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BY JOHN A. MARCUM 

"Could you tell us why you, a self-professed Democrat, 
a liberal, happened to be selected by thc Reagan admin- 
istration to represent the United States at the United 
Nations? It is, after all, a conservative administration." 
The question came from Charles H. Percy (R., Ill.), 
chair of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations. 
The response followed sharp and confident. 

"I suppose," said Georgetown political scientist ]cane 
J. Kirkpatrick, "President Reagan asked me to take this 
very difficult job because hc believes that we share a 
particular sensc of the problems that confront the 
United States, the democracies, and Western civiliza- 
tion." That "particular sense," as she explained it, 
seems to relate back to the comparatively straightfor- 
ward, bipolar world of the early 1950s, when Ambassa- 
dor Kirkpatrick was studying political scicnce in Paris 
and Stalin's soldiers still surrounded Vienna. It invokes 
an era when Western powcrs could muster a majority 
in the United Nations General Assembly and, in Kirk- 
patrick's words, mobilize "free nations to resist aggres- 
sion," notably in Korea. With that period as her appar- 
ent point of refercncc, ]cane Kirkpatrick argues that the 
U.S. and "other friends of democracy and freedom" 
must now restore the United Nations to its original 
commitments and values. The organization must func- 
tion as i t  did before being taken over by the diplomatic 
"double speak" of an expanded membership that 
preaches peace but practices military and ideological. 
confrontation. She would somehow rebottle the genic 
of dccolonization, muffle today's assertive Third World 
majority, and render the U.N. once again a reliable 
instrument of Western diplomacy. 

Ambassador Kirkpatrick stresses shared-with-Reagan 
commitments to individual freedom, private enterprise, 
and resistance to Soviet expansion and aggression. 
Those who work for her do the same. Unlike the Carter 
administration, which initially made a virtue of host- 
ing a diversity of political views (and in so doing earned 
a reputation for policy inconsistency and confusion), 
the Reagan administration decided from the outset that 
it should speak with ideological clarity. Kirkpatrick 
pledged herself to a "strict constructionist" view of her 
role-stating, explaining, and defending administration 
policies without deviation or reservation. She elected a 
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team of like, tough-minded associates to run the U.S. 
Mission in New York, a Mission that differs in both 
vision and style from that led by her immediate prede- 
cessor, Donald McHenry. 

Kirkpatrick allayed some liberal fears by expressing 
early support, for relatively uncontroversial agencies 
such as UNICEF, the U.N. Development Program 
(UNDP), World Health Organization, U.N. High Com- 
missioner for Refugees, and the Office of U.N. Disaster 
Relief Coordinator. The United States will continue to 
support humanitarian initiatives that, unlike those of 
UNESCO and the International Labor Organization, 
avoid "disruptive and vindictive ideological struggle." 
At the same time, Kirkpatrick has warned against anti- 
American hyperbole. The patience of Americans, who 
represent the source of 24 per cent of United Nations 
and Specialized Agency funding, "is running very 
thin." The message is clear: Cool the rhetoric or trim 
the budgets. 

ASSUMPTIONS 
American policy at the U.N. is to be grounded in a set 
of conservative, even pessimistic assumptions about the 
nature of world politics. In contrast to the unguarded 
overstatement that raised unrealistic expectations and 
ovcrshadowed achievements of the Carter administra- 
tion, the motif is one of somber modesty. Consider 
human rights. The United States will continue to 
invoke the importance of human rights, but to ]eane 
Kirkpatrick the United Nations Declaration of Human 
Rights constitutes a "utopian yardstick" against which 
we cannot measure real socicties and events. "Too 
broad," it includes unattainable economic and social 
rights in addition to individual and political rights con- 
genial to nineteenth-century liberalism. 

When questioned, Kirkpatrick says she is willing to 
try to persuade leaders of friendly but repressive gov- 
ernments, leaders such as Ferdinand Marcos of the Phil- 
ippines, that it is in their best interests and ours that 
they liberalize their regimes. We. ought, indeed, to 
make it clear to everyone that we believe "freedom is 
better than tyranny" and "democracy is better than 
autocracy." In so doing, we should stress our belief in 
the value of personal liberty, due 'process under law, 
and free, competitive elections.' In order to encourage 
liberalization and thereby to discourage revolution 
against autocratic governments, we might even help 
other countries to develop the capacity to design, exe- 
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cute, and analyze public opinion polls. But having said 
this, Kirkpatrick cautions against high expectations. 

“I am not optimistic,” she told Senator Paul Tsongas 
(D., Mass.), about our ability by either “example or 
advice” to bring about “a world in which everyone is 
well governed.“ She opposes attempts to induce reform 
in other countries by cutting economic or military ties 
and support. Such pressure is only likely to boomerang. 
This hands-off prescription was a central feature of the 
Novemkr, 1979, Commentmy article “Dictatorships 
and Double Standards” that originally earned Kirkpat- 
rick the admiring attention of Ronald Reagan. Mis- 
guided efforts by a Carter administration too eager to 
press for dubiously ”progressive” change only helped to 
topple ”moderate autocrats ffiendly to American inter- 
ests“ and replace them with ”less friendly autocrats of 
extremist persuasion,” viz. Khomeini in Iran and the 
Sandinistas in Nicaragua. 

Should we therefore not press an avowedly friendly 
but racially discriminatory government such as that of 
South Africa to carry out reforms’in the hope that such 
reforms will reduce the likelihood of its being engulfed 
in the violence of an Iran or Nicaragua? Kirkpatrick 
answers consistently: We should declare our vicws 
about equal rights and apartheid and “about the conse- 
quences of stubbornness and recalcitrance.” Then it is 
up to them. It is their decision, for they have to take the 
consequences. This comfortable denial of American 
responsibility, even where we are involved economi- 
cally, lcavcs unnoted the probability that there would 
be serious international and domestic cunsequences for 
the United States in the event of massive political or 
racial violence in South Africa. 

U.S. to U.N.: Cool the 
rhetoric or trim the 
budgets 

Like her Georgetown University colleague Ernest W. 
Lefever, the administration’s controversial choice for 
State Department spokesman on human rights, Kirkpat- 
rick argues that the appropriate target for American 
concerns about human rights and-even more impor- 
tant in her eyes- national security lies elsewhere. It 
lies with what Lefever calls “messianic totalitarian 
regimes,“ meaning Communist states. Not one of these 
states, Lefever argues, has ever made a “peaceful transi- 
tion to more representative and responsive rule.” Verg- 
ing on the determinism for which she denounces her 
critics, Kirkpatrick similarly asserts that there has nev- 
er been an ”instance of a revolutionary ‘socialist‘ or 
Communist society being democratized,” whereas 
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“right-wing autocracies do sometimes evolve into de- 
mocracies.” This dated assumption flies in the face of 
history. It denies the centrals meaning of Hungary in 
1956, Czechoslovakia in 1968) and Poland in 1981. It 

,confounds the brute power of Russian armies with the 
reformational potential of Communist. societies. Lim- 
ited political freedom in Yugoslavia, the wall posters of 
post-Mao China, and. the heresies of Eurocommunism 
further challenge such a fatalistic assertion. On the oth- 
c‘r hand, this assumption does provide the rationale for 
an uncomplicated good guys/bad guys, neocold war 
approach to foreign policy. 

ACTIONS 
Absent from hcr Senate testimony and her writings is 
any serious discussion of the complcx global issues that 
Carter officials considered most urgent- issues that, if 
left unaddressed, could produce a world economic crisis 
in thc 1980s. Far from constituting a statement of utopi- 
an optimism, an important but little heralded Carter 
administration report issued in 1980, “Global 2000: 
Entering the Twenty-First Century,” warned of calami- 
ty just ahead. The population of the world will be 5.3 
billion in 1990, nearly a billion more than today. Nine- 
ty per cent of this increase will occur in developing 
countries. Pressure against land is likely to lead to mas- 
sive deforestation, floods, loss of soil, reduced rainfall, 
food shortages, and famine. Simultaneously, uncon- 
trolled urban growth may lead to widening political 
unrcst, terrorism, anarchy, and migration. Within 
twenty years, ten Third World cities are expected to 
have populations exceeding 15 million. A scarcity of 
nonrenewable resources, starting with oil, threatens the 
cohesion of the Western alliance and the viability of 
thc world economic system. 

It  seems that the need to limit population growth, 
expand food production, reduce demand for oil, harness 
new forms of energy, and otherwise respond to relent- 
less socioeconomic forces in the world does not com- 
pete.in the minds of the new administration with the 
nccd for bipolar strategic advantage. There is no sign of 
a political will to mobilize a conceited assault on the 
root causes of worldwide social and economic distress. 
The new American emphasis is to Ix on national pow- 
er, prestige, and toughness. 

Charity, as distinct from systemic reform, remains in 
order. In April, jeane Kirkpatrick traveled LO Geneva 
and pledged $285 million in emergency aid for somc 
five million destitute African refugees. This represents 
more than half the total raised at the U.N.3 Geneva 
pledge conference. In the process Kirkpatrick won high 
praise from the Wall Street 1 0 ~ r ~ l  and others for hav- 
ing blocked Arab states from injecting the extraneous 
political issue of Palestine into the conference. She let it 
be known that if there was a move to ban Israel from 
thc gathering, the American delegation would closc its 
checkbook and board the next plane for New York. 
Once again the message is clear: Keep “politics” out of 
the work of technical and charitable agencies or do 
without the U.S. 

Along with Secretary of State Haig, Kirkpatrick 
believes in strict reciprocity when dealing with Com- 
munist adversaries. If the American ambassador in 



Moscow enjoys no spccial Kremlin entry privileges, thc 
Soviet ambassador in Washington must be dcnicd access 
through the Statc Department garage. )f thc U.S. does 
not open a consulate in Kiev, the USSR docs not open 
one in New York. If Americans cannot talk on Sovict 
T V ,  then Russians ought not have casy access to Amcr- 
ican airwaves. Of coursc thc net rcsult of such rcciproc 
ity strictures might be a curtailment of East-West con- 
tact; but that sccms insignificant if one assumcs that 
Communist societies are inn;itcl y inipcrvio~a to thc 
reforming power of human ideas and cxamplc- and 
that i t  is appropriak for us to adopt tlic ncgativc control 
tcchniques of thosc socictics. 

The new American 
emphasis is to be on 
national power, prestige, 
and toughness 

If followed rigidly, might the ncw tough-line ap- 
proach to foreign policy lcad to serious misadvcnturc, 
bc it in El Salvador, Angola, or thc Middle East? With 
judgmental vervc Kirkpatrick adviscd tlic readers of 
Commentary that revolutionary lcndcrs who "dcscribc 
thc Unitcd States as the scourgc of tlic 20th ccntury" 
and "groups who dcfinc thcnisclvcs as cncmics" ought 
"to bc treated as encmics." Hcr :ipparcnt rcadincss to 
respond thusly to rlictorical cxccss suggcsts the unhap- 
py possibility of a lengthening list of "ciicniics" and 
hostile relationships. Factors militating for and against 
this possibility are undergoing an carly tcst in thc intcr- 
national tug of war over Namibia. 

THE TEST 
For Donald McHcnry thc failurc of joint Wcstcrn (with 
Canada, France, West Gcrniany, and Britain) efforts to 
achieve a pcaceful, U.N.-endorsed and supcrvised tran- 
sition from South African rulc to indcpcndencc in 
Namibia was hcartbrcaking. Following South Africa's 
stunning january rejection of laboriously negotiated 
plans for a cease-fire, demilitarization, frcc elcctions, 
and phased moves to indepcndancc, thwarted Nami- 
bian nationalists alleged that thcy had bccn "ktrayed" 
by Western nations. Thc South West African People's 
Organization (SWAPO) blamcd Wcstcrn "collusion 
with South Africa" for the breakdown of negotiations. 
Concern arose that thc U.S. would turn away from thc 
United Nations, whosc ability to mount impartial clcc- 
tor31 and peace-keeping operations had becn challcngcd 
by South Africa, and pursue a coursc morc to South 
Africa's liking. In frustration SWAPO's representative 
at the U.N., Ben Gurirab, uttered exactly thc words 

that would by Jeane Kirkpatricks strictures define him 
and his movement as an enemy. In a Reuter's dispatch 
that went largely unpublished in the U.S. press, Guri- 
rab defiantly described SWAPO an antifascist, anti- 
Zionist, antiaparthcid, and' anticapitalist, and went on 
to say: "We have opted for socialism. We are proud to 
say the socialist forces have- k e n  our allies." 

SWAPO guerrillas based in Angola receive arms and 
financial support from the Soviet Union. And if there is 
no internationally sanctioned settlement in Namibia, 
thc Soviets can be cxpcctcd to increase this aid. But 
should SWAPO leaders, in part American-educated and 
i n  majority still willing to cooperate'.with Western 
plans and to accept the freely registered verdict of their 
homc clectoratc, be written off as enemies! Even in 
conservative states such as the Ivory Coast, Africans 
generally view Namibia as a test of U.S. intentions for 
thc whole continent. Thcy argue that the United States 
must stand firm and press Prime Minister Pictcr Botha, 
his parliamentary election safely behind him, to move 
toward an international accommodation on Namibia. It 
is prcciscly in the hopc of making such an accommoda- 
tion morc palatable to South Africa that the new assis- 
tant sccretary of statc for Africa, Chester A. Crocker 
(also of Gcorgctown), sought to negotiate into the pro- 
posed Namibian settlement a sct of 'constitutional guar- 
antccs for Namibia's white minority, guarantees to be 
put in place in advance of natiorial clcctions. 

Within and about thc Rcagan administration, howev- 
er, thcrc is a contending hard-line view that calls for (1) 
support of an "internal settlement'' that would freczc 
SWAPO out of Namibian elcctions and (2) a decision to 
join South Africa in support of "anti-Communist" 
rebels (UNITA) seeking to overthrow the government 
of Angola, which hosts h t h  SWAPO and some 20,000 
C u l m  soldiers. The Marxist-led Luanda government, 
though unrecognized by the U.S., has cooperated with 
Wcstcrn efforts concerning Namibia and even pres- 
sured SWAPO to do so as well. It has also stated that a 
scttlcmcnt in Namibia and an attendant cessation of 
South African raids against SWAPO bascs inside Angola 
would climinate its need for Cuban troops. To treat 
SWAPO and Angola as enemies, thercfore, might be 
idcologically understandable, but it would be political- 
ly self-defeating. I t  would ensure that the Cubans did 
not leave Angola. It would infuriate Nigeria, a major 
source of Amcrimn oil imports. It  would promote the 
very political instability, racial tension, and, ultimate- 
ly, revolution that would most threaten American 
interests and serve Sovict interests throughout Africa. 

Will thc foreign policy of the Reagan administration 
adhcrc rigorously to the conservative ideology and 
1950s' assumptions of its Jcane Kirkpatricks and Ernest 
Lefcvers? Or will it-and they- follow more closely the 
political dictates of a realistically informed and rational 
pragmatism? The future of the United Nations-and a11 
i t  represents-could depend on the answer. 
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