UNITED STATES FOREIGN POLICY AND IT'S RELATIONSHIP WITH MACEDONIA 

It is a pleasure for me to be here today, addressing a new generation of political scientists and lawyers about American foreign policy and what it means vis a vis Macedonia. 

In order to understand what guides our relationship with Macedonia we need to talk a bit about what are U.S. foreign policy objectives, what role diplomacy plays in reaching these objectives, and what role Macedonia plays in this equation. 

Nowhere on the shelves of the State Department is there a ready-made, one-size-fits-all blueprint for dealing with the present challenges facing American foreign policy. Policy makers in the united states, as well as those in other parts of the world, most consider historical, political, economic, and social circumstances when dealing with any policy-formulation towards any region or country. We must strike a balance among various interests and values, while weighing the competing needs and concerns of friends and allies. 

Our foreign policy environment is changing very fast today. We live in a world that is dramatically different to the one our parents knew. A world that is interdependent, and that is being affected by technology in ways that we are only now beginning to fully understand. 

And yet, still, it is a world plagued by old notions, old conflicts, old solutions. 

The first world war led to the breakup of the Hapsburg and Ottoman empires and the birth of a new generation of nation-states. At Versailles, U.S. president Woodrow Wilson's famous fourteen points-the fifth of which declared that sovereignty should take full account of the interests of the populations concerned -- formed the basis for the treaty ending the war. 

Wilson's embrace of self-determination as one of the foundations of the Versailles peace aroused skepticism and foreboding even in his own time, and, for that matter, even in his own administration. 

His secretary of state, Robert Lansing, confided in his diary at the time that self-determination would likely "breed discontent, disorder and rebellion," and that the phrase itself was "simply loaded with dynamite." 

In the decades since, many scholars, statesmen, and pundits have depicted u. s. foreign policy in this century as a seesaw contest between idealism-or "Wilsonianism"-on the one hand and realism on the other; between high principle and raw power; between a big-hearted, starry-eyed America and a two-fisted, hardheaded one. 

Wilson in his long coat and top hat has become the cartoon personification of the squishy-soft half of this stereotype. While the rough riding Theodore Roosevelt is often contrasted as Wilson's supposed activist, interventionist opposite 

This false dichotomy misses one of the most important, distinctive, and salutary aspects of American foreign policy: the persistent effort of the United States to combine realism and idealism in the role it plays in the world. 

In public opinion polls and elections alike, the American people have made clear that they demand something nobler and more altruistic from their government and armed forces than the cold-blooded calculus of Realpolitik in which European statecraft has often taken pride. 

Particularly in this century, the united states has explicitly and persistently sought to champion both its national interests and its national values, without seeing the two goals to be in contradiction. While Wilson gave that principle a voice and put it into action, so did Roosevelt. 

In fact, Roosevelt preached the gospel of hardheaded idealism before Wilson did. 

In 1914, when Kaiser Wilhelm's army was brutalizing Belgium, it was Roosevelt, then already out of government, who cried out against a "breach of international morality" and who called upon his own country to come to the rescue. "we ought not," he said, "solely to consider our own interests." He also called for "a great world agreement among all the civilized military powers to back righteousness by force." 

That was a full two years before Wilson endorsed the idea of a league of nations. If Roosevelt were around today, he would be mightily offended to hear himself depicted as a sort of Yankee Metternich. 

Wilson's role, too, has been subject to simplistic exploitation. It has become almost a matter of conventional wisdom that his concept of self-determination, as proclaimed at Versailles, led straight to the chaos of the Balkans in the 1990s. yet whatever the shortcomings of Versailles, Wilson and the other peacemakers gathered there did try, where possible, to put multiple nationalities together under the roof of a single state. One result was Czechoslovakia-the land of the Czechs and Slovaks. Another was Yugoslavia-the land of the south Slavs. 

Those new countries did not survive the century in which they were born; but that was not so much because of the shortsightedness of the mapmakers of Versailles as it was first because of the rise of fascism in central and southern Europe and afterwards because of the consolidation of communism in the same region. 

The peoples of Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia were subject to the double jeopardy of having to live under both those forms of totalitarianism. They never had an adequate chance to develop democratic civil societies and governing systems appropriate to their specific situations. This failure extended into the past decade, when we witnessed the end of the last of these non-democratic systems. 

Czechoslovakia broke up in the so-called velvet divorce eight years ago, while Yugoslavia came apart in a far more protracted and violent fashion, and we are still dealing with this process. 

So, here we are again, more than 80 years after Versailles, trying one more time to get it right. The United States is working with its European allies and partners, and with the people of southeastern Europe, to remake the politics of the region without, this time, having to redraw the map-without splitting up large, repressive, or failed states into small, fractious mini states that are neither economically nor politically viable. 

We are trying to define and apply the concept of self-determination in a way that is conducive to integration and not to disintegration, in a way that will lead to lasting peace rather than recurrent war. That was the task at the Dayton Peace conference on Bosnia in 1995, and it is still the task of U.S. policy toward the former Yugoslavia today. 

Broader trends in Europe will have a dramatic impact in the future of the region. The old Westphalian system of nation-states-each sovereign exercising supreme, absolute, and permanent national authority-is giving way to a new system in which nations feel secure enough in their identities and in their neighborhoods to make a virtue out of porous borders and intertwined economies and cultures. The establishment of the Euro as a common currency is only the most obvious example of the pooling of sovereignty in certain areas of governance. 

Simultaneously, many European nations are also now secure enough to grant local regions greater autonomy and a higher degree of self-determination. On matters where communal identities and sensitivities are at stake, such as language and education, central governments are transferring power to local authorities. Europe is presently trying to manage and sublimate the forces that might otherwise trigger civil strife and conflict across borders. It is establishing a new culture of national and international politics in which healthy civil society and self-determination can flourish without requiring the proliferation of ethnically based microstates or encouraging irredentist conflict. Helping Europe succeed in this great experiment is a challenge for the United States. 

At last year's OSCE summit in Istanbul, president Clinton and other world leaders reaffirmed the important principle that international borders should not be changed by force-either by wars of aggression or by wars of secession; on the other hand, governments have a responsibility not just to defend the territorial integrity of the state but to establish and preserve the civic integrity of the population. That means ensuring that all who live within the boundaries of a state consider themselves fully respected and enfranchised citizens of that state. As a corollary to this principle, the way a government treats its own people is not just an "internal matter." It is the business of the international community, for there are issues of both universal values and regional peace at stake. by extension, this principle gives American diplomacy a template for supporting self-determination without necessarily encouraging secessionism. The best way for an ethnically diverse, geographically sprawling state to protect itself against separatism is to protect the rights of minorities and far-flung communities. Democracy is the political system most explicitly designed to ensure self-determination. 

Democracy can be a vehicle for peaceful secession, but it is also the best antidote to secessionism and civil war, since, in a truly democratic state, citizens seeking to run their own lives have peaceful alternatives to taking up arms against their government. This principle is global. It can, and should, be applied to conflicts deriving from demands for self-determination in Asia, Africa, and the western hemisphere. While every country will require policies carefully tailored to its own circumstances, the south European region offers common challenges and share common goals. 

We can speak of U.S. policy toward Macedonia as a regional policy. A policy that aims at economic and political stability for the whole region. A policy based on promoting the strengthening of socio-economic infrastructures while encouraging strong democracies. The United States has a special obligation to encourage regional integration and cooperation while simultaneously advancing its values and its interests. That is a guiding principle on which both Woodrow Wilson and Theodore Roosevelt would certainly agree. 

