordingly,
because we can’t continue to promise much, and deliver a lot less. | think that the results
then tend to be...we don’t get either of the best of the two worlds in that. So | would leave
us, with that question.

RICHARD BETTS
Yes, real quick?

MADELEINE ALBRIGHT
Well, 1 think that we have had some very provocative presentations here. | think that I kind
of said a lot of things | thought at lunch. I think that, for your last point Nikolas, | think the
perspective here is, is based on the idea that democracies don't fight. TherefonelJiS.
national interest to have more democracies, rather than fewer democracesgadfwith
the premise that democracies fight, which | actually can’'t buy, then it does undérrute
from my perspective, | thought America was safer when there were demothatiegre
also economically developed. Then, there is the whole idea about the humanitarian aspect
and whether you see countries where people have more rights and are happier whether that is
in the U.S. national interest. | happen to think yes.

So | kind of go at it the other way. Which is what is good for U.S. national interest? So,
that’'s where | would come out. | think that the point on the use of nationalism is something
ever was at best. | think the point that | now see. | think nationalism is the strongest forc
the international system in many different ways and it's a mobilizing forceoPthe

problem is that we are now into sub nationalism, because every group has to have territory,
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its currency, and its airline. So, there is just the sense that, and that has been, | think, a

problem of kind of micro nationalism; but | remember very well sitting actually cheor,

and writing papers about how the Communists had used nationalism. Having written a

paper on Yugoslavia and Vietham, on the use of the way that Communism ascribed to it
nationalist principles. So it's the easiest way to mobilize people.

| am trying to figure out why if, | can be frank, so | don’t like your thesis. Because it goes
against everything that | have kind of thought about, in terms of... So | buy what Carl said,
in comparison to what? . Many of the points that you raise, actually have to do with the
phase in the separation of Armenian/Azerbaijan from the Soviet Union, and fights over
Nagorno-Karabakh. Or Yugoslavia, which was held together artificially by a Corsmuni
dictator. So it's the phases. So, what | am learning is that democracy promotion, versus
democracy imposition and those are two very different things. That democracy promotion i
much more difficult than we thought and it does not have a straight trajectory and that the
problem is that democracy has to deliver. That's where you get back into the inteial par
of things that we talked about this morning. | do think if your job is the promotion of U.S.
national interest, then | think that democracy promotion actually suits our policies

RICHARD BETTS
Thank you. Do any of the panelists want to directly address anything that was sai@ earli
[LAUGHS] Yeah.

JACK SNYDER
Well, those were very good points that were raised in rebuttal to my argument. $gj@t m
through a few of them fairly quickly.

First of all the point that Carl started off with, to what has Bush actually beey sdput
countries being ready for democracy? And yes, it’s true. . What Bush has been saying is
that, practicing democracy, is the best way, to get ready for democracy and Wantisto

raise the question as to whether that is in fact true.

The proposition that | would put on the table, in opposition to that view is that, no.
Practicing democracy, holding mass competitive elections in particular, wheneyoota
ready for democracy. When you don’t have the institutional or other pre-conditions for
democracy in place, tends to lock in an anti-democratic mass politics becauseedtibee a
kinds of groups that get mobilized in the institutional wasteland of countries thdt aren’
ready for democracy.

So Bosnia, the elections are held too soon. The winners are the nationalist partiegsethat ha
directly inherited the people and the attitudes of the groups that had just fought thaacivil
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there.

RICHARD BETTS
All right, Jack. And are you talking about the 1990 elections, or the...
JACK SNYDER

1995.
RICHARD BETTS
Yeah.

JACK SNYDER
You know, after Dayton.

RICHARD BETTS
OK.

JACK SNYDER
Likewise in Irag. Before the institutions are built the elections become an etidnic a
sectarian referendum. Now, we not only have a party system, but we have a constitution of
Iraqg, that politicizes sectarianism and ethnicity. That way of organizingcgabt | suspect,
not going to be around just for the first election, but it's going to be around for the second,
third, and the fourth election, because those are the institutions that we have created, by
going off half-cocked.

Second point about the studies of GNP per capita that you were citing, | think that there are
other studies that do control for GNP per capita. Studies of civil wars that show tiails par
democracy effect. So there seems to be a discrepancy of results. One possible/hga

we see the discrepancy of results is, what else is being controlled for? In thiedstLayth
Mansfield, it was crucial to control for the strength of political institutionsyadsll recall,

we found that transitions to democracy were successful when the state had comesiderabl
institutional strength at the beginnings of the transition but led to violence only when the
institutions were weak. Moreover, strong institutions can sometimes be a substitute

having low GNP per capita. India has become a successfully consolidated democracy
despite very low GNP per capita.

Now | suspect that one of the other key differences in the study that you are talking about is
that there is a very different threshold for what is a democratizing country.isldresid |
looked at two different thresholds. One was the threshold between complete autocracy and
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mixed regime. The other was the threshold between mixed regime and what Sharyn this
morning was calling a partial democracy, and a complete democracy. And we found that the
transition from a mixed regime to a full democracy was not particularly prakitefor war
violence. It was only the transition from autocracy to the mixed regime. The thingptha

are calling hybrids.

So what's a hybrid? Well, Uzbekistan is not a hybrid. It's just a plain autocracy; but
Yugoslavia, Armenia, Azerbaijan, for us, certainly count as mixed regimes aisd that
exactly the problem that we are pointing to. So the question is, do you need to go through
the stage of problematic hybrids, or mixed regime, or partial democracy, when you make
your transition? Well, if you are the Czech Republic and you have a very highly educated
population with a democratic history with well established state institutions aptepeho
know how to follow rules. Then you can go from autocracy straight to democracy, no
problem. If you are Afghanistan, Iraq or in the future, if you are China and Syria, you are
probably going to have to go through whatever you want to call this middle stage, hybrids,
partial democracy. When you are in that stage you need to pay attention to the sequence of
the transition, or things are not going to go well.

Just one last point in response to Secretary Albright’s point. Is it democoatinais it a

side of the breakup of states like the USSR, Yugoslavia? | think there is definitely
something to that point, but in many of these cases of state breakup, it's precisely the
beginnings of the period of mass nationalist politics that break up the state. Thairgdyce

what happened in Yugoslavia, and it seems to be what is happening to break up the state in
Iraq now.

RICHARD BETTS
All right. 1 want to get to questions but if you have a very quick answer.

CARL GERSHWIN
Yeah. |'would like to if | may. |think there are two different issues that weerhiye.
The first has to do with democracy and elections. The point | made is not about elections.
He talked about the constructive effect of democracy, meaning that people who can live in a
democratic environment can discuss. They can take their own problems into their own hands
and try to set their own priorities, and they can learn, and they can grow. It's a process of
growth. | don’t think you should just boil that down completely into elections. The
elections argument is really a reiteration of a liberal democracy argumbat’s basically
what you are making. The main argument about a liberal democracy that someh@nslecti
are bad in many situations, because they will help consolidate and legitimidermoicratic
majorities. | don’t think that that’s really true.
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It depends on the kind of elections; whether the elections are really free andtfaéry dfe

free and fair elections, and they allow, as Secretary Albright was sayimgcht second and

third elections. You can have a free press, which allows the points of view to get out. If you

can have the right to organize, if you can have an independent electoral commission, if you

can have monitors for the elections, if you can have all of those things that obviously implies
an awful lot of freedom.

It gets to the second point, which | think has to do with this failure on the part of both of the
other speakers, | think, to recognize that there are differences, in that middite Beete

are rather critical differences. True, you have autocracies over here, cainair e
dictatorships and this is a spectrum. There are differences among autocrawes., |

China is a very different country from North Korea. North Koreans flee into China, and
think they are in heaven, but China is a dictatorship. It is not a partial democracy.

Then you have a consolidated liberal democracy. You have a vast number of countries in
between. |think it is not at all, a debater’s point, as Mr. Gvosdev was saying whem he sai
that it is useful for discourse only. There are people who are fighting for thesetutiss

on the ground. Real people who are part of political movements, who are against corrupt,
autocratic, semi dictatorial systems that manipulate nationalism, thgiuteie elections,

that control the press, that control the judiciary, and they are fighting for a moeg libe
system.

| think you could make a distinction between that situation and a situation where you don’t
have a consolidated liberal democracy, but you have what is called an electoral dgmocra
where the elections are basically free and fair, where they pass muster. till Yawes

a lot of problems. These are not consolidated democracies, but these are very, veny diffe
circumstances from what | call this hybrid, mixed systems, and you cannot just simpl
consolidate those altogether. It is not a matter of debater’s points or oversingyiliky

world. It is dealing with the world, as it exists, for real people on the ground that are
fighting very difficult struggles in these elections coming up in Azerbaijan onrNloethe

6th. Fighting very difficult struggles, to try to move to a more open, liberal syshemew
people are not disenfranchised. Those are real problems. Not just for politicastscient
although 1 do think, and hope, that people who are academics and political scientists would
start getting a little more sophisticated in making the distinctions, betwesstaral and
fraudulent democracies.

RICHARD BETTS
All right. We can go back and forth on this for a length of time. Very, very quickly, let me
get to you.
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NIKOLAS GVOSDEV
Well, let me just throw this point out. Let’s take a look at Ukraine. What is UkraineZoday
President Yushchenko had to turn to Viktor Yanukovych and to his party to get his Prime
Minister confirmed. The Secret Service that poisoned Yushchenko last year andhbd clea
house. He is now bringing back these people. It's a wonderful report in the Ukrainian press
about. They are saying all of these security officials; we can’t really thouwtitheir
expertise. Maybe they poisoned the president, but...?

So I mean | understand your point, but also don’t misinterpret, | think, what | am saying or
what Professor Snyder is saying, which is, that there is a constant dynamic.

And it's interesting that Yushchenko, if you look at the Ukraine Pravda website, which
supported him very strongly, is now coming out and saying, well maybe he is not as the
democrat that we thought he was when he was elected. And | think that there is. It's not a
guestion of the regime is a hybrid, or not a hybrid, but that the president of the country, in
trying to move forward on tackling with issues, is now grappling with, do | move ahead with
democratic reform? Do | reach out to members of the old regime, including people that
were lined up against me? The same thing, | think, that President Saakashviing deal

with in Georgia about the methods that he is using to consolidate his government and
regime. |think that it is important for us to be aware, that even within a regimedibée

has a trajectory towards democratizing, that there is going to be a lot of room for
backsliding. We need to be aware of that and not just to say, at any given moment, a
snapshot, this country is democratic, and this country is not, because | think that you are
finding people who supported Yushchenko and Saakashvili, when they came in. Now both
have very important domestic critics who now say that they are betraying the dtenocr
ideals that they were elected into office to uphold.

RICHARD BETTS
Mr. Gershman, | am trying to understand what your definition about democratizing country
is, because it sounds like it's sort of arbitrary, in the sense that countriesnoesehat we
like are democratizing, but countries or regimes that we don'’t like aren’t damimgya
Specifically in reference to Serbia under Milosevic, as ironic as this sdemean, if you
look at the reality throughout the 199; in 1996, for instance, his party lost municipal
elections throughout the country. In 1997, his favorite candidate for the presidency lost
elections, and in 2000, he himself lost elections for the presidency, which led to his
downfall.

Throughout the 1990s, he had to include different opposition parties in the National
Parliament to form a majority and of course, there was an independent media, and
independent NGOs, and so forth. So, | am trying to understand how you can say, that’s not a
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democratizing country. Secretary Albright, are you taking questions?

MADELEINE ALBRIGHT
Sure.

RICHARD BETTS
Well, you should respond to that one.

MADELEINE ALBRIGHT
Yeah. [LAUGHS]

RICHARD BETTS
[LAUGHS] | am just curious about what you said, with regard to the paper you wrote and
how you thought that Yugoslavia was an artificial country run by a Communist dictator and |
am sort of moving that forward, thinking about what that implies for the future of Bosnia.

We all know how the Yugoslav story ended up. But you know, you could make a pretty
strong case that Bosnia is an artificial country, run by an international dicteyou |

looked at public opinion polls half, if not more, of the population of Bosnia would probably
vote to dissolve it. So, again, what does that say for the future of multi ethnicrstates i
Southeastern Europe?

NIKOLAS GVOSDEV
Can you get back to the question? Carl Gershwin, if you could clarify for me what your
definition is and the difference between democratizing and democratic.

CARL GERSHWIN
Well, | think there are various differences. | mean, there is democratizing, andt Inoadke
it. | said there are basically autocracies. They are fraudulent, or hybrid,.gboritarian
countries. There are emerging democracies, or democratizing countries. | woulkat,put t
and then there are democracies.

Now, let’s keep that. You can have more than four categories. Let me just note, that in the
Freedom House survey, which is done annually, it gets a little bit more refined than that
They have three large categories, of not free, partly free, and free. But withiyothhave
various levels in which these things... They make an attempt to try to measure the things
that | am talking about. | believe that in trying to make the distinction between
democratizing and democratic. | mean, obviously this has to do with the consolidation of
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institutions, rule of law, independent judiciary, dealing, dealing with problems of, of
corruption. | mean there are many differences between a consolidated free country and a
electoral democracy.

| think the more meaningful distinction that is at issue in this discussion, is thmetiosti
between an electoral democracy and a semi authoritarian, autocratic countriioé tige

can debate about Uzbekistan. There are more political spaces there than tharelerere
Communism. | would agree probably it leans very heavily toward the autocratic side, but i
many of these countries today you have some kind of part. You had it in Yugoslavia in 1996.
You had some possibility for a political competition, but it was controlled, it was
manipulated, it was violent. You did not have rule of law institutions that could try to
ensure that people would not be disenfranchised. There was a struggle going on in that
country and that struggle was not resolved, finally. These struggles are nelexdes

finally. Democracy is really a struggle for partial victories. Onke I¢tep at a time, and

there will always be two steps forward, one step back, perhaps as in Ukraine today.

There was a breakthrough in September of 2000 where it gave them more of an opportunity
to try to build liberal institutions and try to move closer to Europe and to try to integrate
within Europe. They had no chance for that, whatsoever and | think that’s a rather
significant distinction, and it's not something that simply should be brushed aside, you had
phony elections in a particular country.

MADELEINE ALBRIGHT
Well, first of all, I think that the story of Yugoslavia is one of the more complicated
anywhere, especially in the region. We all studied all the Balkan wars, and alihimgse
| personally believe that Tito was a dictator and that it was the combination of aydbantr
he pulled together for a variety of different reasons, creating areas that kxagted éefore
and trying to mix and match what was a very complicated national story. He seized on the
idea of nationalism because it was popular at the time to complete his country.

The whole story you could spend several hours, days just talking about Yugoslavia.
Nevertheless, after he died, and the interesting part about him... Well, if | can kesama

| am probably the only person that would actually have gone on vacation with a fellow
Columbia student, to go look at Communist Party muses. And [LAUGHS] when we did
that, through Central and Eastern Europe, they all had totally phony histories, except when
you went to Belgrade, where in fact, there was blood on partisan uniforms and it was a
Communist Party that rose from the bottom and Tito was its leader. Nevertheless, &e
dictator.

Well, what was interesting, in Tito’s Yugoslavia, was that he began...and | think &his is
argument to be made. Dictators can also figure out how to release levers at iragsud t
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think that Yugoslavia in the ‘60s and ‘70s was in a completely different situation than the
other Communist countries and levers were released. Maybe there is anotloey cditeg
loosening dictatorship or controlled dictatorship or something like that.

The bottom line on Milosevic was that | think he manipulated a variety of democratic
institutions to put his own people in, creating subordinate parties, but it was all done through
fear, then, ultimately, through ethnic cleansing. He was not able to manipulatéiegeryt

But | do think that he was not operating through a democratic for... and that he used various
aspects of democracy to keep himself in power but we could spend a lot of time talking
about it.

| think the real problem, and | understand exactly what the issue is here, that we wanted t
have a multi ethnic state in Bosnia. The truth is that it is a multi ethnic stateeand t

problem, and | would agree here that really the ethnic parties got created. | don’t know how
you control the process in terms of saying, OK you have to wait. You are not going to have
elections because | think that that is something that one has to deal with, is a dbsire of
people to have elections. If they constitute themselves into ethnic parties, what dawyou the
do about that? So what you then try to do is create institutions where the multi ethrtic aspec
can take place. For me, if | had my druthers, | would not have ethnically based parties, and |
honestly don’t know how you avoid that. And also, how you hold people back from having
an election, but if you actually believe that Yugoslavia was a happy democratic coanry
surprised.

WOMAN
A number of people that | was with, who were at a university, said what revolution, you
know? It was like an overnight, you know? We can'’t call it a revolution. But the building
that | was staying in was on top of a nightclub, and apparently, what happened about a
month or two after the revolution, was that tenants decided that they were tired of baving t
stay up until the landlord wanted to close the nightclub because before the revolution, he
could do anything he wanted. And they got together, and they complained to whoever it
was, locally, and they got him to shut it at 11 p.m.

For me, that is what it's about. It's a mentality, of being able to unify as a compatnity
whatever level. Make your voice heard and demand a change in something in your life.
And I wonder, you know? | think it's wonderful to speak at these levels, but | think when
you see something like that, even an overnight revolution may not, to some people, really
sound like a revolution. But I think that it is a revolution and | would just... you don’t even
have to comment.
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MADELEINE ALBRIGHT
Well, 1 would use an example like that, exactly to say, that everybody is ready for
democracy, because it begins with people making decisions at a local or a building level
am fascinated by the fact that you used this example, because | often say tagera plac
China or wherever, people are making decisions about where, if they could, they want to
live. Then, that works up the chain. So I do think that is a sign of a mentality of wanting to
get control over your own life, which is what democracy is about actually, is takiyg awa
control from somebody who has decided that they are the leader and saying you either give
me control or | will create a system whereby | put people into office who will respongl t
control. By the way we are not, you know? | think we have to remember that democracy is
a process, even in this country and | think that’s the part that we need to think about a little
bit more.

WOMAN
A little bit about the Bosnian case. The present situation is that Bosnia is iarpadiintry
with two entities. It has three presidents that represent each ethnic partyilitEnge was
unified recently and the civilian police are supposed to sometimes soon, but through the
process of political blackmail, it's back on the table to be renegotiated. | have $eemndif
views in your theories about democratizing countries, but | have seen one common thread to
it, is that you are trying to garner help the international community so that eveaione
easily react swifter and better in the future.

Bearing that in mind, what would be your recommendation for the case of Bosnia. At least,
that’s the talk in local media and this leaves really Bosnia in a peculiar positioat d¢&/

you think should be the responsibility of the international community? And secondly, do
you think the United States should closely monitor, and possibly participate to some extent
in this process as its vital national interest?

NIKOLAS GVOSDEV
No, I think that that’'s an excellent point. It raises, first of all, an interestirgfigneabout
democracy which, and | think Gordon also alluded to this as well, is what happens if a state
that is a democracy, or at least is aspiring to be done, if a majority of the votets Weave
the state, or at least to change it and they are told by the international community no, you
need to keep this framework and learn to live together. It's sort of a forced Swiss
confederation coming from the outside, instead of growing from within and | don’t know
what the answer is.

| think it also touches on the question too of the willingness of the international community,
both of the Europeans and of the United States, to put the time and resources there. We
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have put a lot in there, but the question is, is it enough to hold it together to give people that
sense of security that after 2006 the place doesn’t fall apart and we return tol tharéivl

think a lot of it again has to come back to commitments. And | think the Secretary made an
important point about national interest, but that argument really does have to be carried
much more into the heartland, and | think it has been. Because we are already seeing, you
know the fatigue with regard to Iraq. | can’t see that if we are still deployeaqmi2006,

that there is going to be a lot of enthusiasm for revisiting Bosnia. Then we may come up
with this kind of, what | think happens in the end, is we start to end the compromise on
democracy. We start to look for the undemocratic solutions, in order to take an issue off the
table.

This question about what should have been done about the parties in Kazakhstan and
Azerbaijan; | have simply said ethnic parties aren’t allowed to form. And if yisteeg

one, we will arrest you and throw you in jail. It was an undemocratic move, but you talk to
people from Kazakhstan and they say that Kazakhstan avoided Bosnia in the 1990s, when
there was really much a flashpoint that Northern Kazakhstan might become a segamecof
Russian separatism. Precisely because if you wanted to be involved in politics, you had to
find ethnic Kazaks and ethnic Russians who were willing to come together in a party. It
didn’t happen in Bosnia and it didn’t happen in Iraq either.

It's hard to see that in the current National Assembly in Iraq. Sorry to bleed intgadbat

don’t see, for example, Kurds, Sunnis and Shia who agree, for example say, that they want a
socialist system for Iraq, forming a Socialist Party of Irag. They happenue arthin their

own secretarial and ethnic constituencies. | know that their Ambassador is comigadémt t

the next round of elections we’ll start to see inter-sectarian, interethtittorsa | just

don’t see what the motivating force is. Unless you are willing to impose, at the bgginni

an undemocratic choice and say, you can organize, but we are not going to let you organize
on ethnic lines. | think that creates a paradox, too.

MAN
It seems to be an agreement, everybody at the table, as to what democracy isiat,inrpart
an impatrtial, relevant not, and I think it's a lot more complicated than that. | recalis
debates | had on the Soviet Union and they were a democratic country and we should follow
our precepts. Now, we got a big argument that you are not a democratic country. You talk
about the ‘political democracy, but you don’t have an economic democracy. We are a
democratic country and you are not, you know? It seems to me there is a lot to be said there
and | don’t think it's so simple and define democracy, as it seems the fair amountyof sanit
[ph] at the table. | don’t think you could have any kind of a democracy, if you have a high
degree of economic lack of democracy. A large portion, | say, which exists in our country. |
would say that we are an imperfect democracy ourselves, right here. So | thinkrd’'s m
complicated than that, than was said so far. | don’t see, until you get an economic
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democracy in the world to have any kind of political democracy.

RICHARD BETTS
Who wants this one? Jack?

JACK SNYDER
| think there is something to that. One of the motives for elites to play the nationatist
ethnic card is precisely to align politics based on culture or nation or religion, as a
distraction from the alignment of politics based on class and the differencedtim of¢he
elites and the masses. So a nationalist appeal on the part of elites to impovetkshed fol
their own ethnic group is an appeal to ignore that difference in wealth and focus instead on
the difference in culture. At least, in some context, it's a device for coveringhever t
problem that you are pointing to with nationalist rhetoric. It's one of the reasons why
nationalism arises in these kinds of context, where authoritarian regimesakmgrp,
and you have privileged elites that are trying to hang onto power in the face of the rising
political activity of the have-nots of society.

CARL GERSHWIN
| hope that you'll agree that while the Communists used the argument of economigequalit
as a sort of real democracy, that it was done in a propagandistic way and they did nothing to
really further economic equality. Quite the contrary: the free societiesotieties that had
political liberty, did much better on that. But the point you raise... No, | know. [LAUGHS]
But | know that we are still involved in the same discussion today and | want to bring it up
to the present.

Because | think the problem that we confront today is populism, whether our populist
demagogues who exploit economic inequality to try to justify their own rule, and their
opposition to the elites and to the United States and to the West and to globalization and to
all of these things and we have to recognize that. | think you are entirely correct ingpoint

to this as a problem. The democratic world and the democratic leaders in particular
countries, where you have vast discrepancies in wealth, have to speak to these problems.
They have to find a way of addressing the problems of the poor.

Chavez has not helped the poor in Venezuela. He is riding, frankly, on a crest of higher oil
prices but the economy has not reformed. The economy is not growing. There is no real
investment there. Actually, the number of poor has expanded under that, but he has a line.
He has a populist appeal and | think it is necessary. The Democrats are never goirgy to com
back in that kind of a situation unless they can speak to the people who have these kinds of
social and economic needs. And that goes, frankly, all over the world. The democratic
camp will always be divided between liberals and between, liberals in the Europsan se
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and social Democrats and others, people who want to see a larger role for government. But
everyone is going to be having to address the issue of how we reach the people, who are
being excluded, without political and, and economic inclusion. Then democracy is, is
weakened, of course.

MAN
As Secretary Albright has stated, this is a process and the first procegstisitl of those
colonels. The first, these populace Sandinistas or otherwise, got rid of the colon€ls. That
great. That's a first step in the democratic process and what follows aftisrtthanake
that thing work better. But | don’t consider that to be a problem. | don’t consider that to be
great. | see that what follows, as you are seeing in Nicaragua, is that ibceaspthat goes
forward on the Sandinistas. And eventually you do get some reasonably beginnings of
democracy in that region which had none, while these colonels were running the place. So
the populace got rid of them. It was never an accommodating place. So itis a process and
it's a good process.

RICHARD BETTS
| have waited until a certain variety and care, but | do want to ask a question and maybe for
Secretary Albright because she was there the night of the storm. Some cepérspel,
no matter what you think about this process, we all want democracy.
The question | have is, are there cases where we will have to pay a serious phitesiod t
even if we stay on that...where there are tradeoffs between that and other intzr@sse
not all good things go together? When might as, [LAUGHS] as democracy begins in a
country. Before we take on and its foreign policy.

Well you might say we are a powerful country. We can absorb a lot of little punches.
That’s not a big deal, but are there exceptions to that? For example, Saudi Araleayaher
have a critical interest in oil or Pakistan, which | think nuclear weapons. If evideyme be

to become available that, due to whatever political dynamics, popular democracy in those
countries, would lead to a radically anti-American policy. Would we still have tthaty

the ideal of democracy takes precedence, or we have to make an exception to that?

MADELEINE ALBRIGHT
Well | think that you do this whether you do it every day or not. But a balancing act
between the kind of stability that comes, and the, what | would say, temporary upheaval of
some of the democratic aspects, because it creates, at least it changearthe. dihe
thing that | keep going back to Dick, is that the Cold War was pretty stable and half the
world lives under a system that kept everybody controlled and we lived under a different
system and those that were not under it, we tried to seduce to be on our side. So, in many
ways, there is kind of a Cold War nostalgia for when, you knew where people stood.
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| do think that the ultimate stability, however, comes from democracy. | really do liaitak t
But along the way, | think you have to make some pretty tough choices and Saudi Arabia is
always a very good example of that, of whether we can afford to have a massive upheaval.
What has happened, frankly, because we didn't, | think, at an earlier stage, talk more to the
Saudis about democracy, it has created a counter thing, with the Wahhabism, thédbcreate
larger issue. So you just put it off. But how would you stop it? That is the issue. If you
think that a democratic Saudi Arabia would create an anti-American systen efstior

invasion - how do you stop it?

RICHARD BETTS
Well, maybe we couldn’t stop it. But the question is, would you help them?

MADELEINE ALBRIGHT
Well, | think what, and | am speaking for myself, | would help it and try to help it go into
some lines that actually permit for that second election. But I think, in listenihg to t
discussion... first of all, none of us have the answers here. We may sound as if we do, but
we don’t. [LAUGHS] For me, the most difficult issue at the moment is this question of
ethnic politics or ethnicity, because there are two trends going on simultaneoushav&ve
all been told the nation state is dead. It is not dead, but there is this globalization ntoveme
that has... because it’s too big, and nobody knows where they belong. You begin to search
for a smaller and smaller group. So there are these two trends going on and we don’t know
how to handle. The only thing I can think of, and it goes to the ethnic parties, and it has
something to do with what we were trying to do in Bosnia, is to create the institutibns tha
make the ethnic groups work together: a unified police, or a unified military, or some kind of
cooperation. Because at this stage with the defrosting of the Cold War, all tirese et
groups are out there and | think that's the only way to deal with it. But on a given day, do |
want to see an upheaval in Saudi Arabia or a revolution worse than it is in Pakistan? No, but
| don’t know. The hard part is how to pull the levers to make it not happen the way you
don’t want it and in the long run, there is more stability in democracy and elections, and
having the second election.

MAN
Success stories: South Africa, Taiwan and Korea. What kind of political institth&ns
they had that gave them the advantage towards transition, or a peaceful tranditreas if i
peaceful? And how did they provide the dividends of democracy that the Ukraine can't right
now, that Yushchenko is failing at?
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JACK SNYDER
Oh. Well a good example of a country that did it in the right sequence institutionally is,
oddly enough, South Africa, which inherited, essentially all the institutions that youmeed t
make a modern democracy work from the apartheid regime. They had an effective state
administration. They had professionalized journalists. They knew how to hold elections.
They had a legislature. It's just the vast majority of people didn't get to vote. Sohibat
mass suffrage was introduced, you had all of the necessary components to make the
democratic state work. This was the classic sequence that Great Brit@edadehrough,
in the 18th and 19th century. It developed state institutions, parliamentary institutions,
institutions of free speech, and freedom of the press and then, only later, gradually
introduced mass suffrage. Obviously, countries today don’t have two centuries to do it. So
the timeframe needs to be telescoped. But the basic idea of the sequence is, | think, a sound
one.

Now some countries can skip over those stages by virtue of being wealthy, having high
literacy like the Czech Republic. The East Asian states had relativatyg sttate

apparatuses that functioned according to rule based behavior as well as wealthgdeducat
populations. So it was pretty easy for them to fill in some of the missing institofipasty
systems and free press and it could be done, in a relatively short period of time. In South
America the pattern was more layered with history, where there werafesgts at
democracy, democratization that nonetheless, laid down a kind of archeology of some of the
institutions that you need for democracy, which then later on became usable in the more
primitive transitions to democracy that we have seen recently. So a number of these
trajectories are possible, but they work best when you start with the institutionsnanaiw
with mass participation later on in the trajectory.

RICHARD BETTS
In the back?

MAN
I'd like to ask... you seem more sanguine about the situation in South Africa and years of
the apartheid system and the enslavement of the majority of the population than you are
about tensions created in the democratization process. The transition in Afriaaesa#
of a large scale conflict and international sanctions that led to the transitiwasnlt some
natural process that took place. My question to you is, when you talk about sequencing,
which seems to be a rather romantic notion, bordering on social reengineering, how likely do
you think it is for illegitimate governments, for autocrats, to create thellibstautions
that you talk about and the rule of law? And if they are under the control of the environment
and they are allowed to define the nature and the peace of the development of these
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institutions, do you believe it should be done in 5 years, 25 years, 50 years, 100, 200 years?
It's very hard to fine-tune your dictators. So my question is, how likely do you believe it is
for autocratic illegitimate governments to create the liberal ingtitatihat you believe must
precede elections?

JACK SNYDER
| think that’s a great question and one that | really want to be doing more research sn. Let’
say for the sake of argument that we agree with what Nikolas said about Kazaklastin, t
they really had had unfettered electoral democracy with ethnic parties ikhsgea, things
would have led pretty quickly to violence in the 1990s. Therefore it was a good thing, at
least from the standpoint of avoiding violence, to have limitations placed on the political
process there. A parallel case in history was Malaysia, which was demturatigh the
1960s, but was moving towards the breakdown of that democracy due to ethnic polarization.
After Chinese Mayla riots in Kuala Lumpur, the government said, sorry we are sugpendi
democracy for a couple of years, while we rewrite the constitution. And they cakna bac
couple of years later with a constitution that included elections, but forbade cemtisroki
ethnic and political mobilization, and gave the government very strong tools for managing
the political process, which has led to ethnic peace in Malaysia ever since. Butstih@que
is, in these kinds of situations, Kazakhstan, Malaysia, how do you encourage or put pressure
on the semi authoritarian or authoritarian leader of that state, to gradually build the
institutions that you need for democracy, in the middle run, or in the longer run?

And | can think of three ways that this can happen, | mean, and in any given case, | am not
saying that any of the three will happen. But the three potential things are fifstioé a
interests of the leadership in having a more efficient, more rational legal Btaentives to

have a state bureaucracy, that’s less corrupt, so that the state will gercenaie more

efficient, so that the income that’s there is more at the disposal of the auitotgader,

rather than getting siphoned away at lower levels by corruption. So the autocrat has an
incentive to rationalize the state, even if he doesn’t have an incentive to complete the
democratization process.

A second incentive is that authoritarian leaders generally are not autocratsettiarough
personal power, but generally they have alliances with groups in societies. It cdudd be t
dominant ethnic group. It could be the economic elite and it's possible that some of those
groups that are in alliance with the leader, say internationally oriented bugioeps, have

an incentive for certain kinds of reform of the state, checks on arbitrary power. Sathat’
possibility.

Then the third possibility is pressure from the international community. Not nelgetssa
hold an election tomorrow, but to keep up the pace of reform of the bureaucracy and the
gradual institutionalization of the rule of law more broadly in society. | am notgsHyat
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any of those are a silver bullet that will necessarily work in Kazakhstan or amyelke,
but those are at least three incentives, three mechanisms that you can work wité tbhisna
evolution possible.

RICHARD BETTS
Yes. We are running short of time. So | ask everyone to be concise.

NIKOLAS GVOSDEV
Just very brief. | was just curious, in the question about illegitimate autharitariacratic
governments, whether that implied that any authoritarian government was, of gecessit
illegitimate; because that would seem to call on the question, what it seems bebayat
least in my opinion, maybe Carl might have a different opinion, a relatively sudcessf
process with the Arab monarchies of moving them forward. Jordan, the UAE, Kuwait,
Morocco, where you have authoritarian rulers who are perceived as legitimateubyo¥irt
being monarchs and being able to trace lineage back to the prophet, in some cases, who have
been able to open up the system just based on a lot of statistics, factors. | find thdtaif | ha
choice between living in Colombia and living in Jordan, | would pick living in Jordan over
Colombia for a variety of reasons. So | don’t know if maybe that also a distinction that
should be drawn is. That it is at least perhaps monarchial legitimate authonitders, if
they have the proper incentives and connections are going to move their societies forward.
And | think it has been successful for the U.S. in the last decade.

MAN
| would like to ask a question of Secretary Albright. Yesterday, there were caingeds
hearings, a subcommittee on International Relations, and one of the main topics of
discussions was obviously Uzbekistan, which came under heavy criticism for what happened
later this year in that agency. Also, given the fact that the situation with dseyp@erd
human rights is really deteriorating and with the recent facts that European anialuced
limited sanctions against the regime. Also taking into account that the U.S., wisich wa
under heavy criticism since it signed a partnership declaration with Uzbelastamoa it's
pulling out its military base out of Uzbekistan. What tools are at the U.S. current
administration’s disposal, for instance, to put leverage on the government? Beasawde fi
all the region is very important, given the importance of the region for the United.Stat

MADELEINE ALBRIGHT
| think that it's very hard at this point to try to figure out what if we have pulled out, which
when we were in office, we were trying to work in some way to loosen up the situation in
Uzbekistan, and try to get Karimov to recognize the fact that there needed to be inmblveme
by a variety of different political factions. Then, what happened, and this goeslaitlittle



I"#$ W&+ $*1$& -&)HF (. $ $& ($I( * #0
01& $&( 2(/$#$#& ($/($& $ $3( 6

the question that Dick Betts asked me, because as a result of the war in Afghanistan,
Uzbekistan was so important, that people forgot... only thought about it in terms of the base
and in terms of fighting terrorism, that that whole push, the tool to try to loosen up the
Karimov regime, was removed. Now we have...in many ways, we have lost our ability to
have tools, because we don’t want to deal with him. We have not supported enough some of
the internal activities. So we don’t have a base and Afghanistan is still importahthirgk

it is a matter of trying to figure out how to work with the international community. B onc

you tell, and this goes to the problem of terrorism, once you allow various authoritarian
leaders to say, | have to stop this democratic movement because it's actuatisis, tthen

it’s very hard to undo that thing because everybody then is viewed as a particulatterrori

RICHARD BETTS
Anyone else? Yes.

MAN
Democratization is now a cornerstone of U.S. counter terrorism strategy, o said by
the administration. Today we have heard democracy described as an ongoing nonlinear
process that is susceptible to the collapse of trust, as a result of unfulfilledesoriive
have also heard it described as a struggle for partial victories with one stapdfarvd one
step back, and | am curious what those definitions of democratization mean for it as a
strategy to counter terrorism, especially if you think of strategy as the liwede a
problem and a recommended policy. You want the policy to relate directly to the problem,
to impact the problem with a focus on the linkage. So | am curious, if democratization and
democracy are so susceptible to backsliding, how successful that will be as a counter
terrorism strategy?

RICHARD BETTS
Carl Gershwin?

CARL GERSHWIN
Well democracy is not an effective counter terrorism strategy in the short rei@rée/N
talking about very, very long term problems and to whatever extent President Buslhil has sai
it's a counter terrorism strategy. He has also said, and this is in the inaulgliesisa this is
the work of generations and we have got to recognize that. Having said that, the question is,
and | think one of the underlying problems in both the luncheon discussion and this
discussion, is the whole danger that democracy can open the door to Islamists, which could
be tied to terrorists and isn't, therefore, there a contradiction in this? Is tltaisgfe Then
therefore, isn’t autocracy somehow a protection against this? That's the atgoate by
the Egyptian government and many others. How do we deal with that kind of a problem?
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| would suggest, and | think this even gets at the point made before about Jordan and
monarchies and so forth, this is going to be a gradual process. But it has to be a process of
opening and inclusion. There is growing experience, in many countries, mostly in the non-
Arab world, and many, in parts of the Muslim world. But in countries like Indonesia, in
Turkey, in Bangladesh, in Malaysia, where you have some kind of opening to a democratic
participation and also other factors, such as a more open economy, that where you have
these openings, that what happens is that Islamic movements tend to transfornvédsemsel
into Muslim democratic parties on the model of the Christian democracy. So itghaist

has happened with the Akumal party in Turkey, and which is beginning in a most tentative
way to happen in Jordan, with the gradual opening of, again, managed by a monarchy, in
Morocco, in Yemen, in Kuwait, the beginning of this process. But this is a critical proces
and what the argument suggests, is that if this process can go forward, and if this
transformation could take place that Islamist movements, through democratippacotn,

will become more pragmatic, will have to reach a majority, will have to ceasg be
ideological and just being oppositionist but we’ll have to deal with practical issddgbey
become majoritarian parties. Then, isolate the Islamist movements who ddyheaeal
answers to these questions. What that suggests, is that in the long run, it is dethatracy
the bulwark against Islamism and associated terrorism, and that autocraeyishavhich

it's going to legitimize Islamist movements as the only alternative, sivgce are no

democratic alternatives. Politics is in the mosque, and so forth. And | do think that
underlying this, there is a coherent, logical rationale for pursuing democracy, a@emoc
strategy, over the long term, as a way of including Islamist movements in the deenocr
process, but it has to be gradual. | don’t think we can buy the argument of some of the
autocrats that they are the great defenders against Islamism, becausnth thaon’t

believe they are. | think they will contribute to its growth. It's democracy ttieg’'s

bulwark.

WOMAN
When is the date at which we would have determined that the United States became a
democracy?

CARL GERSHWIN
Well Sam Huntington’s booK;he Third Wavecharts the first wave of democracy having
begun with the establishment of the United States and it was a long process. From that
point, call it | think more 1787, 1789 and 1776, to the end of the first wave, which was the
First World War. A lot happened in between and obviously American democracy became
more authentic with the Civil War and then eventually giving women the vote, and so forth.
Obviously, there were a lot of steps that were taken but America was the fitstrdey
even though it was not a complete democracy. With slavery, it could not be. So | think we
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can accept the fact that with all of its limitations and imperfections, theiéane
democracy began with the founding of America and the adoption of our Constitution in
1787.

WOMAN
The question... Nigeria works and suggests that women couldn’t vote. Aruba couldn’t vote.
Some people could own land and others couldn’t. | am pretty certain, as a former
government official, that we would have said that that's unacceptable. And part of what |
am getting at is there may be cases where there are the foundations of deatiocr ati
some of these countries, where not all the bars have been crossed, as was the same in our
history? Where are we being too quick to say, you are not a democracy yet, because some of
those hurdles haven't been jumped yet or are we, as | hear from many people frequently,
operating a little bit on a double standard, in terms of reflecting our own history whea we a
in discourse with other countries about this evolution? None of that is to suggest we should
apologize for cases where there are the two steps backwards, but | really do wonder about
our own credibility in making these cases when, until pretty recently in our moderiyhistor
our entire population was not allowed to vote.

RICHARD BETTS
1965. It was Abraham Lincoln, who in his debate with Stephen Douglas, said "how could
we stand for democracy in the world, if we have slavery?" And we appear as hypocrites t
the world. It was his argument, saying if we are to stand for democracy, we havedo get
of slavery.

WOMAN
But that was also...

CARL GERSHWIN
Yes. Yes, and it's what | was saying about the whole process. It's a step by step proces
and we had a Civil Rights Movement to extend the franchise to seven states in whish Blac
were prohibited from voting through all sorts of ways in which the Jim Crow system
worked. We had the Civil Rights Movement and | think, in some ways that might have set
the stage, for the third wave of the democratic revolution globally.

JACK SNYDER
Just for the record, in our database, in our study, the United States becomes a full gemocrac
at the time of the Andrew Jackson reforms that got rid of indirect elections in sease a
and got rid of property qualifications. The more Western states that came in evergulhy
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democratic. So our database focusing on these institutional developments puts tientransit
to full democracy, setting somewhere in the 1830s. A problem with that is that our database
doesn’t look at the exclusion of the slave ethnic minority and that turned out to be what was
the problem and led to the Civil War. So | think that both the institutional features, but also
the exclusions are important in deciding how to define full democracy.

MADELEINE ALBRIGHT
| am not competent to answer Gayle’s question, but | think that what we have to look at
more and more is, what is it that actually we would like to see in the world. In vergsimpl
terms, it would be that people, in whatever country, have the ability to live their lives, to
have the opportunity to feed their families, and to have some say in what it is that their
governments are doing. Part of what the problem is, that the whole social contractns broke
down, in a variety of different countries, in terms of governance. The problem that we are
dealing with now is, has become linked with Americanism. So, | think that democracy is
not a purely American product and not every country has to look like the United States. So,
when you ask Democracy is fighting terrorism?, all of a sudden, it has been viewed as a
totally different thing than what | have seen it as an end product, where people can live in
the country of their choice, a life of their own choosing with the economic amenities that
they need and don’t need to leave their country because they are starving or because they ar
being persecuted. Whatever policies our government should be putting in, along with
others, is to bring that about, not to make countries that look just like us or to is it's
interesting, because what’s happened, frankly, democracy is now equated with ismpgerial
and as a democrat, small d and large D, | find that offensive. So, democracy to many
liberals, this is, to be frank here, a problem now for the Democratic Party. We don't tal
about democracy, because it looks like a Bush anti-terrorist policy. | think we have
forgotten what it is that we want, when we are talking about democratization in esuntri
What we are doing to support it, not, as | have said now 10 times, impose it, because you
cannot impose democracy.

So the other part of this that | am having trouble with is, it would... and | hate to be this

way, since | am an academic myself occasionally, is that there is such a distmtween

an academic study of democracy, which makes it sound as if you are sitting in a Iggborator
and you can say and now we are going to do this institution and now we are going to do that
institution. In real life, you have nothing to do with the timing. And while there are a lot of
people who talk about diplomacy as a game of chess, | have discounted that a long time ago,
because chess is a slow game with two people. Life is more like a pool table wreezdhe

lots of different balls and different people come and they take a cue stick and one ball hits
another. And these models that we are talking about are static. When you are looking at the
international system it's not static and you don’t have the luxury of deciding when some
country internally decides that it wants to vote. So you deal with what you have and try to
manage it in some way that leads to the end. The end is not necessarily 183 countries that
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look like the United States.

RICHARD BETTS
We have five minutes and | want to give each of the panelists one minute to wrap up with
anything still unsaid but I'll take one last question if it can be stated in 10 seconds.

WOMAN
Well, our definition of territories... because often, what territories or bordersddtpis
define and legitimize the actors. It begs the question as to who is at the negtatidéng
with the neighbors. So, how can maybe the international institutions maybe help out in
setting up democracy by alleviating some of the burden from the state itself angibg hel
define the borders and by reducing the conflict around issues of border which also influence
economic issues and politics?

RICHARD BETTS
Let’s just go down the table and you can either respond to the question or say anything you
want to get out now, very quickly, before we head.

CARL GERSHWIN
OK. Yeah. [LAUGHS] Well I think it's very important in thinking about democracy and
borders to look at the issue of federalism and how federalism can be used to keep multi
ethnic countries together. Obviously, a lot of issues were mentioned here as to what has t
be done to make that work, but I think secessionist movements often work against their own
interest because the real goal should be to try to have autonomy to the greatest degree
possible within a coherent state. | have a lot of movements in mind when | think about that.
Also maybe just in, in conclusion, | just want to reiterate the point that Secréiagh
just made. | think it's important to have academic understanding of these issues. | was
emphasizing the need to make distinctions and those distinctions have to be based upon real
issues...having in the countries. | think the, the distinctions are critical betweehacahat
semi authoritarian and emerging democracies and not just call them all msxetsand to
remember that out there in the real world, there are people who are giving thewrives
little gains. They are fighting for real things. And this is not something thas we a
democracy promoters can determine. | said in my remarks that | was offended by the
concept of a kind of forced paced timetable that will be determined by whom? By us? It has
to be determined by internal forces. And really, what the question comes down to, | think,
for American policy there may always be questions which we will fight about, havohg t
with the use of force. But the question comes down to be are we going to stand with people
who are fighting for more openness to take that next step? If they are really good people
trying to fight for the right thing? Or are we going to say no no no? We are going to stay,
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the autocrat some economic growth and so forth. | am not saying, to be against that, but if
you remember in the model that was just used, | was thinking of Chile. | mean, Chile was a
good example of a kind of economic liberalizing system. But that whole transition would
not have happened if there hadn’t been real pressure against the Pinochet government and
the dictatorship. Ultimately, you have to stand with these democratic movements.

RICHARD BETTS
Jack?

JACK SNYDER
All right. In multi ethnic societies, where the boundaries of the nation don’t correspdnd wit
the boundaries of the state, there are two ways to make that happen. The one way, which is
probably the way it has got to happen if you hold elections quickly, is to give every ethnic
group their own state. The other way, which | think is a better way, but it's only possible if
you hold elections much later, is to focus on state building first and create a sttertijagta
people can show loyalty to, regardless of their ethnicity. Then, later on, have ameleati
ratifies that loyalty. Just quickly on this point of whether elections are justisioigé¢hat
happen and there is no way to control them, or time them, and the influence of the
international community. Of the list of eight recent conflicts that | stariegresentation
with, three of them, the timing of the elections was entirely decided by the irdeatat
community. That would be Burundi in 1993, the East Timor referenda, and the elections in
Irag. So sometimes you could control it. Sometimes you can’t, but when you can control it,
at least do it in a way that contributes to the solution, rather than to the problem.

RICHARD BETTS
OK. Briefly?

NIKOLAS GVOSDEV
This question about borders and peoples, | think touches on a very fundamental question.
Starting this coming year, we are going to have a host of issues about which demadracy, a
who is the power that gets to make the final decision. Kosovo, Cyprus, North Cyprus,
Georgia, Asia ..where, in many cases - and for example, in Cyprus, you actually had... and
Serbia, Kosovo, where you actually have competing democracies, where there are all
democratic systems. | think one of the things, and this is the point about consistency and
inconsistency in policy, is we are going to have to start making choices between
democracies. We are going to. In some cases, people won't be satisfied. Solutibes will
imposed. Hopefully that won't lead to another round of destabilization. And the same
thing with regard. | think everyone wants to stand with the forces, but just to end on the
elections coming up in both Azerbaijan and Kazakhstan. My sense is we are going to see at
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least the government, who is going to try to square the circle, and say that eléetions t
produce, ratify the results that the party wins in Azerbaijan, and another wins khKezg

and we are going to try to... and | am sure we are going to see this attempt to forneulate t
elections, as sort of free and fair, maybe free and fair, not free and fair, buthzettist

time. And it's, again, having to make real choices about... and interests about... is this the
time to support a movement? Is it not the time to support the movement? And | really think
we are going to see some interesting statements coming out after November 6Giter and a

the December elections in, in Kazakhstan.

RICHARD BETTS
Thank you. Thank you. Madeleine Albright?

MADELEINE ALBRIGHT
Well, | have said a lot, but | think that, for me, this whole discussion has been one where we
have seen that you can’t focus on just one part of it and, in terms of trying to figure out what
makes a democracy, | have said at lunch that you can... 99 percent can vote on election, and
it doesn’t prove anything, but basically, it's the combination of all this.

And to the borders change, but they have to be changed by discussion, and not by either the
use of force. That would be the only point otherwise. | think that it's... whole countries

have been moved over and... so the point is, to try to figure out how to blend the various
concepts of people making decisions. | think the point you made about democracies dealing
with each other on this. But the issue of borders - and the only way it can be done, without
creating worse issues, is by discussion, and negotiation.

RICHARD BETTS
Thank you. And that was a quick turnaround. And if the panel will come up.
[APPLAUSE]

MADELEINE ALBRIGHT
Very good discussions.



