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however, it cannot overshadow the
role international affairs continues to
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assuring our overall national well-
being. Former Secretary of State
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IM R. HOLMES: Welcome to

The Heritage Foundation for
this important and timely lecture.
Itis timely because events overseas
are constantly raising questions
about our national security, as we
saw yesterday with the North Korean
test launch of a ballistic missile. It is
timely as well because foreign policy
has been a topic of great interest
during the presidential debates. It is
important because Americans are
debating how we should respond to
the events not only in North Korea,
but also in Afghanistan, Iran, Syria,
and other hot spots.

There have been many questions
raised by the actions of the Obama
Administration, actions that sug-
gest that the President wants to
change the way the U.S. engages the
world. There is the “pivot” to Asia
now that troops are coming home
from Afghanistan, and there is the
President’s now-famous request that
certain countries be patient and wait
until after the election to see what he
will do.

Foreign policy often takes a
backseat to the domestic problems
plaguing our country—problems like
the debt, jobs, and health care. Surely,
these issues are vitally important.
But as several of the recent presi-
dential debates have shown, foreign

TALKING POINTS

m Since World War Il in particu-
lar, America has learned the
hard way that states that do not
respect their own people are dan-
gerous states.

m That view of human history has
helped to produce a Europe
freed of Soviet power; powerful
democratic allies in Asia; a turn
away from military coups in Latin
America toward free, stable,
democratic states like Brazil,
Chile, and Colombia; and the rise
of a norm for democratic gover-
nance in Africa.

= Without American leadership,
however, a power vacuum could
be filled by those who do not
believe in a balance of power that
favors freedom, leaving America
unable to protect its values and
interests.

m |t is therefore critical that the
world's freest, most generous,
and most exceptional country
also continues to be its most
powerful country.
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policy also matters to Americans.
Americans want to know how our
leaders—today’s leaders and those we
elect in November—will protect our
nation and safeguard our liberties in
anincreasingly threatening world.

We have with us today someone
who is eminently qualified to talk
about American values, American
interests, and American leadership
on the world stage. I had the honor
of working for Dr. Condoleezza Rice
when she served as Secretary of State
under President George W. Bush. She
previously had served as President
Bush’s National Security Advisor
and also, before that, on the staff of
President George Herbert Walker
Bush’s National Security Council.

During both of these presidencies,
America faced particularly grave
threats, from nuclear proliferation
and terrorism to rogue regimes in
the Middle East and elsewhere. In
both presidencies, Dr. Rice helped
shape policies that enabled America
to help free thousands of people from
tyranny and set them on the road to
freedom and prosperity.

Today, Dr. Rice is teaching new
generations about American values
and American interests. She is a pro-
fessor of political economy and polit-
ical science at Stanford University
and the Thomas and Barbara
Stephenson Senior Fellow on Public
Policy at the Hoover Institution.

I recall the words of Heritage’s
President, Ed Feulner, on the occa-
sion of one of Dr. Rice’s previous
visits to The Heritage Foundation.
He called her “a woman of many tal-
ents: a musician, a writer, a teacher, a
scholar, aleader, and as Secretary of
State, a representative of American
values and American interests here
and abroad, and frankly, the best
America has to offer.” I couldn’t agree
more.

It is my high personal honor to
welcome America’s 66th Secretary
of State, Dr. Condoleezza Rice, to the
Allison Auditorium of The Heritage
Foundation to talk about leader-
ship, America’s critical role in foreign
policy.

—Kim R. Holmes, PhD, is Vice
President, Foreign and Defense Policy
Studies, and Director, The Kathryn
and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for
International Studies, at The Heritage
Foundation and author of Liberty’s
Best Hope: American Leadership for
the 21st Century (2008).

HE HONORABLE

CONDOLEEZZA RICE: It’s a
pleasure to join so many friends, and
thank you very much for that intro-
duction and for your service to our
country. I very much enjoyed our
time working together.

It’s now been a while since I left
government, and there’s a question
that I'm asked all the time, and that
question is: Is it different being out-
side of government? Well, yes, it’s dif-
ferent being outside of government.
In fact, one of the big differences is
that I get up every day and I get my
cup of coffee, I go online to read my
newspapers, and I read them and I
say, “Isn’t that interesting? I'm able
to go on to other things because I no
longer have responsibility for what’s
in the newspaper.”

I, like you, am concerned about
the state of our country—the state
of our world—and I'm concerned
because it’s been quite a decade or so.
It’s been a decade in which the inter-
national system has experienced
three great shocks.

Three Great Shocks
September 11. Of course, first

was the shock of September 11, a

day that none of us will easily forget.

Those of us who were in a position of
authority remember September 11 as
the day that every day after became
September 12, because, as we fought
to keep the country against terror-
ists who would try and do it again, we
recognized that it was fortune—not,
perhaps, skill but fortune—that led
us to be able to protect the country.
There were those, though, who were
skilled: our intelligence officers, our
Homeland Security people, and per-
haps most importantly, our men and
women in uniform who volunteer to
defend us at the front lines of free-
dom, and we owe them our eternal
gratitude for doing so.

AFTER 9/11, WE SUDDENLY
CONFRONTED THE FACT THAT IT WAS
FAILED STATES AND UNGOVERNED
SPACES AND THE POTENTIAL

NEXUS BETWEEN TERRORISM AND
WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION
THAT THREATENED OUR VERY
COUNTRY.

And so, after 9/11, we suddenly
confronted the fact that it was failed
states and ungoverned spaces and
the potential nexus between terror-
ism and weapons of mass destruction
that threatened our very country.
The fact that a stateless group of ter-
rorists had come from a failed state,
one of the poorest countries in the
world, Afghanistan, to attack us to
bring down the Twin Towers, to blow
a hole in the Pentagon, and perhaps
they had paid $300,000 to do it—
after that, your conception of physi-
cal security is never quite the same.

The Global Economic and
Financial Crisis. Then, of course,
in 2008 there was another great
shock. That was the shock of the
global economic and financial crisis.




LECTURE | NO.1208
DELIVERED APRIL13, 2012

That was a shock that exacerbated
and accelerated underlying tenden-
cies in the international economy
and called into question whether or
not democratic capitalism, which
had been at the core of the economic
system since at least the collapse of
the Soviet Union, was indeed itself
in trouble. It exacerbated the inter-
nal contradictions of the European
Union, which is still trying to work

its way through those contradictions.

It exacerbated the contradictions

in Russia, which demonstrated yet
again that it has not made the transi-
tion from an oil, gas, and minerals
syndicate to a real economy based on
the potential of its people.

It raised the profile of Brazil and
India and China. But Brazil and
India remind us of something that
is very important: the strength that
they have, something that is going
for them that we should not under-
estimate, and that is they are multi-
ethnic democracies that are stable.
Somehow they managed to make
the transition from government to
government by peaceful means. And
lest you underestimate that, remem-
ber that these are countries that do it
with huge multiethnic populations—
especially India. What a miracle that
a billion people who don’t speak the
same language and don’t worship the
same god can somehow manage the
peaceful transfer of power.

The Arab Spring. And they
remind us of the essence of the
third great shock, the Arab Spring
and what is unfolding in the streets
of the Middle East. That itselfis a
reminder that authoritarianism
justisn’t stable in the long run; that
those who for 60 years looked to
stability, not democracy, have been
demonstrated to have been wrong.
Authoritarianism is not stable

because of what I’ve come to call the
Ceausescu moment.

Nicolae Ceausescu was the
Romanian dictator, and in 1989,
with revolutions spreading all over
Eastern Europe—Poland, Hungary,
Czechoslovakia, East Germany—
Ceausescu went into a square in
Bucharest to exhort the Romanian

people for what he had done for them.

As he stood there with 250,000
people in the square, one old lady
yelled, “Liar!” Then 10 people, then
100 people, then 1,000 people, then
100,000 people are yelling, “Liar!”
and Ceausescu, realizing that some-
thing has gone wrong, decides to
run. But of course the young military
officer who is supposed to deliver
him to safety delivers him instead to
the revolution, and he and his wife
Yelena are executed.

WE ARE WATCHING IN THE MIDDLE
EAST WHAT HAPPENS WHEN
REFORM COMES TOO LATE ANDIT IS
REPLACED INSTEAD BY ANGER AND
REVOLUTION.

The Ceausescu moment is when
what separates an authoritarian
from his people—fear—breaks down.
An old woman yells, “Liar!” A sol-
dier refuses to fire on the crowd. A
general turns his tank away from the
protesters, or a policeman gives way
at the Berlin Wall. At that point, the
only thing that stands between the
authoritarian and his people is anger,
and anger is a terrible way to make
political reform.

We are watching in the Middle
East what happens when reform
comes too late and it is replaced
instead by anger and revolution, and
it’s going to be a rocky ride in the
Middle East. But all of these shocks

taken together portend fundamental
shifts in the underlying balance of
power in the international system.

America and the
New Balance of Power

The question that I'd like us to
consider today is: As those shifts
are taking place, will there be an
American imprint on that new bal-
ance of power? After all, the United
States has been willing to imprint on
the international system. We have
believed that free markets and free
peoples would ultimately result in a
more peaceful and prosperous world.
We have had a view of how human
history ought to unfold.

Since World War II in particular,
we have actively promoted that view
of human rights, religious freedom,
the rights of dissidents, the rights of
women—not just because, indeed, it
is a moral case, but because there is
also a practical case for those rights.
Because we have learned many times,
the hard way, that states that do not
respect their own people are indeed
dangerous states.

That has helped produce—that
view of human history—remarkable
changes over the last several decades.

m [t has helped to produce a Europe
freed of Soviet power that is whole
and at peace and free.

m [t has produced in Asia powerful
democratic allies in Japan and
in South Korea and in parts of
Southeast Asia.

m [t has helped to produce in Latin
America a turn away from cau-
dillos and military coups toward
free, stable, democratic states like
Brazil or Chile or Colombia—a
state that we, the United
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States of America, over two
Administrations of two different
parties helped to pull back from
the brink of state failure.

m Evenin Africa, where some-
times people are so patronizing
as to say, “Well, Africa is too
tribal for democracy,” we have
seen the rise of a norm for demo-
cratic governance. We've seen in
places like Ghana and Tanzania
and Botswana a commitment to
free elections so that those who
would govern have to ask for their
peoples’ consent.

Oh, yes, over these decades there
have been setbacks, but it’s been a
remarkable string in favor of those
who believe that free markets and
free peoples will ultimately tri-
umph and that, indeed, the value of
freedom is a universal one—not an
American one, not a Western one, a
universal one.

China

There are many challenges ahead.
Yes, there is China, and to be fair,
China challenges the concept, chal-
lenges the idea that authoritarianism
is not stable. There are some who say,
well, it’s actually more efficient, this
authoritarian capitalism. But let’s
not forget the strains and stresses
that are emerging now in China as it
makes the greatest socioeconomic
leap in human history and does it
with 1.4 billion people.

Iwas first in Chinain 1988, and
the streets of Beijing were a competi-
tion between a few horse carts and
a few automobiles and a whole lot
of bicycles. That’s not Beijing today.
They have lifted hundreds of mil-
lions of people out of poverty, but
they’ve got many, many more to go.

The stresses and strains are show-
ing, whether in labor unrest that

is driving wages up and changing
China’s profile in the international
economy, to product safety prob-
lems—bullet trains that fall off the
tracks or baby milk formula that is
poisoned; and by the way, the first
impulse was to execute the guy in
charge of product safety: not along-
term solution to that problem—to the
stresses and strains that one sees in
reported riots of over 180,000, but
perhaps most importantly in the
stresses and strains that one sees
in a lack of confidence, perhaps, in
the Chinese leadership about where
they’re going.

THE INFORMATION AGE IS
INDEED A CHALLENGE TO THE
CHINESE LEADERSHIP, AND THEY
UNDERSTAND IT.

I'm not suggesting that there’s
going to be a Jasmine revolution
in China, but if you were to go to
the Chinese Internet during the
Egyptian revolution, there are three
words you would not have seen:
Egypt, Jasmine, and revolution. It
suggests that the information age is
indeed a challenge to the Chinese
leadership, and they understand it.

Some of China’s leaders are begin-
ning to suggest that maybe legiti-
macy based on prosperity—which
is what China bases its legitimacy
on today—is difficult to maintain
because people’s expectations keep
growing. Some, like Premier Wen
Jiabao, seem to suggest that maybe
something that looks more like
legitimacy based on consent might
be necessary.

The idea that these leaders have
is that perhaps people could elect
their local leaders, but if people
elect their local leaders, pretty soon
they’re going to want to elect their
provincial leaders and they’re going

to want to elect their national leaders.
Authoritarianism isn’t ultimately
stable, and it is not consistent with
the development of human potential.

Itis also true that Chinais a chal-
lenge for us in geostrategic terms,
but only if we cede that ground can
Chinareally challenge us. We are a
Pacific military power unmatched
in human history, and we should
remain so. If we pay attention not
just to being bigger and more expen-
sive, but to being better—in cyber, in
space, with missile defense—then
indeed we will be able to sustain our
dominance in the Pacific. If we pay
attention to the wonderful strong
alliances that we have with other
democratic states in Japan and
South Korea, in the Philippines, in
Australia, then we have a basis for
American leadership to dominate for
years to come. And there is the rela-
tionship with India, the other great
multiethnic democracy, which is ris-
ing as a power in the region.

We have, nonetheless, ceded the
ground in one important area in Asia,
and that is in trade, where we have
really been absent. The last three
trade agreements that were finally
ratified in the Congress—KORUS,
or the South Korean agreement,
Panama, and Colombia—were negoti-
ated in the Bush Administration. But
since 2003, China has secured nine
FTAs—free trade agreements—in
Asia and Latin America, five more
are in negotiation, and four are under
consideration.

Indeed, trade is the one place that
we have not tilted toward Asia, Latin
America, or anyplace else. Free trade
is one of America’s greatest assets in
helping both free markets and free
peoples.

The Middle East
In Asia, then, we have an infra-
structure for dealing with the
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challenges there—even arising
China. The Middle East is much
more chaotic. It lacks infrastructure.
Many of the pillars of our influence
have been rattled by the events of the
Arab Spring. One senses that the U.S.
wants to pull back from the Middle
East.

In fact, sometimes I wonder if the
so-called pivot to Asia is because the
Middle East is too hard. We can’t
afford to pull back from that Middle
East that is so hard. It’s fashionable
to talk about insulating ourselves
by an energy policy that finally frees
us of dependence on Middle Eastern
oil. We should do that anyway. We
should do everything that we can
to build North American platforms,
from oil and gas to transportation to
new technologies. We should build
North American platforms for energy
security.

The Sunni-Shi’a Divide. But
we know that we will not be insu-
lated from the Middle East. One
way or another, the malignancies
of the Middle East, as they did on
9/11, will come back to haunt us, and
so we need to move from what has
been a series of tactical responses
since 2009 to a more strategic view
of how we want the Middle East to
unfold. We have to remember that
when our British friends drew the
lines of the Middle East, they obliter-
ated any notion of sectarian divides,
and therefore, you have had a cir-
cumstance in which one has had to
dominate the other, so that in Iraq
the 20 percent or so Sunni popula-
tion dominated the 65 percent or so
Shi’a population, and in the eastern
provinces of Saudi Arabia there are
Shi’a with a Sunni monarch, and so
on and so on. This Sunni-Shi’a divide
will be worse without a strategic view
of how the Middle East might unfold
differently.

New Pillars of Stability. We
need to look to build new pillars of
stability. It begins first and foremost
with a recommitment to our friends
in the region, and in particular to
Israel, which still stands as the one
strong democratic state in the region.
We need, too, to press reforms among
our other friends. The Mubarak situ-
ation didn’t have to work out the way
thatit did. Indeed, I remember going
to Egyptin June of 2005 and urg-
ing Mubarak and the Egyptians to
undertake reform before their people
were in the streets.

WE NEED TO LOOK TO BUILD NEW
PILLARS OF STABILITY. IT BEGINS
FIRST AND FOREMOST WITH A
RECOMMITMENT TO OUR FRIENDS IN
THE REGION, AND IN PARTICULAR TO
ISRAEL, WHICH STILL STANDS AS THE
ONE STRONG DEMOCRATIC STATE IN
THE REGION.

We need to do the same with our
other friends, with the monarchs
who have some personal author-
ity and might make a move toward
greater constitutionalism and
greater representation for their
people. For those republics that are
emerging—Tunisia, which is a place
that seems potentially to be on the
right course, or Egypt, where there is
great confusion—we need to contin-
ue to press for institutions that are
democratic.

We need to have a relationship
with Turkey, a complex but criti-
cally important country that we
forget once really wanted to be a
part of Europe and was rebuffed by
a European Union that was more
concerned about what Turkey
would do to it than what it might be
able to do with Turkey. And so the

reaffirmation of a relationship with a
democratic Turkey is key.

Recommitting to Iraq. We also
need to recommit to Iraq. I know
that it’s complicated in Iraq, and I
know that sometimes it feels like the
Iraqis have gone off course, but when
you look at Iraq today, at least we’re
not talking about a nuclear arms race
between Iran’s Ahmadinejad and
Iraq’s Saddam Hussein. The Iraqis
have institutions in place that might
help to give an answer to the sectar-
ian divide between Sunni and Shi’a
where you can have majority popula-
tions and even majority governments
of one sect or another, but where the
rights and interests of others are pro-
tected. Iraq needs our reengagement.

Iran and Syria. We have to chal-
lenge Iran, not just because of its
nuclear ambitions and its existential
threat to Israel—though those are
important in their own right—but
because Iran is a revisionist power.
Iranis not satisfied with the balance
in the Middle East and would seek to
undo it. It is why they have supported
the terrorist Shi’a groups in southern
Iraq, why they have stirred up trou-
ble in the eastern provinces of Saudi
Arabia, why they use their tentacles
of Hezbollah and Hamas to try and
cause problems whether in the Gaza
or in Lebanon.

In this regard, Syriais critical.
It’s a strategic opportunity coming
from a strategic challenge, because
the collapse of the regime of Bashar
al-Assad would deprive Iran of its
handmaiden in the Middle East and
its launching pad for Hezbollah and
for trouble in that region.

Pursuing the Values That
Make America Exceptional
Now, it’s a pretty big agenda to
react to this changing world that’s
undergone these shocks, and there
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are those who ask: Can we handle
this challenge and still pursue our
values? I would suggest we can han-
dle this challenge only if we pursue
our values. This is what has made the
U.S. exceptional: this belief in free
markets and free peoples, a willing-
ness to try and promote them abroad,
and a belief that the world would be
more stable and more prosperous as
freedom wins out.

That exceptionalism is critical for
another reason. We cannot ask the
American people to make the sacri-
fices for leadership if we have noth-
ing special to say about how human
history ought to unfold. If we are
just one among many representing
the lowest-common-denominator
collective will of the so-called inter-
national community, rather than
leading a common cause with like-
minded states and long-time allies
who share our values in Europe, in
Asia, in Latin America, in Africa and
beyond, then why should we make
the sacrifices of leadership? In that
way, American exceptionalism and
American leadership are inextricably
linked.

It’s reasonable that the American
people are tired, and I take some
responsibility for that. I told
President Bush as we were leaving
office, “You know, Mr. President, I
think they’re just tired. It’s been ter-
rorism and it’s been war and it’s been
challenge and it’s been vigilance, and
I think people are tired.” I under-
stand that. And there are those who
say that we’ve sapped our strength
by our overextension abroad to deal
with our domestic problems at home.

But I want to suggest to you that
there’s another side to that coin, that
perhaps it is our lack of confidence at
home that is sapping our desire and
our will to lead abroad. The confu-
sion at home becomes an excuse not
to engage the world, and it’s directly

related to our willingness and our
ability to lead. Much comes from
domestic strains, debt and entitle-
ments, but there’s something deeper
going on.

Human potential is so key today,
and America has been better at
tapping human potential than any
country ever in human history. If in
the 19th century it was the resources
that you could dig out of the ground
that made you powerful, and in the
20th century those resources and the
industrial processes to make a better
widget, in the late 20th century and
now in the 21st century, it is human
potential and creativity and innova-
tion that are at the core of influence
and power.

CAN WE HANDLE THIS CHALLENGE
AND STILL PURSUE OUR VALUES? I
WOULD SUGGEST WE CAN HANDLE
THIS CHALLENGE ONLY IF WE PURSUE
OUR VALUES. THIS IS WHAT HAS
MADE THE U.S. EXCEPTIONAL.

The Great National Myth

As Secretary of State, I got to
travel around the world and see what
people admired about the U.S. and
what worried them, but the one thing
that I always saw as a source of admi-
ration is what I've come to call our
great American national myth. Now,
amyth isn’t something that’s neces-
sarily untrue in this sense; it’s just
something that’s alittle outsized in
your thinking. Ours has always been
the log cabin: You can come from
humble circumstances, and you can
do great things.

That belief has been the key
to unleashing human potential,
because we have never believed
that the human potential comes as
aresult of class or circumstances,
but rather as a result of opportunity.

That belief has led us to be a magnet
for people from all over the world:
The most ambitious people in the
world have wanted to come here.
Whether it’s the guy who came here
to make five dollars, not 50 cents,

or Sergey Brin who came here as a
7-year-old from Russia and founded
Google, the U.S. has been enriched by
immigrants; it has been made stron-
ger by immigrants; and, by the way,
it has been kept from the sclerotic
demographics of Japan and Europe
and Russia by immigrants.

We must reaffirm ourselves as a
country of immigrants and find a
way to have a systematic set of laws
and set of practices that allow us to
continue to have the human poten-
tial come here. But it’s not enough to
have people come here; it also has to
be true for people who are here.

The Education Crisis

The educational crisis that we
face—particularly in K-12 educa-
tion—may well be the greatest threat
to our national security. The educa-
tional crisis threatens to continue to
produce weak links, and a democracy
is only as strong as its weakest link.
The crisis in K-12 is producing unem-
ployable people who will ultimately
be on the dole because they will have
nowhere else to go, and so many of
them are unfit for military service,
let alone for jobs in other sectors. We
can’t continue to tolerate a circum-
stance in which I can look at your ZIP
code and tell whether or not you’re
going to get a good education.

That is indeed the key to under-
standing another aspect of American
exceptionalism. This is the most
successful experiment in self-gover-
nance in human history, built on the
responsibility of the individual, yet
with the communitarian impulse
not from government, but from civil
society and philanthropy and from
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faith-based people who just wish to
do good.

That belief that it doesn’t mat-
ter where you came from, it mat-
ters where you’re going has given
America a narrative, butitis not a
narrative of aggrievement and class
conflict and entitlement. It is not a
destructive narrative that somehow
finds fault for your challenges in
someone else’s success. It is indeed a
narrative that says, I may not be able
to control my circumstances, but I
can control my response to my cir-
cumstances. That is an empowering
narrative of opportunity.

That is, perhaps more than
anything else, the key to American
exceptionalism, and it is perhaps the
key that is most under assault today
here at home. It may explain in part
why we lack the confidence and the
optimism and the strength to contin-
ue to advocate for free markets and
free peoples abroad. Without that
advocacy, without that leadership,
without the willingness to sacrifice
an imprint, one of two things will
happen in this international system
that is rapidly shifting after these
great shocks. Either there will be
chaos—but of course chaos won’t last,
because history abhors a vacuum,
and it is more likely that that vacuum
would then be filled by some who
do not believe in a balance of power
that favors freedom. At that time, we
would find ourselves in the worst of
circumstances where we cannot pro-
tect our values and cannot protect
our interests either.

I'm optimistic, though. I believe
that we will lead, because I've seen
the United States do it so many times
before. In 2006, which was actu-
ally a pretty bad year for the Bush
Administration—things were going
wrong in a lot of places—I read the
biographies of the founding fathers,

and when you read them you real-
ize that by all rights, the United
States of America probably never
should have come into being. What
with a third of George Washington’s
troops down with smallpox and the
founding fathers squabbling among
themselves and the greatest mili-
tary power of the time against us,
we probably shouldn’t have come
into being, but we did. And then

in the years of civil war, brother
against brother, a hundred thousand
Americans dead on both sides, we
became a perfect union.

THIS IS THE MOST SUCCESSFUL
EXPERIMENT IN SELF-GOVERNANCE
IN HUMAN HISTORY, BUILT ON THE
RESPONSIBILITY OF THE INDIVIDUAL,
YET WITH THE COMMUNITARIAN
IMPULSE NOT FROM GOVERNMENT,
BUT FROM CIVIL SOCIETY AND
PHILANTHROPY AND FROM FAITH-
BASED PEOPLE WHO JUST WISH TO
DO GOOD.

And then, of course, a little girl
from Birmingham, Alabama, the
most segregated big city in America,
where her parents can’t take her to
arestaurant or to a movie theater,
but they have her absolutely con-
vinced that she may not be able to
have a hamburger at Woolworth’s,
but she could be President of the
United States if she wanted to be, and
she becomes the Secretary of State
instead. America has a way of mak-
ing the impossible seem inevitable in
retrospect.

Ithink we’ll do it again, and it will
be a good thing, because it is critical
that the freest and the most compas-
sionate and the most generous, this
extraordinary place, this exceptional

country called the United States
of America also continues to be the
most powerful.

Questions & Answers

METO KALOSKI: I'm with the
United Macedonian Diaspora, and
I thank you for your leadership on
NATO enlargement, given your time
as Secretary of State and prior to
that as National Security Advisor. I
do have a question regarding the
Bucharest summit. Macedonia was
blocked from NATO membership,
and so were Georgia and Ukraine
from a Membership Action Plan.

The upcoming NATO summit is
in Chicago. This is the first time a
summit is being held in the U.S. out-
side of Washington, and it’s not an
enlargement summit. Macedonia has
faced alot of obstacles, it has met all
the requirements, and in December
the International Court of Justice
agreed that Greece violated its treaty
obligations by blocking Macedonia.
I wanted to know your perspective
on Macedonia’s invitation and then,
also, where do you see the future of
enlargement in NATO?

THE HONORABLE
CONDOLEEZZA RICE: I've long
believed that NATO must remain
open to any European democratic
state that wishes to join its ranks,
because NATO was, after all, not
to be an exclusive club; it was to be
a collective security mechanism
for democracies. In this regard, we
pressed very hard and, as a matter
of fact, integrated a number of East
European states, including the Baltic
states, which was thought to be at the
time impossible to do.

I worked very hard to try to
resolve the Macedonia name issue.

I know people are still trying to
resolve the Macedonia name issue,
and perhaps it will be, but I favor
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very much the integration of any
European state that is ready, and it
seems to me that Macedonia is ready.

As to Ukraine and Georgia, it is
important to recognize that at the
time of the Bucharest summit, the
NATO Communiqué actually said
that these countries will become
members of NATO, and so that was
an affirmative statement of the right-
ness of their coming in. I'm very far
from this now, and I would never
be one to even suggest that I know
all the ins and outs of what’s going
on with the allies, but I would hope
that NATO keeps remembering not
just what it has meant to have these
states in NATO, but what it has
meant to the states to be in NATO.
NATO and the European Union
together have managed to make rela-
tively smooth the transition from the
collapse of Communism in Central
and Eastern Europe to the integra-
tion of those states into Europe.

FEMALE VOICE: Thank you
for coming and speaking today. Your
story is truly inspiring. I wanted to
thank you also for your part in Miss
Representation, the documentary
that I had the opportunity to view a
couple weeks ago.

Along those lines, what advice
would you give young women in a
time where, even though enormous
strides have been made, women are
still severely underrepresented in
media and in the government and
in high-ranking jobs? What advice
would you give to young women, and
what do you think it will take in this
country to finally receive full equal-
ity for women in government?

THE HONORABLE
CONDOLEEZZA RICE: I believe
that we are indeed going to achieve
full equality, but it’s going to happen
one person at a time, one brick ata
time. Glass ceilings are going to be
broken not by some announcement

that we wish to break glass ceilings,
but because there are people who are
willing to break them.

I would remind you that, after all,
three out of the last four Secretaries
of State have been women. Colin
Powell, of course, was in there, but
that means it’s been 16 years since we
had a white male. So someone’s going
to start wondering what’s going on
there.

We are indeed making these
strides. But I would say to young
women to define yourself not in
terms of the ceiling that you might
meet, but in terms of what you want
to do, how you’re going to get good
enough at it to really make a case
that you ought to do it, and then go
for it.

It helps to have mentors; it helps
to have people who have been
through these stretches; but I'm
going to give you a little warning:
You don’t actually have to have role
models and mentors who look like
you. Had I been waiting for a black
female Soviet specialist mentor, I
would still be waiting. In fact, most
of my mentors have been white men,
maybe even old white men, because
they were the ones who dominated
my field.

So find people who take an inter-
estin you and take an interest in
your career, and I think you will find
that it is more open to you than you
might imagine. Most importantly,
never ever let anybody define what
you are going to be by how you look.
That is something that if you see
somebody trying to do that, then you
just challenge right back, because
they have no right to do it and you
can’tlet them.

MALE VOICE: I am the second
youngest member of the Parliament
in Turkey and the youngest mem-
ber of the foreign affairs commit-
tee. I would like to ask you: How do

you approach the things which are
happening in Syria? Especially, how
do you see Turkey’s role? China

and Russia directly support Bashar
Assad’s regime. Can we say that there,
the U.S.A. still is a leading power,
superpower, but today there are less
countries who are trying to follow
the U.S.A.? This is a debate in our
region, especially in my country.

THE HONORABLE
CONDOLEEZZA RICE: First of all,
let me just say, in terms of Turkey’s
role, I think it can be quite ben-
eficial to have Turkey, which is a
democratic country that is coming
to terms with a relationship between
Islam and democratic values and
democracy and does not see them as
contradicting one another. I know
there are a lot of struggles in Turkey,
and I know it makes people a little
unnerved about some of the things
that are going on there, but I know
your leaders. I know Prime Minister
Erdogan; I know President Giil; and
these are people, I believe, who are
going to build a new democratic basis
in Turkey.

From that democratic basis, I
think Turkey has begun to advo-
cate for the rights of others to live
in freedom as well, which is why it’s
very important to see how strong
Turkey has been in support of change
in Syria. Change in Syria is impor-
tant because if we were willing to say
that we would not allow Moammar
Qadhafi to mow down his people but
we have watched as Bashar al-Assad
has mowed down nearly 10,000 of his
people, we have a problem.

I think there are many things
you can do. Some would say on the
opposition, if we’re going to do that, I
would hope that it would be a broad
policy, not just the regional pow-
ers arming the opposition, because
you’re then likely to get something
that looks more like proxy warfare in
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Syria. I worry that if we just contem-
plate the situation in which Bashar
al-Assad sort of half reestablishes
his power but there continue to be all
these challenges to him, that you’re
going to have spillover, as you already
have, into Turkey and into Lebanon
and ultimately into Iraq.

So there is a lot at stake in Syria,
and I think it comes down to trying
to bring the opposition together as
Turkey has done, trying to get the
opposition to agree to a certain set of
institutional reforms that would be
made that would protect the rights
of all the minorities in Syria as well
as the majority—because it’s areal
mélange in Syria—and that would
have as patrons countries like Turkey,
but also the U.S. and the European
Union. I think you have to say to the
Chinese and the Russians, if we can’t
do it through the U.N., then we will
do it as a coalition of the willing.

I am not suggesting that the
U.S. needs ground forces in that
region—quite the opposite. But we
have to remember that this is not
just a threat to our values, although
itis that; it is also a strategic threat,
and we’ve got to find a way to bring
together those who are willing in the
Arab League, Turkey and others, to
deal with Bashar al-Assad. But with-
out American leadership, I'm fearful
that it will be a set of tactical deci-
sions that really are because of the
interests of the regional powers, not
because of the interest of a different
kind of Syria later on.

MEREDITH BUEL: I'm
Meredith Buel with Voice of America.
You said the U.S. needs to chal-
lenge Iran. Representatives of the
U.N. Security Council plus Germany
will be sitting down tomorrow in
Istanbul with Iran’s nuclear negotia-
tor. What does Iran need to agree
to in order to make those negotia-
tions successful, and if they are not

successful, as so many negotiations
have been with Iran, what should the
U.S. do next?

THE HONORABLE
CONDOLEEZZA RICE: First of
all, I think it is a tactical decision
whether one talks to the Iranians. I
think we sometimes get caught up in
that as a strategic decision. What’s
strategic is what you say once you’re
talking to them.

I think there are a couple of things
that have to be said. The first is that
the world has to be reliably confi-
dent, or confident reliably, that the
Iranians have been shut off from a
pathway to a nuclear weapon. The
problem with enriching and repro-
cessing to a lower percentage is that
it is basically the same process, that
you can pursue higher percentages
later on. Once you’ve solved the sci-
ence problem, it’s just an engineering
problem; and so there are grave dan-
gers in saying to the Iranians, well,
you can enrich to this level and no
further, because you leave the capac-
ity to enrich to higher levels in place.

Secondly, I think the Iranians
really do have to be told that they’re
going to have to shut down the sites
that are the undeclared sites, which
Ithink are an open secret now as to
where they are. We need to be care-
ful not just to focus on the nuclear
side, although the nuclear side is very
key, but one thing we should always
remember is why Iran with a nuclear
weapon would be so destabilizing.
It’s because of what Iran is: Itis an
existential threat to Israel; it is try-
ing to remake the balance of power
in the Middle East in its own favor
in a kind of theocratic way; it is a
state that is the poster child for state
sponsorship of terrorism, whether it
isin southern Iraq or the Gaza Strip
or in Lebanon. And a state like that
in the volatile Middle East with a
nuclear weapon would be not just

unacceptable; it would be a grave,
grave danger.

The good news is, I believe that
regime is under a lot of pressure from
sanctions that have been mounting
since 2006. I do believe it is aregime
that has lost all legitimacy; the cler-
ics are at each other’s throats. It is,
after all, a population that is 70 per-
cent under the age of 30. So putting
pressure on the regime itself is also
critical, because it’s hard for me to
see how in the long run that region is
stable with that regime in power in
Iran.

What if the Iranians don’t agree
to whatever it is we’d like them to
agree to? I think that if we don’t want
the President of the United States to
face the very hard choice of having to
use military force, then the Iranians
have to believe that he will use mili-
tary force. That is the only thing that
will ultimately change their view.

President Obama has said that he
has a military option and he will use
it; he doesn’t bluff. All the chatter
around him isn’t helpful, because
those who say, “Oh, but it would be
so hard,” and the games that leak
out of the Pentagon about how ter-
rible it would be sort of undermine
the message that there is a usable
military option and we will indeed
use it. Let’s let stand that the United
States of America will not tolerate an
Iranian nuclear weapon and will do
what is necessary to stop it and see if
that will not back the Iranians off the
ledge.

FEMALE VOICE: I'm wonder-
ing if you would like to share your
thoughts with us on what’s going on
in China, the Bo Xilai case, which is
billed as the biggest political scandal
in decades.

THE HONORABLE
CONDOLEEZZA RICE: What is
striking to me about the Bo Xilai
case—and I don’t think any of us
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really know what happened there
and the depth of it—is that it obvi-
ously raises some questions about
the strength of institutions out in
the provinces and the strength of the
rule of law, which I think raises ques-
tions again about how one achieves
rule of law under authoritarianism. I
think this is really what it raises.

But one thing that’s been fascinat-
ing to me is how open the discussion
of it has been in China. Itis lighting
up the blogosphere, as I understand,
and that suggests that there is a
Chinese population that craves infor-
mation about what is going on in its
country, that is determined to know
what is going in its country, and that,
ultimately, when people know what’s
going on and they’re interested in
what’s going on, they start to want to
do something about what is going on.

That presents a challenge, I think,
to the Chinese leadership, particu-
larly as they prepare for the 2012
Party Congress. Again, we have to
say, China has achieved legitimacy
based on prosperity at this point, but
legitimacy based on prosperity tends
not to last very long, because people’s
expectations keep growing. People
become concerned about princelings
who drive around in Ferraris, the
grandchildren of the revolution in a
state that is somehow supposed to be
dedicated to social equality.

So China has alot of challenges. I
suspect that if we were in the meet-
ing rooms getting ready for the 2012
Party Congress, people might be ask-
ing how the political structures could
accommodate some of these pres-
sures “without becoming Gorbachev,”
which of course is everybody’s great
fear as you try to reform from the top
and you end up collapsing the system.

The Bo Xilai case is interest-
ing, and it’s intriguing, but I really
think the big question is: What does
it say about China itself, how politics

gets done, what the relationship

is between provincial leaders and
the center, and ultimately how the
Chinese people will respond to what
is in fact one of the biggest political
scandals in the country’s history?

WALTER LOHMAN: I wanted to
ask you how you think the U.S.-India
relationship is panning out. It was
one of the Bush Administration’s
biggest successes, really, but there’s
been a few disappointments, and I
wonder how you feel it’s gone and
where it’s going.

THE HONORABLE
CONDOLEEZZA RICE: Thank you
very much. I think the relationship
with India is one of those key two or
three relationships that we need to
invest in and we’re going to have to
continue to invest in. We have some
in Latin America—like Brazil, for
instance; we have Turkey where we
need to invest; and we need to invest
in India.

Itis not easy, because for so many
years in India’s history, it defined
itself in a sense in contradistinc-
tion to American power. The Non-
Aligned Movement was that way, and
even in the tilt toward the Soviet
Union for along time. So that’s not
going to change overnight. It’s not
going to change in the Indian foreign
policy bureaucracy overnight.

It is, however, fundamentally
changing in the Indian business
community. When you talk to people
from Bangalore or from Mumbai,
they are really very interested in
what can be done with the U.S. to
push innovation, creativity. There
is so much free flow of people back
and forth for long periods of time,
sometimes for short periods of
time, between India and the Silicon
Valley that you can’t even count how
many. So underneath the govern-
mental relations, a lot is happening
that I think will ultimately change

the character of the U.S.-Indian
engagement.

And so, even though there may be
some disappointments—maybe the
civil nuclear cooperation will stall
a bit as India looks to other sources;
maybe as people evaluate nuclear
energy in the wake of Fukushima—
the civil nuclear deal was not just
about nuclear energy. It was also
about high technology and the ability
to share high technology with one
of the most innovative and creative
states on the globe. Obviously, we
need to engage India where it comes
to Afghanistan and where it comes to
Pakistan, because Indialives in that
neighborhood, and that’s not so easy
these days.

But I believe that if we stay with
it, if we encourage not just govern-
mental engagement, but engagement
across the populations, across the
business community, the university
community, and the like, we’re going
to find that those barnacles of the
tendency to define India in contra-
distinction to the U.S. are going to
start to fall away, and we will have a
good and reliable democratic ally in
South Asia.

We’ve done some amazing things
together. India was the first coun-
try to contribute to the Democracy
Fund in the U.N. We did relief for the
tsunami with India, Australia, Japan,
and the U.S. in naval engagement.
Military-to-military exchanges are
going forward.

So we have to be patient. This is
not arelationship that’s tomorrow
going to produce votes at the U.N.
that are always in our favor, but it is
arelationship that is worth invest-
ing in. It is arelationship that I think
if we stay the course and push, we’re
going to continue to make league
with one of the remarkable multieth-
nic democracies in the world. &
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