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When you’re going 
overseas, you have 
enough to worry about 
without worrying about 
your insurance,too. 

Moving overseas can be a very traumatic time if you 
don't have the proper insurance. The fact is, the government 
will be responsible for only $15,000 worth of your belongings. 
If any of your personal valuables such as cameras, jewelry, 
furs and fine arts are destroyed, damaged or stolen, you 
would receive not the replacement cost of the goods, but only 
a portion of what you’d have to pay to replace them. 

Claims processes are another headache you shouldn’t 
have to worry about. The government claims process is 
usually lengthy and requires investigation and 
documentation. 

If you limit yourself to the protection provided under the 
Claims Act, you will not have worldwide comprehensive 
personal liability insurance, complete theft coverage or 
coverage for your personal valuables on an agreed amount 
basis. Can you afford to travel overseas without this 
additional protection? 

Moving overseas is simplified by the AFSA-sponsored 
insurance program for AFSA members. Our insurance 
program will take care of most of your worries. 

With our program, you can purchase as much property 
insurance as you feel you need at only 75g per $100, and it 
covers you for the replacement cost of household furniture 
and personal effects that are destroyed, damaged or stolen, 
with no depreciation. You can also insure your valuable 
articles on an agreed amount basis, without any limitation. 

AFSA coverage is worldwide, whether on business or 
pleasure. Should you have a problem, we provide simple, 
fast, efficient claims service that begins with a simple phone 
call or letter, and ends with payment in either U.S. dollars 
or local currency. 

With the AFSA plan, you can also get comprehensive 
personal liability insurance, complete theft coverage and 
itemized protection for your valuable articles. 

You have enough to worry about. Let us take care of 
your insurance. 

I Note: The insurance policies, not this advertisement, will form the contract 
* between the insured and the insurance company. The policies contain limits, 

exclusions and limitations not listed here. 

AFSA Desk, The Hirshorn Company 
14 East Highland Avenue 
Philadelphia, Pa. 19118 (215) CH 2-8200* 

Send me your free brochure (with built-in application form) 
that answers my questions about overseas insurance. 

Name   

Address  

City/State/Zip  

*lf calling from the Washington 
D C area (202) 457-0250 
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H COVER: This fa mous Apollo VIII photograph of 
the water-covered Earth rising above the moon 
best illustrates the resources whose exploitation 
will be regulated by new U.N. treaties. Our 
three-part survey of the Common Heritage concept 
begins on page 13. 

The Common Heritage  13 
Recent international laws call for sharing 
global and celestial wealth with the develop¬ 
ing world. By Francis X. Cunningham. 

The Law of the Sea 16 
How the United States, bargaining for naviga¬ 
tion rights, agreed to help the Third World 
mine the strategic minerals of the seabed. 
By Ann L. Hollick. 

Who Owns The Moon?  22 
A space-law expert shows haw the draft Moon 
Treaty would work against the best interests 
of this country and advocates that the U.S. 
not sign it. By George S. Robinson. 

The Indochina Tragedy  26 
Author James C. Thomson argues that policy 
decisions and the style of State Department 
decision-making plunged the U.S. into ayi un¬ 
wanted war it could not escape. 

The Journal: Reluctant First Secretary  34 
Monticello beckoned to Jefferson, but the re¬ 
tiring minister to Paris could not turn down 
Washington’s offer. By Frank Lancetti. 
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Feel at home 
with security... 

AFSA Group Accident Insurance for 
Loss of Life, Limb or Sight. 

“Make yourself at home.” 

How often is heard that warm invitation 
to share the comfort and security of a friend’s 
home. And though the surroundings 
may be unfamiliar, they somehow seem less 
foreign and more secure because your 
host is there to help protect you. 

Home is where the security is! 

Similarly, AFSA Group Accident 
Insurance for loss of life, limb or eye¬ 
sight provides that added security to 
make many of our members feel at 
home anywhere they happen to be. 

This AFSA program provides financial 
protection against accidental loss of life, 
limb or eyesight 24 hours a day, the year 
round, anywhere in the world. 

You and your family can be covered 
whether you’re traveling by car, taxi, train, 
boat, bus, subway and even as passengers 
on most commercial, private and military 
planes you’d normally travel in. 

Moreover, protection is provided during 
business, pleasure and just plain day-to-day 
activities at home and abroad. 

ACT NOW! Get all the facts about benefits, 
rates and exceptions .on AFSA Group 
Accident Protection for loss of life, limb or 
eyesight—direct by mail! No agent will call. 

Just complete the coupon below and mail 
today. No obligation. So don’t delay on a 
plan that can mean added security for you 
and your family! 

UNDERWRITTEN BY 

Mutual £T\ 
9l0maha.\L^ 

People you can count on... 

MUTUAL OF OMAHA INSURANCE COMPANY 

HOME OFFICE: OMAHA. NEBRASKA 

AFSA INSURANCE PROGRAM 
1666 Connecticut Ave. NW ■ Washington, D.C. 20009 

□ YES! Please rush full details on the Group Accident Insurance Plan avail¬ 
able to me as a member of the American Foreign Service Association. I 
understand no agent will call. 

Name  

Address  

City State ZIP Code  

FILL OUT AND MAIL TODAY! 
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LETTERS 

Data & Diplomacy 

I was happy to read Robert Dris¬ 
coll’s letter on the word processing/ 
minicomputer program (“Bureau¬ 
cratic Regurgitation,” March) be¬ 
cause it discusses a number of the 
fundamental issues involved in this 
subject and is a hopeful sign that 
the service as a whole, not just a 
small group of computer enthusi¬ 
asts, is starting to address the inev¬ 
itable question of automating our 
overseas posts. 

I am even happier to report that 
two of the questions he raises, the 
wisdom of standardizing on Wang 
equipment and the utility of For¬ 
eign Service officers (as opposed to 
outside talent) acquiring data pro¬ 
cessing expertise, have been an¬ 
swered positively by our experience 
in the field. 

First, although Mr. Driscoll is 
perfectly correct in pointing out that 
most Foreign Service posts do not 
have a Wang representative down 
the block and, indeed, are located in 
areas where another computer com¬ 
pany is preeminent, service has not 
been a problem. E.g., in spite of 
the fact that Prague’s VS minicom¬ 
puter is serviced from Brussels, we 
have missed only one day of opera¬ 
tion due to equipment failure in the 
six months since the system was 
installed. This is largely a tribute to 
the Information Systems Office’s 
perspicacity in buying equipment 
that thrives in the hostile environ¬ 
ments in which we so often have to 
conduct our business, but also dem¬ 
onstrates Wang’s commitment to 
maintaining the machinery it sold 
us. I think that when we weigh the 
costs we have incurred in flying ser¬ 
vice personnel into Prague against 
the tremendous discount ISO real¬ 
ized by buying our computer as part 
of a large, bulk order, it will be 
found that we have saved a great 
deal of money. Needless to say, the 
department is also saving incalcula¬ 
ble amounts by creating standard¬ 
ized programs rather than forcing 

each post to reinvent the wheel by 
doing the programing locally, a sit¬ 
uation we could not benefit from if 
each post had its own type of com¬ 
puter. 

Mr. Driscoll’s other question, 
whether we should depend on For¬ 
eign Service officers or outside ex¬ 
perts to run our computer opera¬ 
tions, has also been answered by 
our experience. In the course of de¬ 
veloping systems to automate the 
various activities carried on at posts 
(from maintaining inventories to 
handling the staggering caseload of 
a visa mill) we have found that the 
functionality of programs is in al¬ 
most direct ratio to participation of 
State Department personnel in their 
design and implementation. And 
notwithstanding the supposed com¬ 
plexity of computers, even FSOs 
such as myself can run them. 

BRUCE F. MORRISON 
General Services Officer 
Prague, Czechoslovakia 

Policymaking Reforms 
Congratulations to Bill Veale for his 
excellent set of articles on reforming 
our foreign policy institutions (Jour¬ 
nal., January, February, and March 
1981). His proposals on this peren¬ 
nial topic are the most far-reaching, 
comprehensive, and innovative of 
which I am aware. Surely they could 
go far toward curing the State De¬ 
partment’s malaise and, more im¬ 
portantly, our persistent lack of co¬ 
herence in foreign policy. 

The problem which looms large 
with respect to Veale’s reform pack¬ 
age, of course, is how to translate it 
into reality. Even if there were a 
consensus within State to proceed 
in the direction he outlines, the ob¬ 
stacles which would emerge from 
other elements of the executive 
branch and within the Congress 
would be formidable, as recent his¬ 
tory has shown. 

Still, one can only agree with 
Veale’s conclusion that “we must 
find the courage to take first steps 
and decide where we want to go.” 

DAVID ADAMSON 

U.S. Mission to the U.N. 
New York, N.Y. 

Unfair Review 
Readers of the Journal have come 
to rely upon the high quality of its 
book reviews and their objectivity. 

SELL 
INVEST 

Ed Joyce 
Retired FSIO 

LICENSED IN D.C. 
and VIRGINIA 

cfMouifr 
cVERh[Ohi 
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V-'NC 

6257 Old Dominion Dr. 
McLean, Va. 22101 

Off: 821-8300 

AUTHORIZED EXPORTER 

GENERAL ELECTRIC 

Refrigerators • Freezers • Ranges 
Washers • Dryers • Dishwashers 

Air Conditioners • Radios • Stereos 

Small Appliances • Televisions 

• Available for all Electric Currents 
• Local Warehousing for 
Immediate Shipment 

General Electronics, Inc. 
SHOWROOM: 4513 Wisconsin Ave. 
Washington, D.C. 20016 
Tel.: (202) 362-8300 

TWX 710-822-9450 CENELECINC WSH 

WRITE FOR FREE CATALOG 
Our catalog is sent to adminis¬ 
trative officers, embassies and 

consulates throughout the world. 
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A Sea Pines Vacation gets better every year. 
Perhaps it’s because there’s so much to do here. 
Three championship golf courses to choose from, 
including the famed Harbour Town Links, site 
of the Heritage Classic, and, as Tennis Magazine 
says, “Sea Pines has more courts and more pro¬ 
grams than any other place in the U.S’.’ More... 
and better. That’s one reason Stan Smith lives 
here and personally conducts tennis clinics at 
Sea Pines. 

And the beach. Almost five miles of sun¬ 
drenched Atlantic Ocean beach, perfect for family 
fun. Or, for private escape while the kids join in 
one of our famous children’s programs. 

In the evening, there are more than 50 island restaurants and nightspots to choose 
from. We offer a wide choice of accommodations too: villas, homes, or the beachside 
Hilton Head Inn. The best of everything. That’s Sea Pines. 

We’ve created several new and attractive ways for you to enjoy America’s Favorite 
Vacation. Find out today about our special new packages. Direct air service to nearby 
Savannah from New York, Washington, and Atlanta, with connecting flights from most 
major cities, gets you here in record time. So make plans now to discover America’s 
Favorite Vacation yourself this year. 

Call toll-free (800) 845-6131 
In South Carolina (800) 922-7042, or call your travel agent. 

International Telex 804737 

A 
Sea Pines. 
AT HILTON HEAD 

Sea Pines is a 5,000-acre island resort with 4>/2 miles of Atlantic Ocean beach, 71 tennis 
courts, 3 championship golf courses, sailing, fishing, cycling, and horseback riding. 

Sea Pines Company, Hilton Head Island, South Carolina 29928 
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Consequently, I feel that others will 
also be disappointed that the review 
of the most recent book by Ambas¬ 
sador Martin F. Herz (Journal, 
April) was assigned to a known op¬ 
ponent of the author’s thesis, Mr. 
William Lenderking. As might be 
expected, the result is hardly likely 
to satisfy the careful reader. 

The controversy between William 
Lenderking and Ambassador Herz 
in the pages of the Journal in 1975 
regarding Vietnam might well have 
called for a different reviewer. Let 
us hope that the present case does 
not represent initiation of a policy 
followed by some commercial publi¬ 
cations of assigning reviews to es¬ 
tablished critics of an author. 

As to the Ambassador’s book, The 
Prestige Press and the Christmas 
Bombing, 1972, Mr. Lenderking is 
apparently unhappy that the study 
does not encompass the effect upon 
Congress of the air operations when 
in fact it seems clear that the intent 
was to describe only the way that a 
particular military action was dealt 
with by the prestige media. 

Readers of the book may expect 
to hear why the bombing was politi¬ 
cally effective as a demonstration of 
American will rather than militari¬ 
ly effective in a narrow sense, why 
those who shouted loudest were not 
necessarily representative of the 
United States, and why much that 
was reported as news was actually 
editorial comment. 

BRUCE BUTTLES 

FSO, retired 
Rumson, N.J. 

Overthrowing Mossadeq 
In a recent review of Barry Rubin’s 
book Paved with Good Intentions 
(Journal, May), recounting the 
American experience in Iran, it is 
observed that a body of opinion, 
including former U.S. ambassadors 
to Iran, finds it “too skimpy to be 
credible” that the CIA could have 
served as catalyst for the overthrow 
of Mossadeq in 1953. 

For interested Foreign Service 
professionals, it may help to keep 
the record straight. From his re¬ 
sponsibilities at the time in our em¬ 
bassy at Teheran, this writer can 
state that, although the initial CIA 
effort was foiled, its second effort 
and revamped plans, still based 
upon activating a concerned public 
and military, spurred a popular up- 
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rising and military support for the 
Shah, thus ousting Mossadeq. The 
sole former ambassador knowledge¬ 
able about the circumstances of the 
time is Loy W. Henderson, whose 
views are available. 

ROY M. MELBOURNE 

Raleigh, N.C. 

Ranks for Spouses 
Isn’t it time to give some status to 
the Foreign Service spouses (usual¬ 
ly wives) who take part-time, tem¬ 
porary, indefinite jobs at post? 

Many of them have worked for 
years, primarily as secretaries, 
sometimes as nurses. They fill in in 
all sorts of emergencies when For¬ 
eign Service staff are not available 
or when the workload may not justi¬ 
fy a full-time appointment. They may 
work for a few months during some¬ 
one’s illness or for years at a 20- or 
30-hour a week job. They are capa¬ 
ble and experienced, cost the gov¬ 
ernment nothing in housing or other 
allowances, and do not take jobs 
away from our fine professional staff 
corps. 

Yet rarely, if ever, are they con¬ 
sidered for promotion above the low¬ 
est pay level. Each new post means 
another start at the bottom; they 
remain an eternal underclass of 9’s, 
no matter how efficient, loyal, and 
hardworking they are. 

These spouses have chosen to fol¬ 
low their husbands on assignments 
all over the world, taking a chance 
that they will find employment at a 
time when two incomes are an abso¬ 
lute necessity for such things as 
children’s college educations. Often 
they have given up careers in the 
States and accepted jobs at lower 
professional levels and less pay than 
they could earn outside the service. 
At a time when it is increasingly 
difficult to recruit for overseas they 
fill a real need, and their willing¬ 
ness to take a chance undoubtedly 
encourages officer spouses to accept 
appointments happily. 

Why not a personal rank they 
could carry with them which would 
take account of past experience 
(with half credit for halftime jobs, 
etc.)? They would not ask for dual 
assignments, but when they work 
they should be eligible for the finan¬ 
cial recognition they deserve. 

MARTHA H. WEDEMAN 

Washington 

Oik MERCEDES 
FREE! NEW CAR CATALOG 

BUY DIRECT 
The comprehensive NAI Master Catalog contains 32 

pages, over 150 illustrations. DIPLOMATIC and FACTORY 
tax-free prices, equipment, options, colors, and all the de¬ 
tails on how to order your car at these special savings 

The Nemet Organization has been meeting the needs of 
Americans throughout the world since 1916 You will have 
your car, waiting where you want it. STATESIDE OR IN 
EUROPE—when you want it, all serviced and ready to go at 
special factory prices 

Buy your new car from Nemet because we ll be 
here when you get home. 

Please send me a FREE copy of your FSJ-781 
32 page Master Catalog. 
I am interested in: Stateside Delivery 

European Delivery 
f ] AUDI MG RENAULT 

BMW MERCEDES TRIUMPH 
DATSUN PEUGEOT VOLKSWAGEN 

□ FIAT PORSCHE VOLVO 
JAGUAR 

Name  

Social Security No   

Address   

_ Rank _ 

Date of Rotation _ 

Delivery Place . 

Nemet Auto International 
World's Largest Distributor of Tax-Free Cars 

153-03 Hillside Avenue. Jamaica, New York 11432 
Telephone (212) 523-5858/Cable NEMETAUTO 

Toll Free 800-221-0177 
(NEMET)’ 

Tucson, Arizona! 
Outstanding retirement or investment 

properties—town or country, 
mountains to lush desert 

Walter “Stoney” Stoneman and Jack Murtha 
(FSR's-Retired) are Associate Realtors with Roy 
H. Long Realty Co., one of Tucson’s leading real 
estate firms since 1926 which now has eight 
offices serving greater Tucson. 

Give us your likes and price range by mail or 
phone collect and let us send you information on 
residences, acreages, taxes, financing, schools, 
recreational and cultural facilities, growth 
trends, Foreign Service retirees and their ac¬ 
tivities, etc. 

Roy H. Long Realty Co. 
ATTN: Stoneman/Murtha 

252 W. Ina Rd., Tucson, Arizona 85704 
Tel: (602) 297-1186 



WE HAVE 
FOREIGN 

SERVICE . . . 
FOR THE 

FOREIGN 
SERVICED 

pi or 19 years Cavalier Cars has served the 
diplomatic community as the Washington 

area's only exclusive Volkswagen dealership. 

Cavalier Cars is the Volkswagen dealer closest 
to your State Department or Foreign Service 
Institute Office. And our special diplomatic 
service lets us be the dealer closest to your post 
anywhere in the world. 

Whether you're looking for 
just one car, or an entire 

fleet a purchase from Cavalier 
Cars links you to a dealer 

dedicated to servicing your needs 
worldwide. 

Cavalier Cars offers a diplomatic purchase 
discount and speedy worldwide delivery. For 
your convenience our Service Department is 
open 7 a.m. to midnight And we'll be happy 
to arrange service for your new Volkswagen 
anywhere you might be stationed. 

When in Washington, stop in our 
convenient Arlington showroom and 
contact our Diplomatic Sales Representative, 
David Roden. Or just complete this coupon 
and we ll send you details on our special 
diplomatic service. „ 

ML i CAVALIER CARS INC. 
■VOLKSWAGEN ■ * 

Please send me information on the Cavalier Cars 
Diplomatic Sales Division and howl can use my special 

discount to purchase a 1981 Volkswagen. 

Name and Title 

Post 

Address 

Country/Area of Vehicle Use 
Send to: 

David Roden • Diplomatic Sales Representative 
Cavalier Cars • 4045 Lee Highway 

Arlington, Virginia 22207 
Va Dir # 1542 703-525 1900 

Clements S Co. considers it a 
privilege to work with yon in our 
field — INSURANCE. 

Whether you are departing, to a foreign post, 
returning for United States assignment, retiring 
— we’d like to hear about it, because GETTING 
TO KNOW YOU is what we’re all about. 

That is why members of our staffhave traveled to 
many foreign posts, and have made it a point to 
study local insuring conditions around the 
world — from Zaire to Russia, Guatemala to 
Argentina, and Washington, D.C.! 

Write, Cable or Call us about YOUR plans! We 
will understand, because we’ve been there .. . 

(Detailed brochure #11/980 available through 
our Washington office, or at many posts.) 

LET US CONSOLIDATE AND SOLVE YOUR 
INSURANCE REQUIREMENTS. 

Sp|Clenne.nt/ 5 Company 
INSURANCE BROKERS 

Suite 900, Commerce Bldg. 
M. JUANITA GUESS 1700 K Street, N.W. 
Tel.: (202) 872-0060 Washington, D.C. 20006 

Insurance Specialists to the American Foreign 
Service — at home and abroad. 
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BOOK 
REVIEWS 

Magnificent Bibliography 

U.S. FOREIGN RELATIONS: A Guide 
to Information Sources, by Elmer 
Plischke. Gale Research Co., $36. 

This is an exciting, superbly organ¬ 
ized bibliography of materials on 
U.S. foreign relations, one that has 
long been needed by practitioners, 
students, and scholars. We have had 
starts at such a reference before, 
among them very useful ones by 
Elmer Plischke himself. Now Pli¬ 
schke has compiled a work of 715 
pages that supplants all others and 
will surely prove to be a classic. Any 
library, public or private, institu¬ 
tional or individual, with any pre¬ 
tense of utility in U.S. foreign af¬ 
fairs and indeed diplomacy in gen¬ 
eral should possess it. 

The scope of the Guide is gen¬ 
erous. It includes not only expected 
sections on diplomacy and diplomats, 
the role of the President (and Vice 
President), Congress, State Depart¬ 
ment, and Foreign Service, the Na¬ 
tional Security Council system, the 
intelligence community, the military, 
other agencies, and the bureaucracy, 
but also sections on decision-making, 
specialized aspects of the U.S. con¬ 
duct of foreign policy (including the 
media and interest groups), func¬ 
tional aspects (including consular, 
trade and aid, cultural, educational, 
scientific and technological rela¬ 
tions), crisis diplomacy, systematic 
and theoretical analysis of foreign 
relations, and a final section on 
fiction. Such subjects of great cur¬ 
rent interest as mistreatment of dip¬ 
lomatic and consular officers are of 
course covered, as are international 
terrorism, kidnaping, and sky¬ 
jacking. The reference embraces not 
only books but extends to the more 
significant articles in periodicals (the 
Foreign Service Journal is well rep¬ 
resented), Congressional reports, 
government studies, master’s theses, 
and doctoral dissertations. It in¬ 
cludes privately printed books and 
diaries such as the journal of Charles 

Sawyer, kept while he was ambas¬ 
sador to Belgium in 1944-45. 

With this field burgeoning so rap¬ 
idly in recent years, it would be 
unrealistic to suppose there would 
be no inadvertent omissions. One is 
Robert F. Kennedy’s Thirteen Days; 
a second, Edward G. Lansdale’s In 
the Midst of Wars; a third, John G. 
Stoessinger’s and Alan F. Westin’s 
Paiver and Order: 6 Cases in World 
Politics, containing James J. Wads¬ 
worth’s classic study of the “Atoms 
for Peace” diplomacy conducted by 
the United States. Others are Har¬ 
old J. Noble’s Embassy at War, 0. 
E. Clubb’s The Witness and /, 
George T. Mazuzar’s Warren H. 
Austin at the U.N., and Richard E. 
Neustadt’s Alliance Politics. Unclas¬ 
sified Rand publications appear to 
be missing, such as the study by 
Hans Heymann Jr. of The U.S.- 
Scwiet Civil Air Agreement from In¬ 
ception to Inauguration: A Case 
Study. But if Homer has nodded in 
these few respects we can consider 
ourselves amply blessed by what his 
industry and perspicacity produced 
during his long hours awake. This 
is truly a monumental work and de¬ 
serves not only the gratitude of 
every professional but a place in 
his or her library, however bulging. 

—SMITH SIMPSON 

Stone on Palestine 

UNDERGROUND TO PALESTINE, by 
I.F. Stone. Pantheon Books, $3.95 
(paper). 

I.F. Stone is not exactly a patron 
saint of Zionists. This book, which 
draws upon the PM articles he 
wrote in 1946 about a trip to Pales¬ 
tine with illegal immigrants, is, for 
the first 224 pages, generally in 
praise of the courage of those survi¬ 
vors of the Holocaust who were 
seeking to enter Palestine in con¬ 
travention of the mandatory power’s 
rules. Nearly 35 years later, the ac¬ 
count is of some historical interest, 
though I was mildly aggravated by 
the continued use of initials for 
countries, cities, and individuals. 

It is the last part of the book— 
“Reflections and Meditations Thirty 
Years After” (published in 1978 in 
the New York Review of Books) 
—that is far more interesting. In it 
he explains why he is frequently 
ostracized as a Jewish dissident, 
why his articles would not be pub- 

JUST IN CASE 
Keep a supply of freeze dried 

foods always on hand when 
stationed away from home 

A tasty, nutritious emergency food “bank" 
Take a supply of American food with 
you—one year’s weighs only 701bs. 

Mountain House freeze dried 
foods offer 

• A wide variety of home-style dishes 
• Indefinite storage without refrigeration 
• Easy preparation—Just add water 
• Wholesome and good tasting meals 
• Light, easy portability, packs well 
• An economical form of food insurance 

Send for free brochure and shipping info: i 
Name    I 

Address l 

Freeze Dried Foods 
2001 Jefferson Davis Hwy., 
#801, Arlington, Va. 22202 
Call collect in the U.S.: (703) 979-2900 

MASTERCARD/VISA 

i/VD 'si 
RIVERSIDE TOWERS 

HOTEL 
"... a tradition of Distinction in 

Service to World Travelers" 

—ACCOMMODATIONS— 
77 suites, studios and efficiencies, fully 
equipped kitchens, color televisions, tele¬ 
phones, laundry facilities, roof garden, maid 
service, air conditioning. 

—CONVENIENT— 
Walk or Public Transportation to: 
State Department, Kennedy Center, WHO. the 
White House, GWU, National Monuments. 
Georgetown, Smithsonian Institution, to satis¬ 
fy Business and Pleasure. 

—ECONOMICAL— 
Less expensive than most hotel rates offered 
daily, weekly, monthly. A congenial staff is 
here to serve you. 

ALSO OFFERED ... as a guest of Riverside 
Towers Hotel, special privileges are available 
to you at the Wayside Inn a recreational 
facility located in Middletown, VA in the 
beautiful Shenandoah Valley. Brochures avail¬ 
able. 

For Reservations Contact: 
RESIDENT MANAGER 

RIVERSIDE TOWERS HOTEL 
2201 Virginia Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20037 

Phone (202) 452-4600 Cable-. Riverside 
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SHIPPING LOSSES OF ALL KINDS 

All the Way... 
... with travel-pak 

Does your way-of-life include living in foreign lands 
from time to time? 

When you set-up housekeeping on foreign shores be 
sure that a TRAVEL-PAK policy protects the financial 
investment in personal and household belongings 
going with you. TRAVEL-PAK provides protection 
against a multitude of catastrophes which could occur 
on the way—while there (including storage if 
requested)—and back home again. PLUS, generous 
liability coverage which includes the activities of you 
and your family. 

Want complete details? Return the coupon below for a 
prompt, complete reply. Or, if time is short.. . call us! 

When you return to the Washington area—call 
us—we’ll be happy to help you set-up a sound, 
economical insurance program covering your 
home, auto and life. 

travel-pak 
when you’re going to live abroad 

REED STEN HOUSE 
International Insurance Brokers 

REED STENHOUSE INC. 
OF WASHINGTON, D.C. 

1140 CONNECTICUT AVE., NW 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036 

TELEPHONE: 202-296-6440 

Gentlemen: 

Tell me all about Travel-Pak. 

Name  

Address 

City. 

Realtors 
SALES • RENTALS • MANAGEMENT • INVESTMENT 

1714 Connecticut Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20009 

(202) 387-2480 

Our sales staff of over 100 experienced agents includes the 
following presently or formerly associated with the Foreign 
Service. 
Mr. James Bowers 
Mr. Allan W. Brown 
Mrs. Michael Calingaert 
Mrs. Joseph Carwell 
Ms. Angela Cundell 
Mrs. Georgia Devlin 
Mrs. Monique Dragoi 
Mrs. Joanne Haahr 
Mrs. Anne Hawkins 

Mrs. Dolores Hoover 
Mrs. Pamela Jova 
Mrs. Mooreland Kennedy 
Mrs. R. Gerald Livingston 
Mrs. Susanne Madden 
Mrs. Ellen Ozga 
Mrs. Joanne Pernick 
Mrs. Carol Snowdon 
Mrs. Louise Sullivan 

Mrs. 

m 

Harry Heintzen Branch Offices: 
Alexandria, Va. (703) 683-3600 
Bethesda, Md. (301) 657-2760 

Chevy Chase, D.C. (202) 686-9556 
McLean, Va. (703) 893-2300 
Georgetown, D.C. 965-5150 

For Caribbean and European properties: 
Begg International Inc. 

(202) 387-4805 
“Specializing in the Finest 

Residential Properties for over 30 years” 

State. -Zip. 

Tor Tine 

Troperties 

in the 

fi i Washington 

Area 
Please contact our experienced, 

competent staff 
John Y. Millar William Trueheart Toni Collins 
Welene Goller Betty Geldard Fran Dixon 
Lynn Magruder Joan Pirie John M. Turner 
Patricia Boorman Carol Owens Peggy Arrowsmith 

Starke Meyer 

MGMB, inc . Realtors 
362-4480 

Foxhall Square, 3301 New Mexico Ave, N.W. 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20016 

We sell investments to live in 
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lished in book form earlier in the 
U.S. (for refusing to delete his sug¬ 
gestion of a bi-national solution) 
even though it was later published 
—intact—in Hebrew. Few American 
Jews, he states, know how much 
free debate goes on in the Hebrew 
press and in Hebrew books in Isra¬ 
el. 

Toward the end of this section he 
describes the “Other Zionism,” those 
who recognized that the Arabs in 
Palestine also had rights: Ahad Ha 
Am, Judah Magnes, A.D. Gordon, 
and Martin Buber, to name a few. 
He concludes with a passionate call 
for reconciliation with the Arabs, 
which “alone can guarantee Israel’s 
survival. ” 

—JAMES H. BAHTI 

China After Mao 
COMING ALIVE: China After Mao, 
by Roger Garside. McGraw-Hill, 
$12.95 

In Coming Alive, Garside gives an 
eyewitness account of China’s awak¬ 
ening from an Orwellian nightmare 
and its struggle to free itself from 
the shackles of feudalism, Marxism- 
Leninism-Maoism, and 20th-century 
technology. Fluent in Chinese, he 
served in China 1968-70 and again in 
1976-79 as first secretary of the 
British Embassy in Peking. Upon 
leaving China in 1979, he was ap¬ 
pointed professor of East Asian 
Studies at the U.S. Postgraduate 
Naval School. 

Garside surveys post-Mao-era re¬ 
forms in political, economic, social, 
military, and international areas, re¬ 
forms for which Teng Hsiao-p’ing 
was mainly responsible. Teng chal¬ 
lenged Mao’s policies, which had 
been revered as the immutable wis¬ 
dom of an infallible demi-god. 

Politics was no longer in com¬ 
mand; economics and production 
were. “Better red than expert” was 
a slogan no longer heard. Young 
Chinese destined for higher educa¬ 
tion were selected for ability, not 
class origin. Trade, investment, and 
cultural relations with the capitalist 
world were promoted. Grass-roots 
democracy was advanced through 
local elections. A move toward a gov¬ 
ernment of laws rather than of men 
was made through legal reforms to 
protect citizens’ rights from an arbi¬ 
trary officialdom. But progress in 
liberating policies has been gradual 
and erratic. As a Chinese student 

advised, “Always remember two 
things about China: one billion peo¬ 
ple and three thousand years of feu¬ 
dalism.” 

China’s armed forces are large but 
20 to 25 years behind the U.S. and 
Soviet Union in equipment. The De¬ 
fense Department has calculated it 
would cost $41 to $61 billion for the 
United States to provide sufficient 
goods and services for China to be 
able to defend itself against Soviet 
attack by conventional forces. “Given 
the inferiority of China’s economic, 
scientific, and technological base,” 
writes Garside, “it cannot hope to 
buy or make the equipment to tip 
the military balance with the Soviet 
Union in its favor in the foreseeable 
future.” 

For some years, Chinese leaders 
have been warning the world about 
Soviet expansionism and global he¬ 
gemony, “the illusions of detente, 
and the ambitions of the Soviets. 
. . . There are strong reasons for 
believing there will not be a new 
Sino-Soviet alliance,” Garside ar¬ 
gues. The prospects are for a re¬ 
freeze rather than a new thaw in 
relations. China tried and rejected 
the Soviet model for economic de¬ 

velopment. It now seeks economic 
partnership and defense alignment 
with prosperous market-economy 
countries such as the United States, 
Japan, and West Germany. 

Referring to Foreign Service offi¬ 
cer Jack Service’s collected dispatch¬ 
es in Lost Chance in China, Garside 
declares that “America was not able 
to heed the prophets on its payroll,” 
but as the 1980s began, “America 
and her allies have another chance 
to work with China. . . . The years 
between have brought a little wis¬ 
dom along with bitterness. . . . Will 
we be better at dealing with the 
Chinese than our predecessors 35 
years ago?” 

—ROBERT W. RINDEN 

After the Flood 
THE VIETNAM TRAUMA IN AMERI¬ 
CAN FOREIGN POLICY, by Paul 
M. Kattenburg. Transaction Books. 

Don’t give up on yet another book 
about Vietnam until you’ve had a 
look at Paul Kattenburg’s Vietnam 
Trauma. This is one not to be 
missed, and it might save you an 
awful lot of reading other, lesser 
books. 

- MMA Parent Quote - 

“ We sent our son to the 
toughest, most demanding, 
college preparatory school 

in the World.” 

"We sent him because it is a different 
kind of school - not just letters and classes, 
it's building strengths, foundations and 
strong abilities...it's formulating inner-excel¬ 
lence." 

The Marine Military Academy is the only 
preparatory boarding school for boys 
(Grades 8-12 and Post Graduate) with 
instruction based on time-honored traditions 
of excellence and loyalty to country...the 
qualities of the U.S. Marine Corps. 

The Academy is not officially connected with the Corps, but is 
run by retired Marines who provide 24 hour live-in supervision. 
They are dedicated to building morally strong leaders, outstand¬ 
ing scholars, and physically fit young men. 

MMA has produced graduates that have been accepted to all 
U.S. Service Academies, and many outstanding universities and 
colleges. 

Why send your boy to MMA? ... To instill in him a desire for 
excellence in performance, love of country, espirit de corps and 
self-pride. Contact Major General R. H. Spanjer, USMC (Ret), 
331 Iwo Jima Blvd., Harlingen, Texas 78550. 512-423-6006. 

MARINE 

It's not easy to be excellent, but it's the only way to be 
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WORLDWID 
PERSONAL- 
PROPERTY 

INSURANCE 

underwritten by 
London insurers 
and exclusively 
administered bv 

HUNTINGTON 
T. BLOCK 
INSURANCE 
2101 L Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20037 
Telephone 202/223-0673 
Or 800/424-8830 Toll Free 
Telex 892596 

Call or write our Overseas 
Department for information 
about our very attractive 
rates, broad coverage, and 
ON THE SPOT claims 
service by representatives 
posted in every major city 
in the world. 

Paul Wood cares t 
about your peace of mind. 

Paul Wood, your man in Washington, knows 
that Foreign Service personnel have special in¬ 
surance needs when they are shipping 
goods overseas. As Manager of Secu¬ 
rity Storage’s Insurance Division and 
an employee for 25 years, Paul special¬ 
izes in making you feel secure with Se¬ 
curity’s Government Services Floater. 

This world-wide policy insures all 
household goods and personal effects 
at any location in the world, except 
the United States. When you extend 
coverage for goods being shipped, you 
will receive a lower transit rate. You 
may also insure your automobile 
wherever it travels. 

And, you can even store your left-behind 
treasures in Security's vault or keep your Ori¬ 

ental rugs safe in Security’s tem¬ 
perature-controlled, moth-proof stor¬ 
age area. 

Paul Wood and his staff value 
your peace of mind. These dedicated 
men and women personify the effi¬ 
cient, personal service that has made 
Security Storage the experts for over 
70 years in all aspects of overseas 
moving, storage and insurance. 

Security Storage offers special 
low rates for Foreign Service person¬ 
nel. Call or write Paul Wood for fur¬ 
ther information. 

tf ** ri since1890 

ptrurity jStoFagf (jompang 
Insurance Division • 1701 Florida Ave., N.W. • Washington, D.C. 20009 • 202/797-5625 
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We’ve had a flood of Vietnam 
books, many of them quite com¬ 
partmentalized, giving us a writer’s 
particular view of what was going 
on in Southeast Asia, what he was 
doing, what he experienced. Some 
of these books have been evocative, 
atmospheric, almost poetic, journal¬ 
istic, or polemical in nature. Some 
have been very good books and some 
very bad. 

It has taken us a long time to feel 
comfortable about Vietnam, and per¬ 
haps we shall never feel we have 
truly pinned it down completely. 
After the years of living the war 
vicariously in front of the television, 
it is hard to become dispassionate 
and analytical. It’s hard to look 
back, acknowledge our mistaken 
judgments, see the bad and the 
good. For those of us who have been 
there, it’s hard to forget the poi¬ 
gnant sign that used to be posted at 
the entrance to Tan Son Nhut Air¬ 
port: “We shall never forget the 
50,000 Americans who gave their 
lives here.” 

Kattenburg does help to make it 
understandable. There is a good 
reason for this: The author was 
there himself, and from early on, at 

considerable personal cost, espoused 
U.S. disengagement. Kattenburg 
has since left the State Department 
and moved to a teaching position at 
the University of South Carolina. 

The perspective of years has only 
sharpened Kattenburg’s early feel¬ 
ing that the United States should 
not have been directly involved in 
Vietnam and, once so engaged, 
should have departed. He takes the 
long view, showing the origins of 
U.S. involvement and emphasizing 
the connections between policies in 
Vietnam and events in the United 
States. He shows how belligerency 
in Vietnam fitted into the views on 
global affairs held by our leaders of 
the time and how domestic events— 
the various peace movements, 
marches, and demonstrations, Kent 
State, etc.—ultimately brought light 
into the tunnel. 

In much of Kattenburg’s book, 
you can hear him as lecturer. There 
are the neatly tied up paragraphs, 
the designed chapters, the cross- 
references, the footnotes, and an 
admirable bibliography. There are 
also, on occasion, the tutorial tone, 
the editorial we, and, regrettably in 
my view, the occasional resort to 

the new vocabulary of political sci¬ 
ence. 

But Kattenburg never allows the 
turgid vocabulary to dominate the 
flow of his study, for he is not inter¬ 
ested in showing us how he under¬ 
stands and can use the tools of con¬ 
temporary political science. He is 
much more interested in giving us 
the larger canvas of the Vietnam 
picture, how and why the United 
States became involved, the dynam¬ 
ics and the weaknesses of U.S. poli¬ 
cy, how Vietnam affected America 
and how Americans ultimately af¬ 
fected our policies in Vietnam. It 
was both a daunting task as well as 
a labor of personal involvement, and 
Kattenburg succeeded admirably in 
meeting the challenges. 

—PRATT BYRD 

Members of the Foreign Service and 
the professional diplomatic com¬ 
munity who have had books pub¬ 
lished recently are invited to submit 
them for review in the Foreign Ser¬ 
vice Journal. Authors should ask 
their publishers to mail review copies 
to Book Reviews, Foreign Service 
Journal, 2101 E St., NW, Washing¬ 
ton, DC 20037. 

SALLY BRIGGS, AGENT WITH 

h BURR 
Yx MORRIS 
A &PARDOE 

REALTORS SERVING THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
AND SUBURBAN MARYLAND 

Let me help you buy, rent or sell your home. Write or call 

for information on areas, taxes, schools, financing. 

5530 Wisconsin Avenue, Chevy Chase, Md. 20015 

Suite 1408 301-657-2000 

ASSOCIATION OF AMERICAN FOREIGN SERVICE WOMEN 
Box 8068, Washington, D.C. 20024 

■ Housing Assistance and Information 
Room 1248, Department of State. Tel. 632-3573 

■ Language and Writer's Groups 
■ Monthly Meetings ■ Newsletter 
■ Book Fair (Telephone Book Room 223-5796) 
■ Scholarships ■ Teenage Activities 
■ Community Service ■ Career Workshops 

Women serving in the Foreign Service as FSOs, FSIOs. FSRv FSSOs and 
FSSs and Foreign Service wives whose husbands are serving in these 
classifications are eligible for membership in the AAFSW. The annual dues 
are $15.00 which includes a subscription to the Newsletter. Send dues to 
Membership Chairman at address above. 

SPECIAL GOVERNMENT 
RATES 

Sherry ‘Toiuers Jiotri 

(800) 
424-2859 

2117 E Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20037 

(202) 

861-8200 

• Located opposite the State 
Department and in the 
center of the Government 
District 

• Spacious suites with 
complete kitchens 

• Sherry Cafe, serving 
excellent food and drink 

Government Rates: 
$42-49/single (plus tax) 

monthly rates available 
rates subject to change 
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A Personal Editorial 
Effective June 5, I have resigned my posi¬ 

tions on the Governing Board and the State 
Standing Committee. I do this with a great 
deal of regret, but the requirements of my 
new job will no longer permit me to devote 
the time and attention that AFSA must 
have. Bob Stern, as an individual, is not 
irreplaceable. Without any sense of false 
modesty I can say that there are hundreds 
of members who could, if they were willing, 
step right in and do the job. The problem 
AFSA has now—and has always had—is 
finding someone who is willing to take on 
the aggravation and the heartburn that come 
with the territory. 

An election is now in process. Twelve 
people, good and true, will be elected, and 
the leadership of AFSA will go forward. It 
would, however, be the gravest folly for any¬ 
one to believe that these 12 can carry the 
load alone. They will need and must have 
your help. A few hours of effort a week can 
strengthen the foundation we have already 
built and allow us to carve out new accom¬ 
plishments in the years to come. Perhaps, 
like me, those few hours will prove so re¬ 
warding that you will be seduced into full 
membership on committees and, eventually, 
the Governing Board. I hope so, because the 
time I have given to AFSA I count as 
among the most rewarding of my years in 
the service. As a relatively junior officer, I 

have testified on behalf of the service before 
both Houses of the Congress, I have negoti¬ 
ated with the Secretary of State and his key 
officials, and I have argued on the service’s 
behalf before anyone whom I could get to 
stand still long enough to listen. 

These past few years, exciting as they 
have been, are just a beginning. AFSA must 
and will continue to “work the Hill,’’ testify¬ 
ing before appropriations and budget com¬ 
mittees, confronting key legislators on is¬ 
sues of importance to the service. AFSA 
must and will negotiate with management 
on the implementing regulations to the new 
Foreign Service Act. AFSA must and will 
be the watchdog of all of the men and 
women of the Service. How good a job 
AFSA does is directly dependent on you. If 
you care enough about the service and its 
role as the corps of foreign policy profes¬ 
sionals, you will give time, give thought, 
and give a damn. If you do not, we are all 
losers. 

In closing, let me thank all of the overseas 
chapters that have responded to our calls 
for input, all of the individuals who gave of 
themselves to make our presentations pro¬ 
fessional and, most of all, my colleagues on 
the Governing Board, who have put up with 
me for all this time. Goodby, Good Luck, 
and Godspeed. —BOB STERN 

State Representative 
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The Common Heritage 
An Overview of the International Laws That 
Call For Sharing Global and Celestial Wealth 

By FRANCIS X. CUNNINGHAM 

The concept of “The Common 
Heritage of Mankind” is a 
challenge that has been 

thrown before the developed coun¬ 
tries. It is a continuous thread run¬ 
ning through the Third World’s de¬ 
mands for a global redistribution of 
wealth. The oceans, the seabed, 
outer space, and the electromagnet¬ 
ic spectrum are examples of re¬ 
sources said to belong to no state, 
corporation, or individual but rath¬ 
er to all mankind. 

The Common Heritage philosophy 
surfaced as an element in the North- 
South dialogue in 1970. The Maltese 
ambassador to the United Nations, 
Arvid Pardo, on behalf of the devel¬ 
oping countries requested the Gen¬ 
eral Assembly to create a seabed 
committee. The committee declared 
a moratorium on all seabed explora¬ 
tion, ruled the seabed lying beyond 
national coastal jurisdiction the 
“Common Heritage of Mankind,” 
and convened the Third United Na¬ 
tions Conference on the Law of the 
Sea in Caracas in 1974. 

In the Common Heritage philoso¬ 
phy, any country, corporation, or 
consortium that undertakes to ex- 

Francis Xavier Cunningham joined 
the Foreign Service in 1973, following 
15 years of industry experience in 
solid-rocket propulsion project man¬ 
agement. He was assigned to Brus¬ 
sels in 197&, Manila in 1976, and is 
currently in the Bureau of Interna¬ 
tional Organizations Affairs, with 
primary responsibility as action of¬ 
ficer for the United Nations Envi¬ 
ronment Program. The views in this 
article are the author’s and do not 
necessarily reflect Department of 
State policy. 

ploit what is said to belong to man¬ 
kind should do so for the benefit of 
all. Much of the reward from the 
activity should be used for meeting 
the needs of the developing world. 
This idea was also raised in prepa¬ 
rations for the World Administrative 
Radio Conference, and it is con¬ 
tained in the LT N. Outer Space 
Treaty of 1967 and the so-called 
Moon Treaty, which is open for 
signing. 

The moral and philosophical ar¬ 
guments of the Common Heritage 
idea are difficult to refute, but many 
capitalist nations in the North be¬ 
lieve it strikes directly at the free 
enterprise system. After ten years 
of pressure by the developing world, 
these countries are on the defensive 
and may eventually agree to it as a 
basic principle in future negotiation. 

Moral Consciousness 
The civil rights revolution of the 

Sixties, and the anti-war movements, 
have awakened many Americans to 
a need to reassess their ethical and 
moral assumptions. The Common 
Heritage concept does seem morally 
right, and consonant with our tradi¬ 
tions. It of course greatly antedates 
the North-South confrontation, be¬ 
ing found in the English principle of 
the common area and American na¬ 
tional parks, for example. Thus the 
South is recalling a doctrine that 
has had long standing in the North. 
More recently, federal regulation of 
the domestic broadcasting industry 
began with the belief that the air¬ 
waves belonged to everyone and that 
therefore their use should be regu¬ 
lated to ensure the public interest. 
Internationally, our policy toward 
Antarctica, for example, has been 
one of opposition to staking claims, 

even though several other countries 
have done so. We neither claim Ant¬ 
arctic territory nor recognize the 
claims of others. When Admiral 
Byrd flew over the South Pole in 
1947, he dropped the flags of all 
U.N. members to dedicate the con¬ 
tinent to “the ideal of brotherhood 
among peoples.” 

The United States Senate may 
have endorsed the concept of the 
Common Heritage by passing Reso¬ 
lution 49, introduced in 1978 by 
Senator Claiborne Pell, Democrat 
of Rhode Island. Resolution 49 “ex¬ 
presses the sense of the Senate that 
the United States government should 
seek the agreement of other gov¬ 
ernments to a proposed treaty re¬ 
quiring the preparation of an envi¬ 
ronmental impact statement for any 
major project, action, or continuing 
activity which may be reasonably 
expected to have a significant ad¬ 
verse effect on the physical envi¬ 
ronment or environmental interests 
of another nation or a global com¬ 
mons area.” One might read the 
“global commons area” of Resolution 
49 as referring to a “Common Heri¬ 
tage area,” and the implication might 
be that no nation or corporation or 
consortium should act unilaterally 
to reap the benefits of exploiting 
what is the Common Heritage. 

At present, exploitation of re¬ 
sources often leads to problems. 
Spreading desert-like conditions due 
to overgrazing and other factors 
claim an area about the size of Maine 
each year. By the year 2000, deserti¬ 
fication and erosion could destroy a 
significant portion of the world’s 
cropland, and as much as 40 percent 
of the tropical forests may be gone. 
But when we urge the developing 
countries to husband these re- 
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The vast resources of the Earth and solar system are visible in this montage of NASA photographs. 

sources, they respond: “You didn’t 
worry about natural resources dur¬ 
ing your development. Does your 
new-found concern reflect a desire 
to keep us from catching up?” Per¬ 
haps our unqualified acceptance of 
the Common Heritage concept could 
give validity to our demand that 
developing countries act as respon¬ 
sible stewards of their portion of the 
Heritage. 

The Role of Science 
The Club of Rome, in its recent 

report “No Limits to Learning— 
Bridging the Human Gap,” is very 
critical of science: science has de¬ 
parted from its objective ideals; it is 
a victim of “maintenance learning,” 
which conforms to old assumptions 
about how the world works. “Sci¬ 
ence and technology, whose original 
purpose was the reduction of com¬ 
plexity, now count among the causes 
for its increase,” says the report. 
And it adds: “Where the relevant 
sectors of pure and applied science 
are needed most—in health, food, 
shelter, and education—they are 
least available. And where science 
is most available it is employed for 
destructive ends—defense and 
arms.” Science, the report says, 

needs a new direction: it should be 
aimed in an innovative way toward 
human needs. 

This would appear to be a strong 
indictment of science and technolo¬ 
gy. But, apparently unbeknownst to 
the club, science has been moving in 
an “innovative way toward human 
needs.” And there is reason to be¬ 
lieve that science has brought man¬ 
kind to the threshold of an era in 
which we will find solutions to the 
overwhelming problems of resource 
and energy shortages, overpopula¬ 
tion, and global pollution. It is for 
this very reason that many fear the 
impact of the Common Heritage 
concept. While recognizing its moral 
imperatives, many feel the idea can 
blunt the spur of incentive, the re¬ 
ward for risk, the basis of the free 
enterprise system that has brought 
a high living standard to the West. 
They fear it could smother the driv¬ 
ing force behind the new thrust of 
science. The arguments of those who 
oppose the Moon Treaty show that 
this is not merely an academic con¬ 
cern, and they were able to per¬ 
suade Congress last year that the 
treaty could chill any commercial 
interest in space. 

Using science and technology as a 

springboard, industry will be head¬ 
ing outward into the solar system in 
the next 50 years, because space is 
an exciting environment for indus¬ 
trial operations. It offers a range of 
gravitational accelerations from zero 
up to as fast as you want to spin a 
centrifuge, various gravity gradi¬ 
ents, a very high vacuum available 
just by opening the door, a temper¬ 
ature range from near zero up to 
solar temperatures, and a broad 
spectrum of electromagnetic radia¬ 
tion. These characteristics and their 
corollaries—absence of separation 
caused by density differences, abili¬ 
ty to mix materials in a precise 
manner, and opportunity to grow 
perfect crystals as well as very large 
ultra-thin membranes, for example 
—have excited industrial research¬ 
ers. Space industry will give man¬ 
kind many new products. 

The nearby moon offers vast sup¬ 
plies of raw materials for space in¬ 
dustry. There is also abundant en¬ 
ergy from the sun that will permit 
almost any manufacturing operation. 
And space industry cannot pollute 
the Earth’s biosphere or, for that 
matter, the solar system. Almost 
any commercial process that can be 
done on Earth can also be carried 
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out in space. And many processes 
can be done only there. 

Space industrialization offers a so¬ 
lution to the problems which are 
rapidly encroaching on our world of 
the 1980s—overpopulation, insuf- 
ficent energy, scarce resources, glo¬ 
bal pollution. It suggests that per¬ 
haps we need not give up hope for 
the future of free enterprise; per¬ 
haps our economic system has an 
untapped potential bounded only by 
our imagination and optimism. Ac¬ 
cording to G. Harry Stine: 

The risks are high, but the entire 
21st century may hinge on what we 
manage to do in space in the next 20 
years. Without the [space] shuttle 
and its progeny to open up the closed 
system of Spaceship Earth, we may 
indeed be faced with a future in 
which we chase our tails endlessly in 
a closed cage with limited resources, 
a dwindling supply of fossil fuels, a 
growing population, real or political¬ 
ly contrived shortages of everything 
imaginable, and the famous Club of 
Rome “Limits to Growth’’ staring us 
bleakly in the face. We may even find 
ourselves headed down into a new 
Dark Age—this time with our fingers 
on the nuclear triggers. 

And all the while, a hundred miles 
above our heads lies a new frontier 
with abundant energy, a solar system 
full of raw materials, and an oppor¬ 
tunity for us to test the hypothesis 
that we are not insignificant beings. 

This generation may be the first 
and last capable of recognizing that 
the human race can, within a centu¬ 
ry, spread throughout'the solar sys¬ 
tem, performing activities of great 
value and changing its lifestyle for 
the better. 

We should not dismiss this vision 
as exaggerated or impossible. Re¬ 
member that at the end of World 
War II the jet airplane was a new 
device, full of bugs, surrounded by 
emergent technologies, and requir¬ 
ing the best possible people to op¬ 
erate. To suggest that a grandmoth¬ 
er would be able to fly around the 
world aboard a jet in armchair com¬ 
fort at nearly the speed of sound 
within 15 years would have been an 
unbelievable forecast. As it turned 
out, great-grandmothers could do 
this, and within 25 years it was the 
only way a grandmother could visit 
her grandchildren because the jet 
airplane spelled the demise of the 
ocean liner and most of the long¬ 
distance passenger trains. 

The private capital investment to 
create the international airline net¬ 

work was staggering. It involved not 
only aircraft, but great new air¬ 
ports, incredibly complex control 
systems, complicated navigational 
systems, fuel storage and distribu¬ 
tion, ground transportation, main¬ 
tenance organizations, food handling 
operations, and an entire chain of 
subsystems to support these. 

The vast resources of the sea and 
the seabed offer similar potential. 
The oceans themselves contain large 
amounts of minerals in solution or 
suspension, and the seabed is liter¬ 
ally littered with nodules containing 
important elements that are rela¬ 
tively scarce on the surface. Inter¬ 
estingly, the resources of the sea 
could help us exploit the resources 
of space and celestial bodies, for the 
nodules are rich in manganese and 
cobalt, which are used in rockets. 
Like the exploitation of space, min¬ 
ing the sea is a relatively new con¬ 
cept made possible by a relatively 
new technology whose possibilities 
are only now becoming visible. 

Incalculable Resources 
The potential of these resources 

is incalculable. The seabed com¬ 
prises nearly twice the area of the 
continents, and the solar system 
contains a resource base perhaps 
the equivalent of a thousand earths. 
In both areas, international treaties 
call for a sharing of the wealth 
among all nations while recognizing 
that only a few have the capital and 
technology to exploit it. The latest 
draft of the sea treaty calls for the 
establishment of an international 
authority to regulate seabed mining 
and to distribute its fruits, and a 
similar regime could arise out of the 
Moon Treaty clause that calls for 
“an equitable sharing by all states 
parties in the benefits derived from 
those resources.” Though the Moon 
Treaty cleared the General Assem¬ 
bly for signing in 1979, the Law of 
the Sea treaty is hung up in confer¬ 
ence on the issue of seabed re¬ 
sources. 

The practical interpretation of 
these clauses will be task for law¬ 
yers and judges in years to come, of 
course. But the question can be 
asked as to whether there will be 
incentive for private enterprise to 
manufacture moon mining equip¬ 
ment, for example, when control and' 
profit from such technology will be 
shared with Third World countries 
that have not shared the risks. As 
space-law expert Arthur Dula says, 

“Resources that are owned by every¬ 
body are developed by nobody.” 
Treaty backers, on the other hand, 
say that prospects for private en¬ 
terprise in space will be enhanced 
by mutual cooperation under the 
treaty. The “international regime” 
does not have to be a profit-eating 
dictatorship. It could work like In¬ 
telsat, in which nations and compa¬ 
nies jointly own and operate the in¬ 
ternational network of communica¬ 
tions satellites. 

The free enterprise system offers 
the potential of great reward to 
those who take large risks, and 
there will be great technological and 
financial risks involved in achieving 
the promise of space industrializa¬ 
tion and seabed mining. But many 
of the socialist countries emphasize 
redistribution of the world’s wealth, 
rather than production of new 
wealth. Will exploitation of these 
resources be pursued under a sys¬ 
tem where rewards must be shared 
with those who have not shared in 
the risks of the ventures? 

This is a practical, not a philo¬ 
sophical, question, and it addresses 
an issue concerning the future of 
our race. It illustrates the fact that 
the Common Heritage of Mankind is 
an idea with extremely far-reaching 
implications, in the areas of ethics, 
science, economics, politics, and di¬ 
plomacy. Could acceptance of this 
concept by the North actually frus¬ 
trate man’s attempt to bring to real¬ 
ity the vast promise which can be 
foreseen for the future of his spe¬ 
cies? If such a question about the 
Common Heritage can be seriously 
asked, a serious answer must be 
given. And one wonders whether 
such answers can be reached through 
position papers or task force re¬ 
ports. 

Perhaps the answer should come 
from a great national debate—a de¬ 
bate which would involve our best 
minds in economics, political theory, 
ethics, science, the unions, home¬ 
makers, students, farmers. And per¬ 
haps it should address such ques¬ 
tions as the moral and ethical de¬ 
mands of the Common Heritage 
concept, the future of free enter¬ 
prise and capitalism, and the mutu¬ 
al obligations of North and South. If 
we believe in democratic principles, 
we owe it to ourselves to arrive at a 
real consensus before making deci¬ 
sions, implicit or explicit, on issues 
which might have a fundamental im¬ 
pact on the future of mankind. □ 
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The Sea 
BY ANN L. HOLLICK One Sunday last March, John 

Temple Swing read the New 
York Times while riding the 

subway to the early morning open¬ 
ing meeting of the tenth session of 
the Third United Nations Confer¬ 
ence on the Law of the Sea. The 
conference had been running for 
seven years and, save for agree¬ 
ments on deep seabed mining, was 
close to proposing a final treaty for 
ratification. Swing read a front-page 
story that told him that he and the 
rest of the U.S. delegation, all hold¬ 
overs from the Carter administra¬ 
tion, had been dismissed the night 
before by President Reagan. Several 
policymakers later joined Carter’s 
recent head of the delegation, Elliot 
Richardson, in calling the abrupt 
action “a second Saturday Night 
Massacre.” 

Reagan’s move put the treaty on 
hold in the United Nations, where 
the United States had played a lead¬ 
ing role in shaping the draft agree¬ 
ment. The Times noted that “the 
administration was most concerned 
about the provisions giving poor 
countries a share of seabed minerals 
and obliging private mining inter¬ 
ests to transfer technology to a spe¬ 
cial U.N. agency [the “Enterprise”] 
that would be set up under the trea- 

Ann L. Hollick is the director of 
the Office of International Commod¬ 
ities in the Economic and Commer¬ 
cial Bureau of the State Depart¬ 
ment. This article is adapted and 
excerpted from her book U.S. For¬ 
eign Policy and the Law of the Sea, 
to be published this month by 
Princeton University Press. The 
book was written while the author 
was associate professor at the School 
of Advanced International Studies 
of Johns Hopkins University. The 
introductory section was added by 
the editor to bring the article up to 
date. 

® 1981 by Princeton University 
Press, Princeton, New Jersey 08540. 
Reprinted by permission. 

ty.” The Washington Post said that 
the action was part of a campaign to 
end U.S. dependence on foreign 
supplies of strategic minerals, the 
administration fearing “the treaty 
would jeopardize deep-sea mining of 
minerals by U.S. firms.” 

The Reagan administration had 
announced soon after the inaugura¬ 
tion its plans to stockpile strategic 
minerals needed for military hard¬ 
ware. Secretary of the Interior 
James Watt noted that the U.S. “is 
now dependent on foreign sources 
for 100 percent of our manganese 
and 100 percent of our cobalt,” two 
essential constituents of the high- 
grade steel used in jet engines, 
armor plate, and artillery shells. 
Perhaps as much as 1.5 trillion tons 
of potato-shaped nodules containing 
nickel, copper, manganese, and co¬ 
balt lie on the deep-ocean floor. 

The treaty would create an inter¬ 
national seabed authority, whose 
operating arm—the Enterprise— 
would conduct mining operations. 
The authority would have the power 
to restrict production of seabed min¬ 
erals under a formula designed to 
protect competing land-based pro¬ 
ducers. Private miners—there are 
now five multinational consortia— 
would be obligated to provide ex¬ 
plored mine sites to the authority 
and to sell technology to the Enter¬ 
prise. Signatories to the treaty 
would have to finance the Enter¬ 
prise’s initial operation. 

The concept of a parallel interna¬ 
tional Enterprise to mine the sea¬ 
bed for the developing countries is 
one facet of the “Common Heritage 
of Mankind” precept advanced dur¬ 
ing the negotations by Third World 
nations and accepted by the United 
States during years of concessions 
designed to secure, among other 
things, free movement of military 
vessels and seabed access for the 
private firms. 

Thus, there is an ironical touch to 
Reagan’s call for a review of the U.S. 
position. One independent observer 
was quoted by the Post: “The con¬ 
ference was a negotiation entered 

into by a Republican administration, 
conducted throughout by Republi¬ 
can leaders, and whose major ave¬ 
nues of compromise were deter¬ 
mined by Republican policy experts 
and put forward by Republican 
spokesmen.” The Post noted that 
Secretary of State Henry Kissinger 
had “set the basic deal” on sharing 
the wealth of the seabed in 1976, 
“yet a Republican administration has 
deliberately capsized U.S. policy.” 
However, a review of the long nego¬ 
tiating process provides some insight 
into why Reagan wants to reconsider 
the draft provisions. 

Oldest Laws 
The law of the sea is one of civili¬ 

zation’s oldest areas of international 
law. Early reliance on the oceans for 
food and transport led to the devel¬ 
opment of two general precepts to 
govern the interaction of political 
groups such as city states, the 
Roman empire, and nation states: 
“freedom of the seas” and a con¬ 
trasting legal principle, that of en¬ 
closure or division of the oceans. 

In the 20th century, the tension 
between pressures for enclosure and 
for maritime freedom has continued. 
Early in the century expanding use 
of the oceans generated growing in¬ 
terest in reaching some sort of gen¬ 
eral agreement on the width of the 
territorial sea and of a special- 
purpose contiguous zone. Under the 
auspices of the League of Nations, a 
Conference for the Codification of 
International Law met in The Hague 
in 1930. One committee discussed 
the territorial sea and contiguous 
zone. While it was agreed that the 
territorial sea formed part of the 
territory of the coastal states and 
that other waters were “free,” there 
was no agreement on the width of 
the territorial sea or on the nature 
and breadth of the contiguous zone. 
Prevailing political forces supported 
the concept of the freedom of the 
seas beyond a narrow territorial sea. 
The ground was laid, however, for 
subsequent United Nations confer¬ 
ences to deal with coastal-state off- 
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shore jurisdiction and the status of 
the areas beyond. In the second half 
of the 20th century the tide has 
turned substantially in favor of the 
forces for enclosure. 

Coastal states have been quick to 
lay claim to offshore minerals. This 
was accomplished as early as 1958 
in the Geneva Convention on the 
Continental Shelf, which granted 
coastal states sovereign rights over 
the seabed resources off their 
shores. 

Seabed nodules were discovered 
as long ago as the 1870s, but only 
with the development of a recovery 
capability nearly 100 years later did 
they begin to assume commercial 
importance. Nodules of commercial 
interest are found at depths of 
12,000 to 20,000 feet, well removed 
from continental margins. The 
greatest concentrations are in the 
North and South Pacific oceans. 
Once the technological means to 
mine the ocean floor had been de¬ 
veloped, it became apparent that 
the existing law of the sea was in¬ 
adequate to deal with the jurisdic¬ 
tional problems posed by a mid-ocean 
resource. Under the 1958 conven¬ 
tion, each nation could conceivably 
extend its boundaries to the middle 
of the ocean as it developed the 
capability to harvest nodules. Such 
an approach would clearly benefit 
those nations fronting on vast oceans 
while offering little for other coun¬ 
tries. 

Newest Laws 
The Third Law of the Sea Con¬ 

ference (UNCLOS III) and its prep¬ 
arations spanned the 1970s, and 
during this period each administra¬ 
tion appointed different law of the 
sea negotiators. Problems in the 
larger policy environment contribut¬ 
ed to the difficulties the United 
States experienced in the law of the 
sea from 1974 to 1976, when the 
Group of 77, representing the de¬ 
veloping world, was elated by 
OPEC’s ability to unilaterally im¬ 
pose a massive income transfer on 
the developed world. The full im¬ 
pact of the resulting world recession 
and economic interdependence had 
not yet been understood and the 
goal of the Group of 77 remained 
the pursuit of OPEC-like successes 
through group solidarity. The inter¬ 
national and domestic environment 
was not propitious for the negotia¬ 
tion of a balanced, comprehensive 
law of the sea regime. 

Diagram of proposed deep seabed mining rig. The industrialized world 
must share this newly developed technology under the proposed law of the 
sea treaty. 

18 FOREIGN SERVICE JOURNAL 



PULL-OUT SECTION 

Association News 

AFSA Honors 
Soldiers Who 
Died in Iran 
Raid, Couriers 
With two squads of Marines standing 
at attention as an honor guard, outgo¬ 
ing AFSA President Kenneth Bleakley 
presented plaques honoring the five 
diplomatic couriers killed in the course 
of duty since World War II and the 
eight soldiers who died in the attempt¬ 
ed rescue of the hostages in Iran at a 
brief ceremony before a packed gallery 
in the Diplomatic Lobby on Foreign 
Service Day, May 8. 

Former Teheran charge L. Bruce 
Laingen and Alfred Verrier, president 
of the U.S. Diplomatic Courier Associa¬ 
tion, accepted the plaques and turned 
them over to Deputy Secretary of 
State William Clark, who in turn ac¬ 
cepted them on behalf of the depart¬ 
ment. Then Secretary Clark and Bleak- 
ley laid a wreath in front of the large 
memorial AFSA maintains in the lobby 
honoring members of the Foreign Ser¬ 
vice who died under heroic or trag¬ 
ic circumstances. For the first time in 
some years, no new names were added 
to the memorial. 

Bleakley told the crowd of several 
hundred that the role of the courier is 
“one of the most dangerous professions 
in the world. AFSA is proud to add 
the names of the five who died since 
World War II to those of our own.” 

On behalf of the former hostages, 
Laingen personally thanked the eight 
soldiers for their sacrifice: “In a larger 
sense, they succeeded in their mission 

Bleakley and Secretary Clark 
by demonstrating to our countrymen 
and the people of the world our na¬ 
tion’s commitment to freedom.” 

Laingen read from the plaque: “Ded¬ 
icated by the American Foreign Ser¬ 
vice Association to the memory of 
those who died in a noble effort to free 
our beleaguered colleagues, Iran, April 
1980. Greater love hath no man than 
this, that a man lay down his life for 
his friends.” 

Secretary Clark spoke for several 
minutes, calling those honored “hidden 
heroes.” He noted an injunction from 
“our departed colleagues to preserve 
their qualities: courage, loyalty, integ¬ 
rity, patriotism. And the Foreign Ser¬ 
vice takes that to heart, as events in 
Iran over the past year have demon¬ 
strated.” 

Governing 
Board 
Announces 
Changes 
Outgoing AFSA President Kenneth 
Bleakley turned over the gavel on May 
9 to Anthea DeRouville, who was ap¬ 
pointed president to serve out the re¬ 
mainder of his term. DeRouville had 
been AFSA’s vice president until she 
was elevated by vote of the Governing 
Board. She is the first person to attain 
the presidency directly from the Staff 
Corps. 

To fill her slot, the Governing Board 
appointed Ron Witherell, former asso¬ 
ciation treasurer, as vice president. 
Michael Speers, of AID, was named 
treasurer. 

Counsel Acts 
on Home 
Leave Taxes 
Despite a history of court decisions 
defending the deductability of home 
leave expenses for Foreign Service 
personnel, “some IRS offices have per¬ 
sisted in denying deductibility of home 
leave expenses,” AFSA General Coun¬ 
sel Susan Holik wrote in a letter to the 
IRS deputy chief counsel of litigation. 

Citing three different decisions in 
three circuit courts, Holik urged the 
IRS “to revise your ruling in light of 
the over-whelming precedent against 
the IRS interpretation. Otherwise, we 
will be compelled to keep litigating the 
issue in each circuit.” She noted that 
Foreign Service employees are statu¬ 
torily required to take home leave and 
that the courts have found this is “part 
of the business of a Foreign Service 
officer in representing the U.S. 
abroad.” 

IRS Tax Litigation Division Direc¬ 
tor John H. Menzel responded: 

Re: Deductibility of home leave ex¬ 
penses. 

This is to acknowledge receipt of 
your letter of April 14, 1981. Therein 
you requested, on behalf of the associ¬ 
ation, that the IRS review its position 
concerning deductibility of home leave 
expenses in light of losses in three 
courts of appeals. 

We presently have this matter under 
active consideration. We are also aware 
of the extended-time limitations for fil¬ 
ing returns. We will provide a response, 
as soon as a final decision is made. 

In view of the three appellate courts 
which have taken taxpayers’ view on 
this issue, it is advisable for Foreign 
Service officers to protect themselves 
by deducting the home leave expenses 
on their returns or filing timely claims 
for refund. Again, this is not saying 
that the IRS has decided to follow 
these appellate courts—no decision has 
yet been made in that respect. 

AFSA suggests that members ob¬ 
tain a copy of this letter to use for 
appeal if their returns are audited be¬ 
cause of home leave expense deduc¬ 
tions. Write: AFSA, Members’ Inter¬ 
ests. 
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Retirees Hear 
About COLAs 
at Brunch 
As part of the Foreign Service Day 
activities, AFSA held a brunch meet¬ 
ing on Saturday, May 9, for its retired 
members, who heard several associa¬ 
tion officials speak on their concerns 
before participating in a wide-ranging 
hour-long question and answer session. 

AFSA Executive Director Robert 
Beers, himself a retired member of 
the Foreign Service, held aloft a copy 
of the day’s Washington Post noting 
proposed federal cuts in retirement 
benefits of .$7.2 billion. “What you saw 
this morning is indicative of the trend 
in this country. For instance, there is 
the possibility of raising the age for 
receiving benefits to 68 by 1990 and 
also eliminating the minimum benefit. 

“It seems the semi-annual cost of 
living adjustment (COLA) is in trou¬ 
ble," Beers continued. “And new pro¬ 
posals on insurance coverage could 
double the retiree’s contribution. 

AFSA is affiliating with the Fund to 
Assure an Independent Retirement— 
FAIR—which has 25 organization 
members and 5 million individuals, to 
work on Congress at the grass-roots 
level. FAIR has used information pro¬ 
vided by AFSA in its Congressional 
testimony.” 

Before the question and answer pe¬ 
riod, outgoing AFSA President Ken¬ 
neth Bleakley introduced to the audi¬ 
ence his successor as president, An- 
thea DeRouville (see related story). 
DeRouville promised the retirees to 
continue pressing for their concerns. 

DeRouville addresses retirees 

AFSA Challenges 
AID Squeeze Play 
Our story opens in the Near East Bu¬ 
reau where, in the spring of 1980, the 
chief of the Division of Rural Devel¬ 
opment and Special Projects, a For¬ 
eign Service officer in an “F” desig¬ 
nated position, retired. Near East 
management unofficially appointed the 
GS chief of the Social Analysis Divi¬ 
sion to take over “temporarily.” In 
reply to an AF'SA inquiry, AID la¬ 
mented that no qualified Foreign Ser¬ 
vice officers were available to fill the 
position; AFSA was assured that when 
one was found, an appointment would 
be made. This occurred despite the 
presence of two qualified officers with¬ 
in the division who were never official¬ 
ly told of the opening nor interviewed 
for the position. Needless to say, the 
opening was never advertised. 

But Near East management was not 
idle. Plans went quietly ahead to merge 
the two divisions, SPRD and SA. In¬ 
volved was the striking of two Foreign 
Service positions, the dubious merger 
of rural development with social re¬ 
search, and the appointment of the 
aforementioned GS employee as chief 
of the new division, a position still 
carried as “F” designated. Having tied 
up the ribbons of its merger package, 
Near East management began to move 
it through channels. Only after AFSA 
complained about AID management’s 
obvious turnabout did the latter reluc¬ 
tantly pass on the information and, 
noblesse oblige, ask for AFSA’s com¬ 
ments. 

When AFSA protested the elimina¬ 
tion of the positions, AID countered 
that this was necessary in the inter¬ 
ests of efficiency and economy; when 
AFSA complained that AID manage¬ 
ment had come full circle from its ex¬ 
pressed intent, AID smilingly said that 
it had changed its mind; when AFSA 
pointed out that the position of chief of 
the new division was, in fact, a new 
position and should, under the Obey 
Regulations, be filled by a Foreign 
Service officer, AID waltzed away 
singing the refrain of “What’s good for 
AID management is good for the For¬ 
eign Service.” In short, the AFSA 
discussion with AID was, in the words 
of W.C. Fields, like “tying a hair rib¬ 
bon on a bolt of lightning.” 

But times are changing. Chapter Ten 
of the new Foreign Service Act spells 
out very clearly AID’s responsibility to 
bargain in good faith, something it has 
yet to learn. In matters of personnel 
policies, practices, and working condi¬ 
tions, AID management must come to 
the table on the procedure. And AFSA 
intends to call AID’s bluff before the 
corn is as high as an elephant’s eye! 

The End of the Long-Term, Fixed-Rate Mortgage 
Because of the volatile fluctuations in 
interest rates, the 30-year, fixed-rate 
mortgage may soon disappear. A re¬ 
cent survey of experts in the field es¬ 
timated it could be ended by the time 
you read this, or within five years. 
Gone will be three types of long-term, 
fixed-rate mortgages: Conventional, 
Veterans Administration, and Federal 
Housing Administration. At present 
the VA allows such loans up to $110,000 
with no money down, and the FHA as 
much as $98,500 in the D.C. area, but 
with a small down payment. 

The proposed federal budget cuts 
provide for reducing FHA-insured and 
VA-guaranteed loans. These have been 
the best fixed-rate mortgages avail¬ 
able. For example, during the severest 
part of the mortgage crunch in the 
winter of 1980, some homes with exist¬ 
ing VA loans were selling quickly and 
at a premium because of the assuma- 
bility clause contained in VA (and 
FHA) loans. 

Assumability means the home can 
be sold and the government-backed 
loan transferred to the buyer without 
lender approval—a big plus in selling. 
When assumed, the loans are still 
nonescalating. A home purchased with 
a VA or FHA loan assumption may 
allow a later second mortgage to gen¬ 
erate funds for other investments or 
expenses. So they are good loans but 
they may disappear soon. Check with 
the VA especially before you act, since 

it is reviewing eligibility requirements. 
Home buyers may have noticed that 

many new-home subdivisions advertise 
the financing available, because good 
financing can enhance sales. Today’s 

PERSONAL 
FINANCIAL 
PLANNING 

buyer must, of economic necessity, de¬ 
termine the loan he or she can get and 
then find a house to fit it. 

Both savings and loans and Fannie 
Mae experienced significant drops in 
profits this spring. Rising interest 
rates have stalled home sales and, in 
turn, have limited loan applications. 
Therefore, lenders are going to get 
their profit by different means, which 
portends new methods in financing 
home purchases. The buyer will give 
up the attractive leverage features of 
fixed-rate mortgages. Instead, the new 
non-fixed mortgages place the market 
risk on the purchaser. This “creative 
financing” designed to protect the 
lending institutions does offer the 
home seller a chance to dispose of his 
or her house despite the depressed 
housing market. But let the buyer be¬ 
ware, because interest rates could stay 
high—or go higher. 

—-HOWARD GLICK, financial planner 
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Pending Act Would 
Insure Reciprocity 
If it passes Congress, a new bill now 
pending would affect reciprocity be¬ 
tween diplomatic missions in the Unit¬ 
ed States and American missions 
abroad. 

Known as the Foreign Missions Act, 
the bill transfers to the State Depart¬ 
ment authority in all decisions involv¬ 
ing foreign missions and international 
organizations in this country. The main 
reason for the act is to give the de¬ 
partment more clout and credibility in 
threatening retaliation for harassment 
of U.S. officials at overseas posts. 

AFSA is paying particular attention 
to the way the Foreign Missions Act 
would deal with reciprocity. Several 
posts—notably Mexico City, Ottawa, 
Damascus, and Canberra—have noti¬ 
fied AFSA of treatment they have 
been receiving that is not equal to the 
privileges accorded diplomats in Wash¬ 
ington. The new act would grant bene¬ 
fits to foreign missions in this country 
only after considering the benefits pro¬ 
vided to American missions. 

Senator Charles Percy, Republican 
of Illinois, introduced the bill on April 
1, and it now awaits hearings by the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee. 
The House version has been favorably 
voted out of the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs and is now before the House 
Committee on the District of Colum¬ 
bia. 

ICA Standing Seeks 
Journal Stories 
The ICA Standing Committee observed 
at its regular monthly meeting in May 
that it would like to raise AFSA’s pro¬ 
file in the agency. To this end, it stud¬ 
ied various proposals. The committee 
decided to encourage members to write 
articles for the Foreign Service Jour¬ 
nal on ICA’s role in foreign affairs and 
the agency’s contributions to diploma¬ 
cy- 

Committee members will be work¬ 
ing with the Editorial Board and edi¬ 
tor of the Journal, through whom all 
major articles should be cleared before 
they are written. Naturally, all arti¬ 
cles should be of sufficient interest to 
the magazine’s entire readership. Those 
who have ideas for stories should start 
by contacting the Standing Committee 
representative, Steve Chaplin, at 7018 
Hector Rd., McLean, Va. 22101, or the 
committee’s editorial chairman, Don 
Hauger, at 3521 39th St, NW, B-494, 
Washington, D.C. 20016. Either of 
these men will help prospective au¬ 
thors to get their articles published. 

ICA Standing Plans 
At its two meetings in May, the ICA 
Standing Committee decided its most 
important and urgent need is to ex¬ 
pand ICA membership in AFSA. The 
committee voted to prepare a profile 
of ICA Foreign Service personnel to 
determine how it can best focus re¬ 
cruiting efforts. Once this evaluation 
phase is completed, the committee 
plans to launch a world-wide member¬ 
ship drive. Committee members noted 
that participation from all AFSA mem¬ 
bers, both those in Washington and 
those stationed overseas, will greatly 
aid its recruitment efforts. 

The committee members observed 
that another priority has to be identi¬ 
fication of those Foreign Service is- 

Field Action Sought on 
Representation Funds 
AFSA is concerned about equitable 
distribution of representational funds 
at posts. While most management offi¬ 
cials distribute funds equitably, some 
reserve an unreasonable portion for 
senior officials. Members in the field 
who know of such instances should 
provide information on why distribu¬ 
tion at their post is unreasonable, for 
appeal to management. 

AFSA also asks members to encour¬ 
age management to consider repre¬ 
sentational needs of all personnel, in¬ 
cluding specialists and support staff, 
in recognition of the role they play in 
achieving mission objectives. Finally, 
AFSA asks all personnel to put in 
vouchers for all their representational 
activities at post, which allows us to 
document the full extent of expendi¬ 
tures and to insure adequate compen¬ 
sation in the future. 

Association Presses 
On PAR Cards 
As the Journal went to press, the 
dispute on the Personnel Audit Report 
cards used by this year’s selection 
boards continued. Management feels 
that the boards, faced with a great 
number of files to evaluate and rank, 
need the cards as a “capsule” of each 
employee’s assignment history, lan¬ 
guage competence, etc. 

Since many cards contain errors, 
AFSA contends, all information with 
the exception of name, rank, and so¬ 
cial security number should be delet¬ 
ed. Management had earlier agreed 
that the cards should be corrected 
prior to use by the boards; AFSA feels 
that the commitment should be met 
and will continue to press its demand. 

Member Drive 
sues that affect ICA personnel par¬ 
ticularly. The committee invites all 
ICA members of AFSA to propose 
which ICA-related issues are of great¬ 
est concern. 

Committee Hot About 
AID Mission Cooling 
Moved from their old office when the 
roof collapsed, the members of the 
AID mission in Mogadishu have been 
laboring without air conditioning for 
the past several months at a time when 
temperatures range between 90 and 
105 degrees. 

“If the situation existed in the U.S., 
everyone would have been excused 
from work long ago,” the AID Stand¬ 
ing Committee declared. “AFSA has 
identified funding for air conditioning 
for Mogadishu and informed manage¬ 
ment, Still no action as of this writing. 
We wonder if this situation would ob¬ 
tain if the director of SER/MO were 
Foreign Service?” 

AFSA Appoints 
New Law Clerk 

In response to the increasing demands 
on AFSA’s general counsel, Susan 
Holik, the association has hired a law 
clerk to assist her in preparing for 
grievance hearings, litigation, and do¬ 
ing legal research. Gordon Glaza joins 
the AFSA staff after two years at 
George Washington University Law 
Center, where he specialized in labor 
relations. 

Originally from Detroit, Gordon was 
graduated in 1979 from the University 
of Michigan. Aside from his academic 
experience in labor law, he held a 
summer internship in 1980 with the 
Army, where he worked on labor- 
relations law. He maintains an interest 
in international affairs and has trav¬ 
eled widely in central and eastern Eu¬ 
rope. 
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AFSA Meets PAFSO Association Opposes 
District Tax Bill 
The association has advised all For¬ 
eign Service officers that the District 
of Columbia has included in a new bill 
a provision to remove the income tax 
exemption for presidential appointees 
and congressional staff members who 
reside in the district but are domiciled 
elsewhere. Elected officials and Cabi¬ 
net officers are exempted. 

At the City Council Committee on 
Finance and Revenue hearing May 21, 
Irving Williamson testified for AFSA. 
He reported that comments of the two 
council members present were not 
sympathetic to our position. Written 
statements protesting the bill were 
submitted by numerous Foreign Ser¬ 
vice officers in Washington and over¬ 
seas, by AFSA, and by the depart¬ 
ment. The association wishes to thank 
those who responded to our call for 
action. 

The bill could go forward for approv¬ 
al to the full council and the Mayor this 
summer. Final approval lies with Con¬ 
gress, which probably will not consid¬ 
er it until after the summer recess. 

AID Reorganization 
May Challenge Obey 
The anticipated shifts in AID’S organi¬ 
zation may pose challenges to the in¬ 
tegrity of the Obey Amendment. 
AFSA believes that the Obey Amend¬ 
ment has and will continue to strength¬ 
en the agency by assuring that ap¬ 
propriate AID/W positions are filled 
by personnel who understand devel¬ 
opment administration as practiced 
overseas—the only place AID does 
business. Moreover, the morale boost 
to Foreign Service employees on rota¬ 
tion who now have the ability to seek 
AID/W positions commensurate with 
their abilities should be obvious. 

Board Names 
insurance Trustees 
AFSA’s Governing Board has named a 
Board of Trustees to review the insur¬ 
ance programs sponsored by the asso¬ 
ciation and to recommend possible re¬ 
visions in and expansion of the cover¬ 
age now available. 

The trustees would welcome sugges¬ 
tions. from AFSA members as to how 
the association’s insurance program 
might be made more responsive to 
their requirements. All such sugges¬ 
tions should be addressed to Hugh 
Wolff at the AFSA offices. 

The stress and strain of life in the 
Foreign Service is not unique to Amer¬ 
icans. At one .time or another we have 
all commiserated with friends from 
other countries’ embassies about em¬ 
ployee concerns that seem universal. 
On an institutional level, the American 
Foreign Service Association has been 
interested in how employee organiza¬ 
tions from other Foreign Services op¬ 
erate. Recently, AFSA President Thea 
DeRouville and State Standing Com¬ 
mittee member Dennis Hays visited 
the Canadian Embassy in Washington 
and interviewed George Leger (embas¬ 
sy legal adviser and past president of 
their Foreign Service association) and 
David Shaw (embassy director of per¬ 
sonnel) to find out more. One of the 
first things we learned was that Cana¬ 
dian Foreign Service personnel have 
two employee organizations, one for 
officers—PAFSO, the Professional As¬ 
sociation of Foreign Service Officers— 
and one for staff—PSAC, the Public 
Service Alliance of Canada. Leger and 
Shaw are members of PAFSO. 

PAFSO received its authority for col¬ 
lective bargaining in the late ’60s and 
is primarily concerned with terms and 
conditions of employment. Issues that 
cut across employee-group lines, such 
as post or travel allowances, are re¬ 
viewed by a National Joint Council 
composed of management and repre¬ 
sentatives of all of the unions that 
represent Foreign Service personnel. 

PAFSO does not have a formal key- 
person network, but at larger posts a 
member will generally be designated 
to be a contact point. Though issues 
affecting an individual are often han¬ 
dled informally, there is also a griev¬ 
ance procedure for serious cases. 

What follow's is a synopsis of the 
conversation we had. The exchange 
was very open and free flowing, and 
we are grateful to Messrs. Leger and 
Shaw for their time and their interest. 

AFSA: Tell us how PAFSO became 
involved in collective bargaining. 

PAFSO: PAFSO got the basic frame¬ 
work for collective bargaining on is¬ 
sues concerning terms and conditions 
of employment, such as salary, leave, 
hours of work, and union recognition. 
Neither retirement nor the actual work 
an individual does are included, as 
these are the prerogative of manage¬ 
ment under the Canadian system. 
Then for all FS employees, there is a 
National Joint Council, composed of 
management and representatives of 
the various unions. It deals not only 
with FS Directives but also with such 

things as isolated post allowances, 
travel allowances, and other issues that 
tend to cut across any employee group. 

AFSA: The standard method of en¬ 
try into your service is by examina¬ 
tion. What the average age of an in¬ 
coming officer? 

PAFSO: It varies, but lately it has 
been older, 26-27, with one or two 
post-graduate degrees. About ten 
years ago it was very young officers 
with one university degree wrho could 
be formed through a number of admin¬ 
istrative and consular assignments, 
and older ones that they could use for 
more functional tasks, such as lawyers. 
Because we staff all department posi¬ 
tions, we have to provide for the legal 
and economic jobs and yet we are not 
given a quota background—that is, we 
are not told you must take ten lawyers 
in the next batch of 30. You must take 
the top 30 out of about 5,000 appli¬ 
cants. It’s the best 30, and if you don’t 
get any lawyers that year, that’s it, the 
legal department will have to make do. 

AFSA: Has your attrition rate gone 
up in the last few years? 

PAFSO: Unfortunately not. I say 
unfortunately, because the higher your 
attrition rate the more clout with the 
government, and every time we nego¬ 
tiate they wheel out our sad little at¬ 
trition rate of 3%%, compared to 15% 
elsewhere. 

AFSA: Do you have a problem with 
service discipline, for instance if you 
have a post which is considered unat¬ 
tractive or dangerous or just sleepy, 
what are the mechanisms with which 
you entice people to go? 

PAFSO: It is all in the question of 
different indexes to create higher in¬ 
centive—hardship, years of service in 
difficult posts, years abroad, these are 
all added up to make a composite sort 
of index. 

AFSA: For retirement? 
PAFSO: No, towards additions to 

your salary. Your basic FS premium 
goes through six steps, and that is 
adjusted according to the cost of liv¬ 
ing, hardship allowances, etc., so that 
an individual wdio has spent, in the 
course of his career, six to seven years 
abroad and then accepted a hardship 
post would end up getting probably 
$10-$15,000 a year more. 

AFSA: Percentage of salary or lump 
sum? 

PAFSO: Lump sum, and that is one 
of the hassles. It is tax free, and the 
idea was to give you this lump sum, 
wrhich you would bank and then go 
abroad and serve your two dirty years 
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ASSOCIATIONS MEET: From left, State Standing Committee member Dennis Hayes, Canadian Embassy personnel 
director David Shaw, AFSA President Anthea DeRouville, PAFSO Past President George Leger. 

and then, if you survive, you or your 
widow gets it. The problem, of course, 
is that the value of that incentive, par¬ 
ticularly over the period of three years, 
becomes very much eroded and is sub¬ 
ject to general government constraints, 
so as a percentage of salary it’s dimin¬ 
ished radically, and as a matter of fact 
I think there is some question as to 
whether it really is an incentive any 
longer. Because, of course, the 
amounts remain the same, they haven’t 
changed much in ten years and infla¬ 
tion has changed a lot. 

AFSA: If you have someone who’s 
assigned to a post and they just say 
“forget it,” can they do it? 

PAFSO: They can do it a couple of 
times; it depends on how they say it. 
There are ways, and it is a difficult 
question as to whether the employer 
can actually force an employee to ac¬ 
cept a given post abroad. If a person 
does not accept the rotational nature 
of the service and refuses assignments 
abroad, whether that person can even¬ 
tually be released from his employment 
for incapacity has yet to be tested. 
There is a large body of opinion that 
says that were such a release ever con¬ 
tested in court, it would be immediate¬ 
ly thrown out. 

AFSA: But normally, if a person 
were due to transfer he would write 
back to headquarters and say, “I would 
like to go here, here, or here,” and 
headquarters would say, “No, but you 
can go there, there, or there.” 

PAFSO: Yes, and eventually they 
come to an agreement. But to be fair, 
the service is broken down to such a 
degree now that here we are in the 
middle of April, and for all the people 
I know’ w’ho are supposed to be going 
back, it is still way up in the air. They 
target that the minimum notice will be 
four months. The problem is that in 
the FS the officer’s existence is predi¬ 
cated on a generalist approach, so an 
individual does an economic job in 
Washington, let us say, and it’s logical 
that he will go to a political or an aid 
job or one of the other kinds of possi¬ 
bilities elsewhere, and that is a great 
incentive when an individual is mov¬ 
ing. Washington is a great place to be. 
What are you going to offer somebody 
after that in Ouagadougou? One thing 
you can offer is some professional 
growth in a different area that he 
hasn’t had before. So generally among 
the P^S officers the problem of non- 
acceptance of posts has not been as 
acute as among the staff. 

AFSA: So from what you are saying, 
offering someone something different 
is an incentive. In our service it is not. 
A political officer always wants to be a 
political officer. 

PAFSO: 1 think you have to add, 
however, that it’s an incentive because 
the officer know’s that his promotability 
depends on his being able to show’ that 
he has acquired a broad range of expe¬ 
rience rather than a specialty. 

AFSA: Which is the opposite of 
what we have. 

PAFSO: The guy who spends all of 
his time doing, say, energy work in 
Ottawa, is posted to Venezuela and 
does more energy work, and then 
comes back and still does energy w'ork 
—he is going to be seen by the promo¬ 
tion board as too narrow, he will never 
make head of a post. We don’t need an 
energy specialist as head of post. And 
since, contrary to you, we staff our 
heads of post as well from the Foreign 
Service, you have to think about form¬ 
ing the future managers of the posts 
abroad, and this is always the ultimate 
objective. It is breaking down to some 
degree because we now have this new’ 
concept of “streaming”—since we have 
to provide specialists in a number of 
missions, where do we get them? We 
don’t recruit them. We may get to that 
some day but we don’t do it now, so we 
have been trying to stream people, but 
these are conflicting objectives. How 
do you stream people and still main¬ 
tain the broad generalist approach? 

AFSA: It all sounds too depressing- 
ly familiar. 

PAFSO: Up to now’, most officers 
would appreciate that when they are 
put in a different category, they are 
enhancing their promotability. Also, 
going to a small, difficult post is good 
too. I guess w’hat you have to do is 
convince officers that all of these 
things are good for them. A couple of 
years in Cote d’Ivoire is good, it helps 
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your French, it shows you are very 
rotational and flexible. . . . 

AFSA: You mentioned all your heads 
of mission are career. 

PAFSO: All but two. 
AFSA: How many political positions 

are there at headquarters? 
PAFSO: They are not identified as 

political positions. All of our head of 
post positions are staffed by Orders in 
Council, the equivalent of an Execu¬ 
tive Order—Cabinet decisions. Howev¬ 
er, the individuals who are eventually 
chosen are about 98% from within the 
department. We put up a list, we sug¬ 
gest the names. It is very rare that 
the Cabinet will select names that are 
not on our list, and we don’t put names 
on our list that aren’t FS. In the de¬ 
partment it is the same way. All the 
secretaries and deputy secretaries are 
career, as are ambassadors, with the 
possible exception of London, w7hich 
for the past four or five appointments 
has been political. 

AFSA: We would like to ask a couple 
of questions about particular problems 
that are cropping up for us. One con¬ 
cerns the increasing unwillingness of 
spouses to go overseas, and once over¬ 
seas, a total unwillingness to play the 
old role of making the hors d’oeuvres. 
Are you finding that at all a problem? 

PAFSO: It is really a horrible prob¬ 
lem. You have done a lot of wrork on 
that and we have been following your 
w'ork. There are many approaches to 
try to solve little parts of the problem. 
We try to find employment abroad by 
negotiating bilateral agreements with 
like-minded countries. But that can’t 
go very far; perhaps a half dozen coun¬ 
tries or so. Also, most of the countries 
w'ho give this right do so with all kinds 
of conditions. You have given us this 
right here, but you named a number of 
professions that we couldn’t enter be¬ 
cause obviously they w'ere professions 
where we would be taking jobs away 
from Americans. We have been seeing 
more and more cases of couples sepa¬ 
rated, the family staying in Ottawa, 
the husband doing his two or three 
years and coming back, that sort of 
thing. There has been no system de¬ 
veloped to facilitate flying back and 
forth, etc. The government refuses to 
sanction that sort of thing, and it is 
the beginning of the end w:hen that 
starts to happen; if they have fly-back 
authority or visiting authority or if w7e 
treat children as if they w7ere in board¬ 
ing schools, then I think w7e accept the 
fact that there is no possibility of 
having families abroad, and that is a 
dangerous route. 

AFSA: We now7 have under the new7 

Foreign Service Act a provision that 
says an employee may request sepa¬ 
rate maintenance allowance for his wife 
and family. 

PAFSO: We have a similar one, but 
ours is a very special one where an 
employer forces you to transfer out 
during the school year or in a place 
where the employer determines the 
employee cannot bring his family. 

AFSA: We have that too, but now7 in 
addition the employee can request sep¬ 
arate maintenance. Do you have situa¬ 
tions where both husband and wife are 
officers? 

PAFSO: Working couples? That is 
the best solution of all, but our de¬ 
partment hasn’t hired couples. The 
couples that exist are ones that formed 
after they both joined. 

AFSA: Do they receive preferential 
assignments? 

PAFSO: There are very few, and 
the understanding is that there will be 
no preferential assignments other than 

PAFSO: “All 
Canada’s 
secretaries 
of state and 
deputy 
secretaries are 
career, as are 
ambassadors.” 

if it does come up. 
AFSA: But in effect they manage 

somehow7? 
PAFSO: Usually after tw7o or three 

posts a situation arises where one or 
the other is going to have to resign. 
That is what everyone says, but it 
hasn’t happened yet. I guess it is going 
to eventually because there is no way 
the other employees are going to ac¬ 
cept that the working couples serve 
only in London, Washington, and Par¬ 
is. Most of these working couples are 
still in middle management—as they 
get more senior, it will be more diffi¬ 
cult. It would be hard to have a head 
of mission whose wife or whose hus¬ 
band w7as a subordinate. I think you 
w7ould have to say that this whole fami¬ 
ly situation has reached crisis propor¬ 
tions in our Foreign Service—as it has 
in yours, I guess. Well, there are a 
number of responses to it. One is for 
spouses w7ho are public servants back 
in Ottawa: they are loosening up so 
that the individual can take leave of 
absence. In the Foreign Service, if the 
assignment doesn’t jibe for both of i 

them, then one can take a leave of 
absence until an opening does arise. 
These reciprocal agreements are real¬ 
ly opening doors in a lot of cases. A lot 
of spouses here work. 

AFSA: Is your service giving any 
thought to paying “non-working”—they 
are hardly “non-working”—spouses? 

PAFSO: That has been bandied 
about for a number of years. Just last 
week we had a Royal Commissioner 
here and one of the presentations that 
was made to her was precisely along 
those lines, that many of the distaff 
side of the organization are doing a lot 
of required unpaid work and yet there 
is no room for spouses in the organiza¬ 
tion. 

AFSA: Are spouses paid for repre¬ 
sentational services? 

PAFSO: There are two problems. 
One, we as a union couldn’t support it. 
It’s a zero-sum game. If they took it 
out of our representational money and 
gave it to the spouses, those who were 
not married would find themselves 
without funds. The government is not 
going to make up this cost-—it is going 
to take it out of the existing envelope 
of Foreign Service costs. Second, even 
if you paid them, I don’t think many of 
them would want to do the kind of 
w'ork that people are saying they 
should be paid for. 

We have removed all constraints on 
whether spouses are rated alone or 
their husbands rated through them, or 
w7hether the Ambassador’s wife can 
ask them to go to a function, all that 
has been done away with. Which is not 
to say that it doesn’t occur through 
various kinds of pressures and all that. 
So it is hard to remove all that and 
then institute a payment scheme for 
doing it. You can see that this raises 
all sorts of questions, and the union 
just didn’t w'ant to proceed down this 
path. 

AFSA: We don’t really either, but 
we are finding ourselves on that path 
w7hether w7e like it or not. People are 
resigning from the service—not a lot 
yet, but the number is growing-— 
because they simply don’t want to 
spend tw7o or three years away from 
wives and families, and some other 
people are just not coming into the 
service. We are losing out on a lot of 
good people. 

PAFSO: With us it is a middle-level 
problem. The junior officers go abroad 
with their w7ives and there isn’t much 
of a problem. It’s the first post, glam¬ 
orous, exotic, and that sort of thing, 
and then there are young children and 
that is a help because there is all the 
domestic help abroad that is very 
cheap, provided a post is not too un¬ 
healthy, and then later in life when 
children are in school and it is pleasant 
to be abroad because you are wTell paid 
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at that level and there is a prestige 
element. The middle range is where 
people don’t want to go any more, 
where the kids are in school and the 
wife has a job and the two jobs are 
absolutely necessary because the pay 
isn’t that good at that level. 

AFSA: That’s interesting, because 
it seems to be exactly the opposite 
with us. The older wives are saying I 
wasn’t trained for anything, the chance 
to “find my identity” is gone, and all 
those years I spent making hors 
d’oeuvres for ambassadors’ wives when 
my husband was a junior officer, now 
nobody will make them for me. But I 
still have the same job as those past 
ambassadors’ wives: I must help my 
husband, help represent my country, 
uphold this position  

PAFSO: And I am still making 
sandwiches. Is it a lack of representa¬ 
tional money, because I think that that 
is one of the answers, if you can hire 
people to do this. 

AFSA: There is never enough. 
PAFSO: As a union, we have been 

trying to get people’s representational 
allowances raised so that nobody will 
have to ask their spouse to host a 
party. If he and she want to, that’s 
fine, but we can imagine a situation 
where the spouse says, “You are hav¬ 
ing 20 people to dinner tomorrow night 
and that’s fine, I’m going out.” That 
should be OK. We have gone that route 
because we feel that it at least offers 
each family a choice of life styles. 

AFSA: What is your retirement age? 
PAFSO: Sixty-five. That is being 

looked at a little now. 
AFSA: Then you must have a prob¬ 

lem with promotions—a.surplus at the 
higher grades and the lower grade of¬ 
ficers don’t get promoted? 

PAFSO: Yes, a square instead of a 
pyramid. It’s the baby boom. I think 
all Foreign Services must face the 
same situation. We all joined thinking 
we would have careers like the guys 
ahead of us, zooming up  

AFSA: Reach ambassador in 15 
years. 

PAFSO: Right, and suddenly you 
find it’s impossible to get promoted, 
you are in a class group that is so 
huge. So, there is a new awareness 
that you are going to have to go up in 
the Foreign Service as a group with¬ 
out too many distinctions between in¬ 
dividuals, so you may find yourself 15 
years from now doing the same work 
with a higher title, but it’s the same 
job. We are not recruiting behind us 
because we have staffed the Foreign 
Service, we have a maximum number 
of people, the ideal-size Foreign Ser¬ 
vice for Canada right now. 

AFSA: How big is your Foreign Ser¬ 
vice? 

PAFSO: About 800 officers and 

about 4,000 if we include all our locally 
engaged staff abroad. I don’t think 
there will be much change. I think 10 
years from now, it will be 800 officers 
and that’s it. 

AFSA: And that is 400 in Ottawa 
and 400 abroad? 

PAFSO: Roughly. And all the rest 
of the 4,000 would be non-officers, the 
support staff. 

AFSA: Do you have a secretary 
shortage at the moment? We have a 
tremendous one. 

PAFSO: We recruit all across Cana¬ 
da. Our main problem is not really 
finding secretaries: the lure of the FS 
is sufficient to attract them. But the 
mechanics of recruiting a secretary are 
tremendous. Secretaries don’t last 
very long. You get one tour out of 
them and then the allure dissipates. 

PAFSO: “This 
whole family 
situation has 
reached crisis 
proportions in 
the Canadian 
Foreign Service.” 

AFSA: Is your system closer to the 
British, which is to hire young secre¬ 
taries for a couple of tours and then 
encourage them to get out, or to ours, 
which is try to retain secretaries for a 
career? 

PAFSO: I think our system is closer 
to the British. Most secretaries want 
to move around, want to see as much 
of the world as possible. And they get 
three foreign assignments in a row— 
they don’t have to come back to Otta¬ 
wa for six years. 

AFSA: The allure of the Foreign 
Service fades when you start talking 
about El Salvador or Conakry. 

PAFSO: This is a familiar problem. 
You get the officer out there by telling 
him it’s good for his career. It’s pretty 
hard to get the secretary to accept 
that rationale. There is no reason why 
it’s good for her career. 

AFSA: In fact, we have a union pro¬ 
posal now—and I am not sure how far 
it is going to go—of linking assign¬ 
ments, saying your dream is London, 
spend 18 months in Conakry and we 
will send you to London. 

PAFSO: We do a lot of that too. 
AFSA: But it’s actually down on 

paper? 
PAFSO: Secretaries learn very 

quickly that it’s not worth much if it’s 
not down on paper. 

AFSA: We have some new allow¬ 
ances under the Foreign Service Act, 
specifically danger pay and incentive 
pay for hard to fill positions or posts. 
Do you have anything comparable? 

PAFSO: We have a general overseas 
premium designed as an incentive, and 
the other thing is a hardship allowance 
in unhealthy or dangerous posts, be¬ 
hind the Iron Curtain. I’m not sure, 
but I think about $1800 to $2400 a 
year, which really isn’t that much. 

AFSA: It isn’t a percentage of the 
salary? 

PAFSO: No, it isn’t. Ten years ago 
it was a reasonable proportion of sala¬ 
ry, but lately it really isn’t. They are 
going to have to look at that more 
carefully, and that is one reason why 
we have the Royal Commission, which 
is going to Foreign Service posts to 
take a look at a series of problems. 
One is lack of promotability. You are 
going to have to explain to people 
joining what their career is going to be 
like. It isn’t going to be what they 
thought it would be like. We will have 
to look at groups other than officers 
and find motivations for them, too. It 
would be better to find career streams 
for everyone and then they all fit in. 
At one time we did have a lot of officer 
positions free, and they were known as 
administrative service, as opposed to 
foreign service, and they were people 
dealing with administration abroad and 
in Ottawa. And then, in 1970, there 
was some brilliant idea to staff all of 
these positions with Foreign Service 
officers. In other words-, they abolished 
this group and most of these AS’s were 
given the opportunity to become FS’s 
and did, but I don’t think some of 
them are any happier today because 
they have not moved up as fast as they 
would have in their own stream. Now, 
of course, they have taken another bril¬ 
liant decision to go back to the old 
system of ten years ago, the new sys¬ 
tem was a mistake. So again, this may 
open-up upward mobility for some 
staff. It used to, it could again. 

We would much rather work with 
people who are really motivated. It is 
really unpleasant working in a mission 
with a secretary who has a bleak view 
of how she or he is being treated, and 
they know full well that we are apply¬ 
ing the so-called British system to 
them. It comes out when they try to 
negotiate their terms of service and 
people say well, if you aren’t happy 
here, you can quit. They also know 
there are secretaries being recruited 
all the time. It may be the most eco- 
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nomic way, it certainly isn’t good for 
morale. But you rarely find secretaries 
with six or seven years’ experience. 
They are mostly young, eager, with 
not much training abroad or even in 
Ottawa. They are bright and good be¬ 
cause they are recruited well, but 
there is a lack of professionalism with 
a lot of them. 

AFSA: But we are finding that we 
recruit good, bright, well-educated 
secretaries and then send them over¬ 
seas to work in a typing pool for ten 
years. By the time they have gotten 
through that, they quit or are so 
embittered that it can become a prob¬ 
lem. Do you have problems between 
officers and staff at posts over reci¬ 
procity? Differences in entry privi¬ 
leges? Being on the diplomatic list, 
etc.? 

PAFSO: Yes, that question is a per¬ 
ennial one, perhaps having something 
to do with status, not being on the 
diplomatic list, etc. Generally, the ap¬ 
proach our headquarters has adopted 
is that wherever the post is, the privi¬ 
leges of immunity should not be un¬ 
reasonably withheld from the staff. For 
instance, here staff can draw a certain 
amount of liquor that is imported 
under the Ambassador’s name, and it 
is the same at other posts. It is, how¬ 
ever, the prerogative of the Ambassa¬ 
dor to grant, and it is his responsibility 
to see that these privileges are not 
abused. But the staff does have rights 
that are recognized by our department 
management—they do have the right 
to certain imports. 

AFSA: What about driver’s licenses, 
gasoline taxes, etc.? 

PAFSO: That kind of thing tends to 
be up to the host government, anti if it 
can be negotiated, fine and dandy. For 
example, in the District of Columbia 
gasoline taxes do not have to be paid 
by the officers but do by the support 
staff. I doubt that we are going to 
have very much luck in going to the 
State Department and asking for 10 
cents off for our support staff. If it’s a 
small benefit involved, there isn’t much 
problem, but if it’s a large benefit, it's 
another story. Reciprocity is of course 
a question of dealing with the host 
government, but our support staff feels 
that where there is no reciprocity, 
there should be reimbursement. 

We indeed do that. In London, for 
example, when the British government 
went to the Vienna Convention it was 
on the basis of reciprocity, and for 
some reason the message wasn’t trans¬ 
mitted to Canada—our staff in Lon¬ 
don is still not accorded free entry 
privileges, for example. But the staff 
get an extra five points on the post 
index to offset that particular loss, and 
I think that is probably the reason 
why it has never been overturned— 

they are being compensated in their 
allowance package. 

We did a survey of our consular posts 
around the United States and found 
that our post in Buffalo had complete¬ 
ly different privileges from our post in 
New York—the same with Los Ange¬ 
les and San Francisco. We are still 
trying to figure that out. But all pur¬ 
chase taxes are state taxes, and we 
only get that in Virginia, Maryland, 
and D.C. Our colleagues in New York 
can’t get out of the tax down here. 

AFSA: Do you have a cost-of-living 
differential? 

PAFSO: Yes, based on an index of 
Ottawa = 100. If a post index is 150, 
your take-home pay is increased by 
50%. 

AFSA: How does your educational 
allowance work? If the overseas schools 

PAFSO: 
“Secretaries 
don’t last very 
long. You get 
one tour out of 
them and then 
the allure 
dissipates 

are determined to be adequate, do you 
have to send your children there, un¬ 
less you want to pay yourself for pri¬ 
vate schools? The question of adequa¬ 
cy is one many of our families are 
unhappy about. 

PAFSO: We always have the choice 
of educating a child in Canada. Other 
than that, if you determine you want 
to educate your child at post then you 
are under the situation that pertains 
at that post. For instance, here the 
system is considered to be compatible 
with Canadian education, so if I have a 
child here, I have a choice of educating 
that child in Canada in a private school 
with room and board allowance, etc. 
But it will end up costing me out of my 
own pocket, for I have to pay part of 
my child’s subsistence in Canada. If I 
choose to educate my child here, I 
don’t have any automatic right to an 
education allowance here. However, if 
I am French speaking and there is no 
French language education here, I can 
send my child to the ly^e or, if my 
child has special education problems 
here, then I put up a special case. By 

and large when I was with PAFSO I 
found that most officers were pleased 
with the education allowances. That is 
about the best part of our package. It 
is one of the few areas where it pre¬ 
supposes that the parent has some 
knowledge of the child. That is one 
thing I was pleased to see. 

AFSA: Is it a requirement for an 
FSO to be bilingual? 

PAFSO: Not to be recruited, but to 
be promoted after a number of years, 
an officer should be operationally bi¬ 
lingual. The idea is that our two- 
languages, two-cultures should be re¬ 
flected by our FSOs abroad. All of our 
positions overseas are designated as 
bilingual, and all FSOs must meet min¬ 
imal language requirements before 
posting. This doesn’t mean they must 
be fluent. 

AFSA: Is there an incentive allow¬ 
ance for this? 

PAFSO: Yes, $800, but not across 
the board. For support staff, it de¬ 
pends on the particular job. FSOs 
meeting bilingual requirements auto¬ 
matically get $800 a year. This is being 
phased out. It actually was phased out 
five years ago, but no government has 
had the nerve to go through with it. 

AFSA: How about other languages; 
do you have facilities for teaching 
Swedish, for instance? 

PAFSO: There is some unhappiness 
about this. There are bonuses for other 
languages; there are some facilities, 
but it is not a fully thought-out or 
effective program. 

AFSA: Do you have language-desig¬ 
nated positions in other countries? 

PAFSO: No. Traditionally we have 
two Arabists in Cairo at the same place 
you train your Arab-language people, 
a couple learning Chinese, two or three 
at your- Foreign Service institutes. The 
problem is with the philosophy of our 
Foreign Service. We don’t have the 
people, money, etc. We put somebody 
in Yokahama to learn Japanese, for 
example. He’s assigned to Tokyo for a 
tour and then the guy never sees Japan 
again. In fact, if a person speaks Chi¬ 
nese it is almost a certainty that that 
person will never see China. We have a 
woman now whose Chinese is so good 
she served as Trudeau’s interpreter 
during his trip to China, and she can 
correct the Mandarin spoken in Chi¬ 
nese restaurants. She is now in Chile. 

AFSA: Do your senior officers have 
a pay cap? 

PAFSO: No. Not in the sense you 
do. 

AFSA: Do you receive cost of living 
increases? 

PAFSO: That is negotiated every 
year. We negotiate every decimal point. 
Last year it was about 15%. 

AFSA: We would be happy if we did 
half as well. □ 
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During this period an important, 
albeit unpredictable, force in U.S. 
policy was the secretary of state 
himself. Henry Kissinger’s interest 
in law of the sea in 1976 arose out of 
a broader concern to intervene visi¬ 
bly in the North-South debate. Thus 
the policy concessions he would offer 
the Group of 77 in 1976 were not 
evolved within the U.S. delegation. 
Rather, they came out of the secre¬ 
tary’s office with the support of a 
few members of the United States 
delegation. In such a situation, it 
was not possible to coordinate poli¬ 
cy with U. S. allies or to use conces¬ 
sions to maximum effect in return 
for compromises on the other side. 

Kissinger’s policy changes repre¬ 
sented an effort to compromise with 
the Group of 77 position and be 
responsive to its concerns. In 1976, 
the United States was still strug¬ 
gling to gain acceptance of the con¬ 
cept that states and private parties 
had the 1'ight to mine the seabed. 
By then the international authority 
had taken on a much more complex 
institutional structure than a mere 
licensing body and the United 
States’ development approach of 
1974 was replaced by a willingness 
to consider limits on production. In 
the spring and summer of 1976, Kis¬ 
singer outlined the latest U.S. views. 
Kissinger said that the United States 
was willing to make a number of 
concessions in exchange for assur¬ 
ances of guaranteed access. The 
first was that an international En¬ 
terprise would be given the right to 
mine the seabed under equal condi¬ 
tions. The second was that each pro¬ 
spective miner was to propose two 
sites to the authority, one of which 
could be reserved for mining by the 
Enterprise or by developing coun¬ 
tries. In addition, revenues would 
be generated for the poorest coun¬ 
tries based either on royalties or on 
a system of profit sharing. As a 
third concession, Kissinger proposed 
that incentives should be established 
for private companies to share tech¬ 
nology with and train personnel 
from developing countries that 
wanted to mine the seabed. 

By the summer of 1976, Kissinger 
went even further in his concessions 
to gain assured access. He indicated 
U.S. willingness to agree to a means 
of financing the Enterprise so that 
it could begin mining concurrently 
with states. To this end he reiterat¬ 
ed U.S. willingness to transfer min¬ 
ing technology. And, as a further 

inducement, he proposed periodic 
review conferences where the min¬ 
ing system might be reexamined. A 
final area in which Kissinger made 
new proposals was on limiting pro¬ 
duction of seabed minerals. To get 
the land-based producers behind a 
parallel system, Kissinger indicated 
that the United States was prepared 
to accept a temporary limitation, for 
a period fixed in the treaty, on pro¬ 
duction of seabed minerals tied to 
the projected growth in nickel. 

What emerges from Kissinger’s 
proposals in 1976 is that the United 
States was determined to conclude 
an international treaty. To this end, 
the government was unilaterally 
making, rather than negotiating, 
compromises—most of them to 
coastal-state interests. Unfortunate¬ 
ly, the practice of bestowing conces¬ 
sions on the opposing side simply 
increased the appetite for more 
without evoking a corresponding re¬ 
sponse from the coastal states or 
the Group of 77. 

New Faces 
The advent of the Carter admin¬ 

istration brought new faces to the 
U.S. policy process in law of the 
sea. The new president signalled the 
importance he attached to this ne¬ 
gotiation by appointing Elliot L. 
Richardson to serve as ambassador 
at large and special representative 
of the president for the law of the 
sea conference. Richardson brought 
his own team, Richard G. Damian 
and John T. Smith, to serve as 
vice-chairmen of the delegation. 

In the U.N. forum, the new nego¬ 
tiating team confronted a politically 
charged situation complicated by 
Group of 77 expectations that the 
new administration would make ma¬ 
jor concessions on mining. While the 
broad outlines of a settlement on 
offshore jurisdiction had been agreed 
upon, important details remained for 
resolution. And in the case of sea¬ 
bed mining, the Kissinger conces¬ 
sions needed to be translated into a 
concrete U.S. policy. Domestically, 
the new administration found dimin¬ 
ished interest in a sea treaty. 

Going into the 1977 session, the 
U.S. delegation was limited by the 
three concessions that had been 
made by Kissinger. Contrary to the 
expectations of the developing coun¬ 
tries, the United States did not offer 
any new compromise proposals. In¬ 
stead, Darman and Smith attempt¬ 
ed to give effect to the Kissinger 

compromises through detailed pro¬ 
posals on promoting the Enterprise 
and general financial arrangements. 
Richardson outlined a scheme to fi¬ 
nance the first operation of the En¬ 
terprise through the use of loan 
guarantees by member states. On 
financial arrangements, the United 
States proposed that a mining oper¬ 
ator could either pay the authority 
royalties or share profits according 
to specified rates. The United States 
sought to explain in detail the basis 
for its proposals and to engage the 
Group of 77 in serious technical 
discussions. By no longer offering 
concessions in the hope of evoking a 
positive response, the delegation 
significantly changed the style and 
substance of the U.S. approach to 
seabed mining. 

But Darman and Smith left be¬ 
fore the 1978 session, and by the 
end of the 1978 session, the new U.S. 
approach combined firm commit¬ 
ment to international negotiation 
with a willingness to resort to na¬ 
tional mining legislation as an inter¬ 
im or a fallback measure. To this 
end, Richardson orchestrated a deli¬ 
cate strategy of balancing domestic 
legislation and international negoti¬ 
ations. Under his direction, several 
agencies contributed to shaping a 
mining bill that was acceptable to 
the administration and was pushed 
through the House and almost 
through the Senate. In the last- 
minute crush of business of the 95th 
Congress, the mining legislation be¬ 
came snagged in Senate committee 
by a single lame-duck opponent. 
While the authority of the secre¬ 
tary of state would have been suf¬ 
ficient to pry it loose, Secretary of 
State Cyrus Vance’s attention was 
diverted by more pressing problems 
in South Africa and the Mideast. 

The UNCLOS negotiations in 1978 
did not prove as successful as the 
United States had initially hoped. 
However, the creation of negotiating 
groups and the establishment of a 
collegial process for revision of the 
text did serve to reduce the ability 
of individual committee chairmen to 
arbitrarily alter negotiated texts. 
On this basis, Richardson showed a 
willingness to negotiate new and far 
reaching concessions. At the spring 
session, the United States negoti¬ 
ated compromises on the mandatory 
transfer of technology to the En¬ 
terprise and on a formula limiting 
seabed production to 60 percent of 
the growth rate in nickel. At the 
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summer session, the United States 
submitted figures on financing the 
Enterprise. 

In offering these concessions, the 
delegation was going well beyond the 
Kissinger production control formu¬ 
la of 1976 and was reinterpreting 
the promise he had made then to 
ensure that the Enterprise opera¬ 
tions would in fact be parallel. As 
Richardson saw it in 1978, there had 
to be a mandatory transfer of tech¬ 
nology from private companies to the 
Enterprise to ensure that it could 
begin mining the seabed at an early 
date. Generous financial arrange¬ 
ments, rather than the guarantees 
offered in 1977, were also proposed 
to the same end. The production 
control formula negotiated with Can¬ 
ada represented a U.S. effort to get 
the assistance of the Peruvian and 
Chilean delegates in moving the 
Group of 77 toward negotiations as 
well as to mollify Canada’s nickel 
concerns. 

The strategy of pressing the ne¬ 
gotiations as far and as fast as pos¬ 
sible evoked a predictable backlash 
in the mining industry and the eco¬ 
nomic agencies, where the compro¬ 
mises made were deemed to be con¬ 
trary to U. S. interests and to overall 
policies in other areas. When U.S. 
compromises at the first part of the 
seventh session produced rumblings 
of agency discontent, Richardson re¬ 
iterated his view that at least the 
production control formula was ne¬ 
gotiated ad referendum and he prom¬ 
ised to remind the continued session 
that the United States had not de¬ 
finitively accepted any of the spring 
compromises. 

During the course of 1979, the 
Congress became increasingly con¬ 
cerned with the direction of the sea¬ 
bed negotiations and with the con¬ 
cessions made by the U.S. delega¬ 
tion. The 96th Congress legislated 
a national approach to seabed min¬ 
ing with the Deep Seabed Hard 
Mineral Resources Act, passed in 
June 1980. Congressional concern 
was precipitated by executive branch 
support for a draft treaty on the 
moon and other celestial bodies ne¬ 
gotiated by the U.N. Committee on 
the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space 
[see related story]. The implications 
of the law of the sea treaty for fu¬ 
ture negotiations on outer space re¬ 
sources led many to take a critical 
look at the emerging seabed regime. 
After initially delaying the seabed 
bill in 1979 to avoid disrupting the 

Workmen prepare to lower dredging scoop into the ocean. Perhaps as 
much as 1.5 trillion tons of nodules containing strategic minerals lie 
on the deep seabed. Photo bg New York Times. 
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U.N. negotiations, Richardson work¬ 
ed closely with congressional lead¬ 
ers in 1980 to craft legislation that 
would secure continued investment 
by the mining companies while not 
disrupting the Geneva session of the 
conference. The Deep Seabed Hard 
Mineral Resources Act that finally 
emerged was designed to satisfy 
congressional and executive branch 
concerns and to be consistent with a 
future international mining regime. 

While the Congress concentrated 
on national approaches to ocean 
problems, the executive branch con¬ 
tinued to seek an internationally ac¬ 
cepted law of the sea treaty. In 1979 
and 1980, Richardson’s goal of a 
comprehensive treaty moved closer 
to fruition. He timed the movement 
of seabed mining legislation through 
the Congress to stimulate further 
progress in the law of the sea nego¬ 
tiations. Delaying seabed mining 
legislation proved to be controver¬ 
sial, the protests coming from the 
Congress, executive branch agen¬ 
cies, and the mining industry. Rich¬ 
ardson, however, had the support of 
Secretary Vance, National Security 
Advisor Zbigniew Brzezinski, and 
the leaders of a few key congres¬ 
sional committees when he halted 
the progress of legislation. He ar¬ 
gued that if the bill passed the Con¬ 
gress before substantive negotia¬ 
tions were completed, the delicate 
negotiating balance would be upset 
and the power of the Group of 77 
moderates would be undermined. 
The concern was to establish an in¬ 
terim legal regime that would satisfy 
domestic and international concerns 
pending the entry into force of an 
acceptable law of the sea treaty. 
The United States, therefore, sought 
to encourage and protect seabed in¬ 
vestment and exploration during the 
years between completion and sig¬ 
nature of the treaty and its adop¬ 
tion by the requisite number of 
states. At the same time, the Unit¬ 
ed States supported approaches that 
would allow the seabed authority 
and the Enterprise to begin opera¬ 
tion immediately when the treaty 
came into force. One advantage of 
national legislation with a built-in 
deadline was that it provided a new 
impetus for an early completion of 
the negotiations. After an initial 
outburst by the Group of 77, the 
negotiations moved ahead to address 
unresolved problems, until the new 
administration began its review of 
earlier concessions. 

Lessons & Prognosis 
UNCLOS III has been expensive 

and unnecessarily long on the one 
hand while on the other it offered a 
forum for communication and served 
as an educational vehicle for smaller 
states. Where the developed coun¬ 
tries sent delegations staffed with 
technical as well as legal experts, 
the developing countries fielded a 
few overworked individuals who 
shared responsibility for several 
other North-South negotiations. As 
such, although they were short on 
technical mastery of ocean issues, 
they were strong on bloc tactics and 
rhetorical skills and were well groun¬ 
ded in the goals of the New Interna¬ 
tional Economic Order (NIEO). 
Since they were active in a num¬ 
ber of negotiating fora—including 
the U.N. Committee on the Peace¬ 
ful Uses of Outer Space—they were 
also better equipped than developed- 
country negotiators to relate devel¬ 
opments in one negotiation to those 
in another. 

Perhaps the clearest lesson of 
UNCLOS III is that the draft trea¬ 
ty on seabed issues was determined 
more by the strucure and norms of 
the conference than by the underly¬ 
ing capabilities of the participating 
states. A treaty negotiation among 
150 nations, each commanding an 
equal vote, puts a premium on the 
ability to build and maintain coali¬ 
tions rather than on the power of 
the negotiating countries. As a re¬ 
sult, the Group of 77, when it main¬ 
tains group solidarity, can determine 
the outcome through the tactical and 
strategic skills of its principal nego¬ 
tiators rather than through the in¬ 
fluence of their governments. With¬ 
out the United Nations context and 
the Group of 77 coalition, the role of 
developing countries compared to 
that of seabed mining states would 
have been negligible. 

In addition to the impact of struc¬ 
ture, the underlying norms of UN¬ 
CLOS III have worked against the 
developed countries. Though its in¬ 
terpretation is under dispute, the 
concept that the seabed beyond na¬ 
tional jurisdiction is the common 
heritage of mankind was an impor¬ 
tant premise established by the 
Group of 77. They used the concept 
as a basic tool in negotiating man¬ 
agement of a common property re¬ 
source. In addition, the developing 
countries transferred many of the 
norms of the NIEO from other ne¬ 
gotiations, such as mandatory trans¬ 

fer of technology, production con¬ 
trols, and limitations on access for 
developed states. Applying NIEO 
concepts to the allocation of a com¬ 
mon property resource eliminates 
the advantage of states technically 
able to recover a resource. In UN¬ 
CLOS III, the technical capability 
to recover nodules has not been de¬ 
cisive, particularly because the min¬ 
ing negotiations had been linked to 
other important issues. U.S. will¬ 
ingness to compromise its mining 
interest clearly stemmed from U.S. 
concern to secure consensus on a 
treaty that protected military navi¬ 
gation and overflight rights. In ef¬ 
fect, the direction of the seabed ne¬ 
gotiations was determined in the 
early 1970s, when the jurisdictional 
issues such as shipping rights were 
grouped with seabed mining in a 
single conference. 

The commercial recovery of deep 
seabed manganese nodules will not 
be underway until the 1990s. It will 
be an expensive undertaking, and 
this expense plus the technological 
uncertainties and political controver¬ 
sies that may attend deep-sea min¬ 
ing will pose problems for the first 
generation of mining operations. 
Even if technical and political diffi¬ 
culties are ironed out, the availabili¬ 
ty of comparatively low-cost, land- 
based supplies of cobalt, manganese, 
nickel, and copper will slow the rate 
of growth of seabed mining during 
the rest of the century. The legal 
arrangements that will govern deep- 
sea mining are difficult to predict at 
this time, but there are several 
possibilities. At least in the early 
1980s, seabed exploration will pro¬ 
ceed under the auspices of national 
legislation harmonized among the 
developed states. If U.N. negotia¬ 
tions continue, this multilateral re¬ 
gime may be linked to the work of a 
preparatory commission established 
to draft rules and regulations for 
the international seabed authority. 
If a treaty does not come into force 
by the late 1980s, the multilateral 
regime will proceed from explora¬ 
tion to commercial exploitation. 
However, if the law of the sea treaty 
does come into effect, all seabed 
miners may become parties to a 
single international mining regime, 
or some may choose to stay out and 
create a dual mining system. The 
future course of seabed mining may 
depend to a large extent on the out¬ 
come of the current U.S. re¬ 
view. □ 
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Who Owns 
By GEORGE S. ROBINSON Over the past 25 years or so 

a body of treaty law has 
been developing, for the 

most part quietly, to govern activities 
of mankind in near and deep space. 
The purpose of the lengthy and 
often painfully negotiated accords 
was to give international order to 
the movement of humans into space. 

The most important agreement 
governing conduct among nations in 
space is the United Nations “Treaty 
on Principles Governing the Activi¬ 
ties of States in the Exploration and 
Use of Outer Space Including the 
Moon and Other Celestial Bodies,” 
the so-called “Outer Space Treaty 
of 1967.” This pact was spurred in 
part by the United States’ earlier 
National Aeronautics and Space Act 
of 1958, which created NASA and 
set the policy tone for civilian activ¬ 
ities in space. The 1967 treaty pro¬ 
vides, generally, that space explora¬ 
tion be conducted for the benefit of 
all countries, that it be the province 
of all mankind, and that space and 
planets cannot be claimed by any 
country. Further, outer space may 
not be used for the placing of nuclear 
weapons or other weapons of mass 
destruction, nor can there be any 
military bases, installations, fortifi¬ 
cations, maneuvers, or weapons 
testing. Several provisions address 
the special status of astronauts as 
“envoys of mankind” and dwell on 
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The Moon? 
the theme of peaceful cooperation in 
space research. 

Certainly, there is nobility in 
these peaceful, hard-won senti¬ 
ments. Unfortunately, since the 
Outer Space Treaty was signed, 
lawyers, politicians, statesmen, en¬ 
trepreneurs, and developers of nat¬ 
ural resources in space—and per¬ 
haps most important of all, military 
tacticians—have pressed consistent¬ 
ly to reinterpret and distort the fre¬ 
quently clear meanings of the lan¬ 
guage and the underlying spirit and 
intent. 

These reinterpretations are ap¬ 
pearing more frequently. Distress¬ 
ingly, the development of an inter¬ 
national social order for space ex¬ 
ploration and exploitation is looking 
more and more like the evolving law 
for the orderly exploitation of the 
high seas, which is being trampled 
beneath the mad scramble for ocean 
resources. 

Discouraging as implementation 
of the Outer Space Treaty has been 
to date, it certainly has not been a 
useless, or altogether deceptive, 
document. It has provided the 
framework for numerous limited ac¬ 
cords between individual countries, 
as well as what is hoped to be a 
series of very practical international 
conventions and treaties designed 
to implement the basic principles of 
the Outer Space Treaty in greater 
detail. 

For example, the “International 
Convention on Registration of Ob¬ 
jects Launched into Outer Space” 
mandates the registration and re¬ 
porting of launchings, including or¬ 
bital data and the general function 
of the object. Then there is the 1971 
“Convention on International Liabil¬ 
ity for Damage Caused by Space 
Objects.” As launched objects be¬ 
come more elaborate and sophisti¬ 
cated, and as their size and re-entry 
survivability increase, they have the 
capability of causing significant 
damage to other equipment in space 
and to the Earth. Another basic 
agreement is the 1968 “Treaty on 
the Return of Astronauts and the 
Return of Objects Launched into 

Outer Space.” In large part, this 
pact was designed to be truly hu¬ 
manitarian, but one can sense the 
space powers’ fears that astronauts 
and equipment possessing valuable 
economic, technological, and mili¬ 
tary secrets could otherwise be lost, 
with no formal legal recourse for 
retrieving them. 

Several other treaties relating in 
part to the rules of the road for 
space have been negotiated, such as 
the non-proliferation and nuclear 
testing treaties, and the various dis¬ 
armament accords. All of these bi¬ 
lateral agreements, multinational ac¬ 
cords, formal treaties, and the never- 
ending, conflicting domestic laws of 
countries participating in various 
space activities form the body that 
has come to be known as “space 
law.” But no matter how noble¬ 
sounding in form, much of this law 
has dubious origins, and the future 
of international cooperation and 
brotherhood in space is also highly 
questionable. 

The Moon Treaty 

Lost in the roar of the space shut¬ 
tle Columbia's engines as it lifted 
away on its maiden flight from Earth 
earlier this year, and muted by the 
chorus of national pride, was the 
fact that the Pentagon financed 
about 10 percent of the shuttle’s 
development and has reserved 13 of 
the first 44 flights. Private industry 
has the shuttle’s cargo bay so booked 
up almost no room is available until 
1986. There are national interests in 
using space for military and com¬ 
mercial purposes, but both are lim¬ 
ited, at least pro forma, by the cur¬ 
rent body of space law being devel¬ 
oped in the United Nations. 

The most recent attempt to fur¬ 
ther peaceful cooperation in space, 
enlarging on the dictates of the 
Outer Space Treaty of 1967, is the 
U.N. “Agreement Governing the 
Activities of States on the Moon and 
other Celestial Bodies,” the “Moon 
Treaty,” which passed the General 
Assembly for signature by member 
nations in 1979. No treaty related 

to space activities has caused great¬ 
er philosophic consternation and po¬ 
litical resentment in the United 
States than has this pact. Although 
as a legal document the Moon Trea¬ 
ty is very poorly drafted, the prin¬ 
cipal source of concern in the Unit¬ 
ed States seems to be the manner in 
which the U.S. delegation, and those 
officials involved in seeking its ac¬ 
ceptance by the Senate and execu¬ 
tive branch, accomplished them tasks 
in blessed quietude, public indiffer¬ 
ence, and relative anonymity. 

The United States has problems 
with the Moon Treaty as a result of 
the changing character of the inter¬ 
national-relations arena. Over the 
past decade or so we have seen some 
changes in this arena and in the 
negotiation of treaties formally 
characterizing relations among na¬ 
tions and blocs of nations. Today, 
approximately 90 more sovereign 
countries exist than in the 1950s. 
Many are worse off economically 
now than they were before their in¬ 
dependence. To consolidate their in¬ 
dividually weak influences in world 
affairs, they began to act collective¬ 
ly to strengthen their bargaining po¬ 
sition with the industrialized coun¬ 
tries. 

As observed by Washington at¬ 
torney Leigh S. Ratiner, long in¬ 
volved in identifying the private sec¬ 
tor’s interests in ocean and space 
resources, perhaps the underlying 
sense of fundamental justice de¬ 
mands 

. . . that those who receive the raw 
materials and natural resources which 
fuel and feed industrialized economies 
must be required to pay a significant 
share of their economic wealth in ex¬ 
change for access to those resources. 
The so-called North-South dialogue 
is a direct outgrowth of that declara¬ 
tion. Third World enthusiasm for this 
new movement caused the spread of 
this new ideology to every available 
forum in the United Nations. These 
concepts have now been deployed in 
the U.N. Conference on Science and 
Technology, at the Law of the Sea 
Conference, in the North-South dia¬ 
logue, in the outer space negotia¬ 
tions, and are even under discussion 
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with respect to the use of natural 
resources of Antarctica. 

In the context of Mr. Ratiner’s 
remarks, it is possible to see a 
pattern in the various space conven¬ 
tions, treaties, and draft proposals 
of a shorter legal leash on American 
and Western European exploitation 
of near and deep space, and a near, 
if not total, gagging noose on pri¬ 
vate enterprise off the Earth. The 
pattern is in both the substantive 
provisions of the various space trea¬ 
ties and the realities of how the 
space powers, as well as lesser de¬ 
veloped countries, are in fact using 
space or intend to use it. 

The Moon Treaty is strongly 
weighted toward the benefit of the 
Third World and socialist countries 
according to their view that natural 
resources in space are the “Com¬ 
mon Heritage of Mankind,” a term 
used in the Moon Treaty and the 
sea treaty draft. This resulted from 
a resounding failure of the United 
States negotiating team to endorse 
the basic tenets of free enterprise. 

Amidst all the semantics, compli¬ 
cated thought structures, and diplo¬ 
matic innuendos, the Moon Treaty 
is designed to control activities of 
governments, public organizations, 
and citizens, both private and cor¬ 
porate, regarding the use and then 
exploitation (a fine distinction of 
great significance since a country or 
perhaps corporation could use, say, 
asteroidal metals or even “sun¬ 
beams” for scientific analysis, but 
could not sell them if found to be 
commercially feasible) of natural re¬ 
sources on or beneath the lunar sur¬ 
face and on every other celestial 
body other than Earth, and in space 
around and between those bodies. 

The Moon Treaty specifically pro¬ 
hibits the presence of private free 
enterprise, regulated or not by a 
government. For the Soviet Union 
and certain other socialist countries, 
the initial effort to exclude private 
enterprise in space in the Outer 
Space Treaty of 1967 was compro¬ 
mised. Sovereign governments were 
to be the only entities operating in 
space, on the Moon, and other 
bodies. The establishment of the 
Communications Satellite Corpora¬ 
tion put a chink in this concept, and 
the wholesale militarization of space 
has made a mockery of the princi¬ 
ples of international cooperation and 
understanding in order to maintain 
peaceful and harmonious relations 

“The Moon Treaty 
proclaims all celes¬ 
tial bodies in our 
solar system, except 
the Earth, and 
everything in 
between as the 
‘Common Heritage 
of Mankind’” 

on Earth—which was the purpose 
of the Outer Space Treaty, in the 
view of both the United States and 
the Soviet Union. 

In 1970, Argentina submitted a 
draft Moon Treaty for consideration 
by the U.N. Legal Subcommittee of 
the Committee on Peaceful Uses of 
Outer Space (COPUOS). The Unit¬ 
ed States, with other countries, 
supported this draft. But in 1971 
the Soviet Union submitted its own 
version and the General Assembly 
subsequently recommended that 
COPUOS only consider the Soviet 
draft. 

The result of ten years of hag¬ 
gling, the final treaty, based on the 
Soviet draft, proclaims all celestial 
bodies in our solar system (except 
Earth) and everything in between 

as the “Common Heritage of Man¬ 
kind.” Certain legal experts and 
internationalists already seem to 
be espousing the view that all tech¬ 
nology developed in pursuing the 
exploitation and commercialization 
of space resources also falls within 
the Common Heritage and must be 
made fully available to all nations— 
free! 

The Moon Treaty is vague, 
lengthy, and complex, with many of 
its critical terms undefined. No¬ 
where are the pitfalls of this confu¬ 
sion and lack of clarity more obvi¬ 
ous than in the undefined terms 
“celestial bodies” (whether limited 
to natural entities or including man- 
fabricated platforms and vehicles), 
“natural resources,” and “Common 
Heritage of Mankind,” although an 
attempt is made to define the latter 
in Article XI, quite unsuccessfully 
from a conceptual point of view. 

The treaty provides that no act or 
assertion can result in appropriation 
of a celestial body or its resources 
by a sovereign nation. Further, nei¬ 
ther the surface nor subsurface of 
any celestial body, or any part of it, 
can become the property of a state, 
corporation, or private person. This 
is certainly an effective way to limit 
competition in space exploitation 
from countries embracing free en¬ 
terprise. Finally, Article XI, para¬ 
graph 5, of the treaty provides that 
“states parties to this agreement 
hereby undertake to establish an 
international regime, including ap¬ 
propriate procedures to govern the 
exploitation of the natural resources 
of the Moon, as such exploitation is 
about to become feasible. ...” 

Again, no definition or determi¬ 
nation as to whether the “interna¬ 
tional regime” is to be public or 
private, solely intergovernmental, 
whether “govern” means self-govern¬ 
ing by a private consortium or pub¬ 
lic international organization, or 
even whether “regime” means a 
functioning administrative body or a 
specific body of law to be applied by 
a private consortium or public or¬ 
ganization. 

The ultimate result—limiting 
space access to non-commercial ex¬ 
ploitation and permitting only sci¬ 
entific research with respect to, say, 
lunar resources—is to discourage 
investment by private enterprise. 
Businesses undertake research with 
the object of making a profit, and 
any provision of law so clearly for¬ 
bidding ownership rights over the 
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fruits of that research is no induce¬ 
ment for investment. Interestingly, 
and cricitally, no provision appears 
in the treaty requiring the Third 
World to make available the raw ma¬ 
terials and natural resources neces¬ 
sary for industrialized nations to 
move forward with the great ex¬ 
pense required for space industriali¬ 
zation and commercialization. The 
Moon Treaty only calls for the one¬ 
way flow of the so-called “fundamen¬ 
tal justice” philosophy of the Third 
World. 

A number of proponents and sup¬ 
porters of the Moon Treaty have 
said it is not the best but it is 
“something the United States can 
live with.” On the other hand, can 
this country and the other non¬ 
socialist nations of the West live 
with and sign an agreement that 
specifically prohibits the basic prin¬ 
ciples of their economic systems? 
Certainly, the requirement to nego¬ 
tiate a new international regime to 
cover ownership rights and proce¬ 
dures for exploiting natural re¬ 
sources under the Moon Treaty 
would deter any significant research 
and development efforts by indus¬ 
trialists and non-socialist countries. 

As late as 1974, a leading Soviet 
expert on space law, A.S. Piradov, 
used fear of free enterprise and “the 
intentions of big businessmen” to 
justify the Soviet-sponsored provi¬ 
sions forbidding the establishment 
of property rights in space: 

Such detailed enumeration of the legal 
and physical persons which could po¬ 
tentially claim establishment of a 
property right over the moon is, in 
our opinion, completely justified. The 
problem could be especially acute 
when the exploitation of natural re¬ 
sources has begun on the moon or in 
its depths. The intention of big busi¬ 
nessmen in relation to the future use 
of the Earth’s natural satellite is too 
well known not to take it into consid¬ 
eration. [Italics added.] 

It has been taken into considera¬ 
tion: the most effective force for 
competing with the Soviet Union in 
industrializing and commerically 
exploiting space—i.e., private enter¬ 
prise—will be stripped from the 
capitalist countries if the Moon 
Treaty is ratified by the United 
States and its allies. The only real 
incentive, then, for the United 
States to explore and exploit space 
beyond the relatively limited civilian 
interests of NASA and those agen- 

“Can this country 
and the other non- 
socialist nations of 
the West live with an 
agreement that pro¬ 
hibits the basic 
principles of 
their economic 
systems?” 

cies engaged in remote sensing, 
weather service, and the like would 
be for military purposes. Space is 
already assuming a military com¬ 
plexion at a frightening pace, with 
the United States and Soviet Union 
launching hundreds of military satel¬ 
lites. Just until 1975, the United 
States had launched 374 military 
satellites and the Soviet Union more 
than twice that. 

Our country has a very reasonable 
alternative to all this: the United 
States should not sign the treaty! 
If the Moon Treaty is ratified by the 
United States, it could well serve as 
a public announcement that the 
Federal government does not sup¬ 
port free enterprise in space, and 
by logical extension, on Earth —you 
either believe in the basic tenets of 

the system or you do not. It would 
be the means whereby NASA and 
the Department of Defense will be¬ 
come the lead U.S. entrepreneurs in 
space industrialization, exploitation, 
and commercialization. Finally, the 
aerospace industry will be stifled in 
such a way that it never again will be 
able to create, stabilize, and exploit 
a market. 

To the extent both of those trea¬ 
ties constrain and prohibit free en¬ 
terprise, they become part of a body 
of law of wishful thinking that does 
not give credible consideration to 
the economic systems of several 
space powers of the Western hemi¬ 
sphere, and of certain countries in 
other parts of the world which are 
rapidly advancing in space capabili¬ 
ties, such as Japan. 

At the moment, the Moon Treaty 
is in a holding pattern in both the 
executive and legislative branches. 
President Reagan wishes to re¬ 
evaluate the philosophic wisdom and 
practical effects of both the sea trea¬ 
ty and the Moon Treaty. Much of 
the reason behind this pause to re¬ 
flect is found in the unexpected and 
rather unique outcry of grassroots 
interests around the country. Much 
of the reason also can be found in 
the Department of Defense’s disap¬ 
proval of the treaty for tactical 
planning purposes. 

In the evolution of space law, too 
many nations and people believed in 
an effective and successful ambience 
of cooperation for peaceful purposes 
in near- and deep-space activities. It 
distracted some of the decision¬ 
makers from proper considerations 
of the true military, economic, polit¬ 
ical, and ideological motivations of 
the primary space-law negotiators. 
The failure of the United States to 
face the reality of an emerging So¬ 
viet military space doctrine, and a 
failure to recognize, accept, and deal 
with the post-colonial attitude of 
economic retributive vengence es¬ 
poused by many of the lesser devel¬ 
oped countries, has brought the in¬ 
dustrialized Western nations to the 
critical determination of whether 
there is any role at all for civilian 
and private free enterprise initia¬ 
tives in space, or whether Star Wars 
is so close and clear of image that 
space law is really a continuation of 
the ritualistic jurisprudence relating 
to the conduct of warfare and con¬ 
flicts in a compassionate and human¬ 
itarian fashion—the ultimate down¬ 
fall of wishful thinking. □ 
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The Indochina Tragedy 
How the 1950 U.S. Decision to Oppose Ho 
Led to a Catastrophic Game of Dominoes 

In February 1950, four months 
after the victorious Mao Tse- 
tung decreed the founding of the 

People’s Republic of China and four 
months prior to the Korean War, 
the United States government 
granted diplomatic recognition to a 
regime far to the south of Peking, 
to the French puppet ruler of Viet¬ 
nam, Bao Dai, the former Emperor 
of Annam, and proceeded to provide 
political, economic, and military 
support to his Saigon-based anti- 
Communist government and its 
French sponsors. In so doing, the 
United States became the enemy of 
Bao Dai’s Vietnamese opponents, 
the Democratic Republic of Viet- 
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nam, led by the longtime nationalist 
and Communist anti-French rebel, 
Ho Chi Minh, who had established a 
regime in northern Vietnam in Sep¬ 
tember 1945, right after the Japa¬ 
nese surrender. 

A few weeks later, a veteran jour¬ 
nalist and observer of Asian affairs, 
Harold Isaacs of Newsweek, wrote 
some extraordinarily far-sighted 
words in The Reporter magazine— 
words that should have haunted 
American policymakers over the 
next 25 years, had they read or 
remembered them. 

Ill-Conceived Adventure 
With “this act of policy,” Isaacs 

wrote, “the United States embarked 
upon another ill-conceived adventure 
doomed to end in another self- 
inflicted defeat. It will not help the 
United States in its struggle against 
Communism. It will help the Com¬ 
munists in their struggle against the 
United States. It has already driven 
a new wedge between the United 
States and the other countries of 
South Asia. If the United States 
now involves itself in the Vietnamese 
civil war, that gulf will widen. The 
real problem is not how to imple¬ 
ment this policy but how to extri¬ 
cate ourselves from it.” 

“One may well ask,” Isaacs added, 
“how the United States could let 
itself in for this disastrous prospect. 
The answers are bleak. The policy 
is the result of simple anti-Com- 
munist panic.” 

In retrospect, it seems that no 
journalist, scholar, or statesman was 
ever more prescient, or more en¬ 
tirely on the mark. The cause was, 
in fact, anti-Communist panic; the 
problem was, too, not implementa¬ 
tion but extrication; and the process 

of extrication involved not only 25 
years but also a massive waste of 
Asian and American lives and trea¬ 
sure, the devastation of much of 
Indochina, and the traumatizing of 
American society and its values. 

Indochina’s searing role in Amer¬ 
ican-East Asian relations was one 
for which preceding decades offered 
minimal forewarning. For, with the 
notable exception of the Philippine 
Islands, Southeast Asia itself had 
long been peripheral to America’s 
Pacific outreach. 

The region was peripheral in a 
geographic sense in that it lay at the 
southern tip of the Asian land mass. 
It was also politically hard to reach 
—a region which had undergone var¬ 
ious forms of colonization and ab¬ 
sorption by other powers prior to 
America’s arrival on the scene. Tra¬ 
ditionally the repository of a mix of 
Chinese and Indian cultures, South¬ 
east Asia had become the focus of 
successive European rivalries—first 
the Portuguese, then the Dutch, the 
British, and the French. By the late 
nineteenth century, the Dutch had 
consolidated their gradual control of 
what is now Indonesia; the British 
in Burma, the Malay States, Singa¬ 
pore, and the Borneo territories; 
and the French in the Indochina 
states—Tonkin, Annam, Cochin 
China, Laos, and Cambodia. Only 
Siam (Thailand) preserved a fragile 
independence, situated as a buffer 
between British and French spheres. 

So, in most of Southeast Asia, 
access for Americans was subject to 
the whims of the European powers. 
Trade was possible, and, in fact, 
rose substantially between the two 
world wars; but investment, mis¬ 
sionaries, and the interventionist 
urge remained largely focused else- 
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where, especially on East and 
Northeast Asia. 

There is no equivalent, then, to 
the China “Open Door” stake in 
America’s relations with Southeast 
Asia prior to 1945. And yet there 
were at least two glimpses of what 
would later become a central theme: 
the theme of denial to others of 
control of portions of the region. In 
1898, for instance, one factor in the 
decision to annex the Philippines 
had been Washington’s fear that 
some other power might seize them 
—a desire to deny them to others. 
And in the summer of 1941, Japan’s 
move into southern Indochina 
aroused fear that Tokyo might ac¬ 
quire the resources of Southeast 
Asia—and again, a desire to deny 
those resources to Japan. It was, of 
course, Washington’s retaliatory 
freezing of Japanese assets that 
summer that helped trigger Tokyo’s 
decision to go to war. 

The theme of denial inevitably 
raises an ancillary question: Denial 
to what end, for what purpose, 
where stakes did not previously 
exist? And that question dominates 
the history of America’s Indochina 
involvement from 1950 onward. 

There was a further important, 
but seldom recognized, context for 
American intervention in the Indo¬ 
china peninsula from World War II 
onward: the historical dynamics of 
conflicts within the peninsula. Long 
before the arrival of the French 
colonialists in the late nineteenth 
century, a pattern of struggle had 
been played and replayed involving 
Thais on the west, Vietnamese on 
the east, and Cambodians—once the 
great Khmer empire—caught in the 
middle. And to the north, through¬ 
out, sat the Confucian giant, China 
—sometimes expansionist, usually 
not. 

So the region which the foreign¬ 
ers sought to tame in modern times 
—first the French, then the Japa¬ 
nese, then the French again, and 
finally the Americans (with China 
often an anxiously brooding on¬ 
looker}—was one whose dynamics of 
strife antedated both colonialism 
and communism, and would assured¬ 
ly outlast both. Indeed, the hundred 
years of external intervention, how¬ 
ever tragic, from the 1870s through 
the 1970s can be seen as merely an 
interlude in an ancient and ongoing 
struggle, one to which the peninsula 
apparently reverted after the Amer¬ 
ican defeat and withdrawal in 1975. 

In March 1943, President Roose¬ 
velt suggested to the British For¬ 
eign Minister, Anthony Eden, that 
postwar Indochina should be placed 
under international trusteeship as a 
way station to independence instead 
of returning the territories to 
French colonial rule. “France,” he 
wrote, “has had the country—thirty 
million inhabitants—for nearly one 
hundred years, and the people are 
worse off than they were at the 
beginning. . . . France has milked it 
for one hundred years. The people 
of Indochina are entitled to some¬ 
thing better than that.” 

Despite Roosevelt’s rather amor¬ 
phous hopes, his trusteeship scheme 
did not survive his death in April 
1945. Instead, in the immediate 
postwar scramble by the colonial 
powers to regain their territories, 
France and Britain won support 
from a divided American govern¬ 
ment for assistance in French reoc¬ 
cupation of portions of Indochina. 
Meanwhile, however, an anti-Japa¬ 
nese fusion of Vietnamese national¬ 
ists and Communists, under the 
leadership of Ho Chi Minh, had cre¬ 
ated a strong Vietminh party struc¬ 
ture and an effective guerrilla army 
(under General Vo Nguyen Giap), 
and on September 2, 1945, Ho pro¬ 
claimed the establishment of the 
Democratic Republic of Vietnam in 
words borrowed wholesale from the 
American Declaration of Indepen¬ 
dence. 

Doomed Effort 
What ensued was, in brief, a 

doomed but highly destructive nine- 
year effort by the French to retake 
all of Indochina, with heavy logisti¬ 
cal and financial assistance from the 
United States—despite previously 
good cooperation between the Amer¬ 
ican Office of Strategic Services and 
Ho’s guerrillas in the war against 
the Japanese. That assistance was 
much increased in early 1950, when 
Washington recognized the Bao Dai 
regime in Saigon. But by 1954, the 
forces of Ho and Giap had brought 
the French to their knees at Dien 
Bien Phu. And the outcome that 
summer of a Geneva multinational 
peace conference, already in 
progress, was international accords 
that accepted the reality of French 
defeat in a war that had grown 
acutely unpopular at home. Beyond 
a cease-fire, the central stipulation 
of those accords was that Vietnam 
would be temporarily divided, at the 

17th parallel, between Ho’s regime 
in the North and Bao Dai’s regime 
in the South, pending elections by 
1956 to achieve unification of the 
nation. 

Although the other major relevant 
powers, both Communist and 
non-Communist, signed the Geneva 
Accords, the United States refused 
to do so, signing instead a state¬ 
ment of intent not to violate the 
accords. One must recall that the 
painful “loss” of China and the bit¬ 
ter Korean War stalemate were still 
fresh in the minds of Washington 
policymakers. Secretary of State 
John Foster Dulles had found the 
Geneva Conference and its outcome 
deeply distasteful. It had apparent¬ 
ly angered him even to be in the 
same room with Communist China’s 
foreign minister, Chou En-Lai. And 
in a moment Chou was never to 
forget, Dulles refused to shake the 
Chinese’s outstretched hand. 

The die, then, was cast. The 
French had had enough in Vietnam 
and would let the Vietminh take it 
over, slow-motion, through elections 
by 1956. But not the Americans, 
who bridled at such a prospect and 
waited for better fortunes in the 
battle to “contain” Communism 
worldwide but especially in Asia. 

One seemingly promising prospect 
was soon on the scene: Bao Dai’s 
anti-Communist prime minister, Ngo 
Dinh Diem, an aristocrat and a 
Roman Catholic, already well con¬ 
nected in American religious and po¬ 
litical circles. Before long, Diem had 
achieved full power in Saigon, and 
Bao Dai had retired to the south of 
France. American assistance was 
flowing to the South, on the basis of 
an Eisenhower-Diem letter, and, 
with strong American concurrence, 
the 1956 elections were cancelled by 
Diem. Meanwhile, a flood of refu¬ 
gees from Ho’s revolutionized soci¬ 
ety had poured southward, intensi¬ 
fying Vietnam’s polarities. Out of a 
civil war, two mutually irreconcil¬ 
able states were emerging, firmly 
tied to the two chief Cold War an¬ 
tagonists. 

In the history of America’s in¬ 
volvement in Indochina, people look 
for turning points. Certainly 1954 
was one such point—the United 
States refused to participate in the 
Geneva Accords, and the virtually 
inevitable consequence, occurring 
finally in 1975, was North Vietnam’s 
victory. That victory, long delayed 
by French and American interven- 
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tion, as a result happened more 
inhumanely, through so many years 
of foreign destructive power, with so 
many lost American lives and the 
alienation of a generation. 

In any event, the American com¬ 
mitment was to South Vietnam and, 
in particular, to Diem and his ex¬ 
tensive and often Western-trained 
entourage, bureaucracy, and mili¬ 
tary establishment. And this com¬ 
mitment, still writ small, was what 
President Kennedy inherited in Jan¬ 
uary 1961. Kennedy somewhat in¬ 
creased that commitment while he 
was alive. It was a commitment that 
President Johnson felt he had in¬ 
herited once both Kennedy and Diem 
had been assassinated in the autumn 
of 1963. In 1965 Johnson vastly es¬ 
calated America’s response. It was 
also a commitment that Presidents 
Nixon and Ford felt some compul¬ 
sion to keep—or at least to termi¬ 
nate on comfortable, slow-motion 
terms, thanks to the influence of 
Secretary of State Henry Kissinger. 

But before one attempts to ana¬ 
lyze and explain America’s Indo¬ 
china involvement since 1961 more 
closely, one should note a further 
theme out of history that is more 
recent than “denial” but equally 
potent: Southeast Asia as a given in 
terms of its allegedly vital signifi¬ 
cance to American national security. 

Consider, for instance, a para¬ 
graph from an early 1952 National 
Security Council statement on “U.S. 
Objectives and Courses of Action 
with Respect to Southeast Asia”: 

Communist domination, by whatever 
means, of all Southeast Asia would 
seriously endanger in the short term, 
and critically endanger in the longer 
term, United States security inter¬ 
ests. 

The reader might pause there to 
ask, “What are those security inter¬ 
ests?” But no answer is offered. In¬ 
stead, the supporting paragraphs 
careen onward to declare that “the 
loss of any single country” in South¬ 
east Asia would lead to communism 
in all Southeast Asia, then in India, 
then the Mideast, and finally, of 
course, “would endanger the stabili¬ 
ty and security of Europe.” Here, 
well before President Eisenhower 
strongly publicized the concept, was 
an early statement of the famous 
“domino theory”—a most enthrall¬ 
ing fallacy. 

The domino idea was that all 

Asian states would act alike: if one 
fell down, all the rest would tumble. 
The concept required a combination 
of maps and rhetoric and ignorance. 
It was useful to all who needed to 
avoid complexity. But its gross over¬ 
simplification of history, politics, 
and geography was misleading to a 
generation of Americans. 

Such “givens,” and the accompa¬ 
nying official explications, helped 
shape American policies toward In¬ 
dochina, and especially' Vietnam, 
under six presidents of both politi¬ 
cal parties between 1945 and 1975. 

Historians, students, and in¬ 
quiring citizens in future decades 
will nonetheless be baffled by a cen¬ 
tral question that might be phrased, 
“How could the Vietnam War have 
happened?” To expand on the ques¬ 
tion: How did people of superior 
ability, sound training, and high 
ideals—American policymakers of 
the 1960s and early 1970s—create 
such costly and hugely unsuccessful 
policy? 

Why It Happened 
In recent years, former officials 

and outside observers have offered 
a number of theories in striving to 
answer such questions. They range 
from assertions of presidential “in¬ 
advertence” (the “quagmire” con¬ 
cept), to its antithesis, presidential 
advertence; from a conclusion that 
the decision-making apparatus fail¬ 
ed, to its antithesis, that “the sys¬ 
tem worked”; from a rigidly leftist 
explanation (based on economic im¬ 
perialism), to a rigidly rightist ex¬ 
planation that America’s military 
leaders were wrongly prevented 
from using the full arsenal at their 
disposal (bombing North Vietnam 
“back to the Stone Age”). 

How could Vietnam have hap¬ 
pened? Answers must take into ac¬ 
count a number of factors that shap¬ 
ed American decision-making in the 
critical decade of the 1960s. But first 
some chronology: 

After the Eisenhower-Diem ar¬ 
rangement and the cancellation of 
the 1956 elections, American aid 
helped build and defend a South 
Vietnamese state. By the time John 
Kennedy became president and set¬ 
tled for a neutralized Laos, his ad¬ 
visers urged an increase in the 
American presence in Vietnam. By 
the time of his assassination, some 
15,000 American military personnel 
were assisting the South Vietna¬ 
mese regime, whose chief—Diem— 

was killed the same month, with 
American acquiescence. Although 
Kennedy and Diem were at logger- 
heads over Diem’s autocratic rule, it 
is difficult to predict what Kennedy 
would have done about the Vietnam 
commitment. Those closest to him 
say that he would have terminated 
it. 

Lyndon Johnson inherited a South 
Vietnam that was soon plagued by 
military coups. During 1964, as he 
adjusted to the presidency and 
sought election, Vietnam was rele¬ 
gated to the post-election planners. 
In the summer of 1964, the Con¬ 
gress reacted to alleged North Viet¬ 
namese provocations by passing the 
Tonkin Gulf Resolution, giving the 
President a relatively free hand. 
And in early 1965, Johnson, elected 
by the largest majority in history, 
decided not to use that mandate to 
withdraw or negotiate, but rather 
to escalate: first, through systemat¬ 
ic aerial bombing of North Vietnam 
(both to strengthen South Vietnam’s 
wobbly spine and to punish Hanoi), 
and second, by the late spring and 
early summer, through the dispatch 
of American ground forces, to keep 
South Vietnam alive and well. The 
war, thereby, was soon an American 
war. 

America’s Vietnam War, once fully 
launched, had many aspects: ex¬ 
traordinary amounts of bombs drop¬ 
ped not only on North Vietnam but 
also on suspected Communist sec¬ 
tors of the South (and secretly in 
Laos and Cambodia); heavy military 
engagements on the ground, many 
of them very costly and unsuccess¬ 
ful; chemical warfare—“defoliants”— 
that made territories uninhabitable; 
and efforts to use counter-terror 
tactics that matched the cruelty of 
the terrorists on “the other side.” 
This war brought up to half a mil¬ 
lion American troops to Indochina 
between 1965 and 1968. It brought 
many advertisements in the United 
States of impending victory. It pro¬ 
duced a major Vietnamese Commu¬ 
nist counteroffensive in early 1968— 
the Tet offensive—during which the 
American Embassy in Saigon was 
captured. And once that Tet event 
had happened, America’s already 
volatile politics back home had been 
transformed. Democrat Johnson, 
abdicating under pressures from the 
peace movement, gave way to Re¬ 
publican Nixon, and a slow but ul¬ 
timately successful negotiating pro¬ 
cess was at long last underway. 
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That process would take a long 
time—from Johnson to Nixon to 
Ford. And the names of America’s 
South Vietnamese clients—some of 
them more notable than others for 
their obstructiveness of the peace¬ 
making process—would include 
Nguyen Cao Ky and Nguyen Van 
Thieu. In the meantime, the real 
father of Vietnamese independence, 
Ho Chi Minh, died in 1969. And 
Saigon—now renamed for him— 
finally fell to his followers in April 
1975.' 

But back to the question: How 
could the American involvement in 
Vietnam have come about? 

A first and central ingredient was 
the legacy of the 1950s—the so-called 
loss of China, the Korean War, and 
the East Asian policy of Secretary 
of State Dulles. 

This legacy had an institutional 
result for the Kennedy and Johnson 
administrations: In 1961, the Amer¬ 
ican government’s East Asian estab¬ 
lishment was undoubtedly the most 
rigid and doctrinaire of Washington’s 
regional divisions in foreign affairs. 
This was especially true at the De¬ 
partment of State, whose Bureau of 
Far Eastern Affairs had been 
purged of its best senior China ex¬ 
pertise and of farsighted, dispassion¬ 
ate men as a result of McCarthyism. 

Another aspect of the legacy was 
the special vulnerability and sensi¬ 
tivity of Democratic administrations 
on East Asian policy issues. In 1961, 
the memory of the McCarthy era 
was still very sharp, and Kennedy’s 
margin of victory was very thin. 
The 1960 “offshore islands” TV de¬ 
bate between Kennedy and Nixon 
(the issue was whether the United 
States should defend Nationalist 
China’s last toehold) had shown the 
President-elect the perils of “fresh 
thinking.” The administration was 
inherently leery of moving too fast 
on Asia, and there was virtually no 
effort to bring back the purged or 
exiled East Asia experts. 

There were other important by¬ 
products of this “legacy of the 
1950s.” 

The Kennedy and Johnson admin¬ 
istrations inherited—and somewhat 
shared—a general perception of 
China on-the-march—a sense of 
China’s vastness, its numbers, its 
belligerence; a revived sense, per¬ 
haps, of the Golden Horde. These 
administrations inherited, and for too 
long accepted, a monolithic concep¬ 
tion of the Communist bloc. Despite 

much earlier predictions and reports 
by outside analysts, policymakers 
did not begin to accept the reality 
and possible finality of the Sino- 
Soviet split until the first weeks of 
1962. Even thereafter, the inevita¬ 
bly corrosive impact on Communism 
of competing nationalisms was large¬ 
ly ignored. 

Further, these administrations in¬ 
herited and to some extent shared 
the domino theory. This theory re¬ 
sulted from profound ignorance of 
Asian history and hence ignorance 
of the radical differences among 
Asian nations and societies. It re¬ 
sulted from a blindness to the power 
and resilience of Asian nationalisms. 
(It may also have resulted from a 
subconscious sense that, since “all 
Asians look alike,” all Asian nations 
would act alike.) As a theory, the 
domino fallacy was not merely inac¬ 
curate but also insulting to Asian 
nations, yet it has continued to this 
day to beguile people who should 
know better. 

Communist Challenge 
Finally, the legacy of the 1950s 

was apparently compounded by an 
uneasy sense of a worldwide Com¬ 
munist challenge to the Kennedy 
administration after the Bay of Pigs 
in April 1961. A first manifestation 
was the President’s traumatic Vien¬ 
na meeting with Khrushchev in June 
1961; then came the Berlin crisis of 
the summer. All this created an at¬ 
mosphere in which Kennedy un¬ 
doubtedly felt under special pres¬ 
sure to show his nation’s mettle in 
Vietnam—if the Vietnamese, unlike 
the people of Laos, were willing to 
fight. It should be added that the 
increased commitment to Vietnam 
was also fueled by a new breed of 
military strategists and academic 
social scientists—both in Washing¬ 
ton and in Saigon—who had devel¬ 
oped theories of counter-guerrilla 
warfare and were eager to see them 
put to the test. To some, “counter¬ 
insurgency” seemed a new panacea 
for coping with the world’s instabili¬ 
ty- 

So much for the legacy and the 
history. Any new administration in¬ 
herits both complicated problems 
and simplistic views of the world. 
But surely among the policymakers 
of the Kennedy and Johnson admin¬ 
istrations there were men who would 
warn of the dangers of an open- 
ended commitment to the Vietnam 
quagmire. 

This raises a central question at 
the heart of the policy process: 
Where were the experts, the 
doubters, and the dissenters? Were 
they there at all, and if so, what 
happened to them? 

The answer is complex but in¬ 
structive. 

In the first place, the American 
government was sorely lacking real 
Vietnam or Indochina expertise. 
Originally treated as an adjunct of 
the Paris Embassy, the Saigon Em¬ 
bassy and the Vietnam Desk at State 
were largely staffed from 1954 on¬ 
ward by French-speaking Foreign 
Service personnel of narrowly Eu¬ 
ropean experience. Such diplomats 
were even more closely restricted 
than the normal embassy officer—by 
cast of mind as well as language—to 
contacts with Vietnam’s French- 
speaking urban elites. 

In addition, the shadow of the 
“loss of China” distorted Vietnam 
reporting. Career officers in the de¬ 
partment, and especially those in 
the field, had not forgotten the fate 
of their World War II colleagues 
who wrote in frankness from China 
and were later pilloried by Congres¬ 
sional committees for critical com¬ 
ments on the Chinese Nationalists. 
Candid reporting on the strengths 
of the Viet Cong and the weaknesses 
of the Diem government was inhib¬ 
ited by the memory. It was also 
inhibited by some higher officials 
who refused to endorse and approve 
such cables. 

In due course, to be sure, some 
Vietnam talent was discovered or 
developed. But a recurrent and in¬ 
creasingly important factor in de¬ 
cision-making was the banishment 
of real expertise. Here the under¬ 
lying cause was the closed politics of 
policymaking as issues became hot. 
The more sensitive the issue, and 
the higher it rose in the bureaucra¬ 
cy, the more completely the experts 
were excluded while the harassed 
senior generalists took over (that is, 
the secretaries, under-secretaries, 
and presidential assistants). 
Another underlying cause of this 
banishment, as Vietnam became 
more critical, was the replacement 
of the experts, who were generally 
and increasingly pessimistic, by men 
described as “can-do guys,” loyal and 
energetic fixers unsoured by exper¬ 
tise. 

Despite the banishment of the ex¬ 
perts, internal doubters and dis¬ 
senters did indeed appear and per- 
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sist. Yet such men were effectively 
neutralized by a subtle dynamic— 
the domestication of dissenters. Such 
“domestication” arose out of a two¬ 
fold, clubbish need: on the one hand, 
the dissenter’s desire to stay aboard, 
and on the other hand, the nondis¬ 
senter’s conscience. Simply stated, 
dissent, when recognized, was made 
to feel at home. 

A related point—and crucial, un¬ 
doubtedly, to government at all times 
—was the “effectiveness” trap, the 
trap that kept men from speaking 
out as clearly or as often as they 
might have within the government. 
And it was the trap that kept men 
from resigning in protest and airing 
their dissent outside the govern¬ 
ment. The most important asset 
that a man brings to bureaucratic 
life is his “effectiveness,” a mysteri¬ 
ous combination of training, style, 
and connections. The most ominous 
complaint that can be whispered of 
a bureaucrat is, “I’m afraid Charlie’s 
beginning to lose his effectiveness.” 
The inclination to remain silent or 
to acquiesce in the presence of the 
great men—to live to fight another 
day, to give on this issue so that you 
can be “effective” on later issues—is 

overwhelming. As for the disinclina¬ 
tion to resign in protest, while not 
necessarily a Washington or even 
American specialty, it seems more 
true of a government in which min¬ 
isters have no parliamentary back 
bench to which to retreat. In the 
absence of such a refuge, it is easy 
to rationalize the decision to stay 
aboard. By doing so, one may be 
able to prevent a few bad things 
from happening and perhaps even 
make a few good things happen. To 
exit is to lose even those marginal 
chances for “effectiveness.” 

Through a variety of procedures, 
both institutional and personal, 
doubt, dissent, and expertise were 
effectively neutralized in the mak¬ 
ing of policy. But what can be said 
of the men “in charge”? It is patent¬ 
ly absurd to suggest that they pro¬ 
duced such tragedy by intention and 
calculation. But it is neither absurd 
nor difficult to discern certain forces 
at work that caused decent and 
honorable men to do great harm. 

Here one must stress the para¬ 
mount problem of executive fatigue. 
What was most seriously eroded in 
the deadening process of Vietnam 
policymaking was freshness of 

thought, imagination, a sense of 
possibility, a sense of priorities and 
perspective—those rare assets of a 
new administration in its first year 
or two in office. The tired policy¬ 
maker becomes a prisoner of his 
own narrowed viewT of the world and 
his own cliched rhetoric. He be¬ 
comes irritable and defensive—short 
on sleep, short on family ties, short 
on patience. Such men make bad 
policy and then compound it. They 
have neither the time nor the tem¬ 
perament for new ideas or preven¬ 
tive diplomacy. 

Below the level of the fatigued 
executive in the making of Vietnam 
policy was a widespread phenome¬ 
non: the curator mentality in the 
post-World War II bureaucracy. By 
this one means the collective inertia 
produced by the bureaucrat’s view 
of his or her job. At State, the 
average “desk officer” inherits from 
his predecessor the policy toward 
Country X; he regards it as his func¬ 
tion to keep that policy intact— 
under glass, untampered with, and 
dusted—so that he may pass it on in 
two to four years to his successor. 
And such curatorial service general¬ 
ly merits promotion within the sys- 
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tem. (Maintain the status quo, and 
you will stay out of trouble.) In some 
circumstances, the inertia bred by 
such an outlook can act as a brake 
against rash innovation. But on many 
issues, this inertia sustains the mo¬ 
mentum of bad policy and unwise 
commitments, momentum that 
might otherwise have been resisted 
within the ranks. Clearly, Vietnam 
was such an issue. 

To fatigue and inertia must be 
added the factor of internal confu¬ 
sion. Even among the “architects” 
of America’s Vietnam commitment, 
there was persistent confusion as to 
what type of war the nation was 
fighting and, as a direct conse¬ 
quence, confusion as to how to end 
that war. Was it, for instance, a civil 
war, in which case counterinsurgen¬ 
cy might suffice? Or was it a war of 
international aggression, which 
might invoke SEATO or U.N. com¬ 
mitment. Who was the aggressor— 
and the “real enemy”? The Viet 
Cong? Hanoi? Peking? Moscow? In¬ 
ternational Communism? Or maybe 
“Asian Communism”? Different en¬ 
emies dictated different strategies 
and tactics. And confused through¬ 
out, in like fashion, was the question 

of American objectives. Objectives 
depend on whom you are fighting 
and why. 

Similar confusion beset the con¬ 
cept of “negotiations” regarding 
Vietnam—anathema to much of of¬ 
ficial Washington and Saigon from 
1954 to 1965. Not until April 1965 
did “unconditional discussions” be¬ 
come respectable, via a presidential 
speech. Even then, the Secretary of 
State stressed privately to journal¬ 
ists that nothing had changed, since 
“discussions” were by no means the 
same as “negotiations.” Months later, 
that issue was resolved. But it took 
even longer to obtain a fragile in¬ 
ternal agreement that negotiations 
might include the Viet Cong as 
something other than an appendage 
to Hanoi’s delegation. And it took 
years, of course, to arrive at real 
negotiations. 

As a further influence on policy¬ 
makers, one must cite the factor of 
bureaucratic detachment: what at 
best might be termed the profes¬ 
sional callousness of the surgeon 
(and indeed, medical lingo—the “sur¬ 
gical strike” for instance—seemed 
to crop up in the euphemisms of the 
times). In Washington, and also 

Saigon, the semantics of the mili¬ 
tary muted the reality of war for 
the civilian policymakers. In quiet, 
air-conditioned, thick-carpeted 
rooms,, such terms as “systematic 
pressure,” “armed reconnaissance,” 
“targets of opportunity,” and even 
“body count” seemed to breed a sort 
of game-theory detachment. 

There is an unprovable factor that 
relates to bureaucratic detachment: 
the ingredient of cryptoracism. De¬ 
tachment seems to have been com¬ 
pounded by a traditional Western 
sense that there are so many Asians, 
after all; that Asians have a fatalism 
about life and a disregard for its 
loss; that they are cruel and barbar¬ 
ic to their own people; and that they 
are very different from “us.” The 
upshot of such unconscious views is 
a subliminal question whether 
Asians, and particularly Asian peas¬ 
ants, and most particularly Asian 
Communists, are really people “like 
you and me.” To put the matter 
another way: Would America have 
pursued such policies—and such mil¬ 
itary tactics—if the Vietnamese were 
white? 

It is impossible to write of Viet¬ 
nam decision-making without writ- 
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ing about language. Throughout the 
conflict, words were of paramount 
importance. Words had impact 
through rhetorical escalation, and 
they created the problem of “over¬ 
sell.” In an important sense, Viet¬ 
nam became of crucial significance 
to the United States because Amer¬ 
ican leaders so often said that it 
was of crucial significance. 

The key here is domestic politics: 
the need to sell the American peo¬ 
ple, press, and Congress on support 
for an unpopular and costly war in 
which the objectives themselves 
were in flux. To sell means to per¬ 
suade, and to persuade means rhet¬ 
oric. As the difficulties and costs 
mounted, so did the definitions of 
the stakes. This is not to say that 
rhetorical escalation is an orderly 
process. Executive prose is the 
product of many writers. And some 
concepts—North Vietnamese infil¬ 
tration, America’s “national honor,” 
Red China as the chief enemy— 
entered the rhetoric only gradually 
and even sporadically. But there was 
an upward spiral nonetheless. And 
once leaders had said that the Amer¬ 
ican Experiment itself stood or fell 
on the Vietnam outcome, they had 

thereby created a national stake far 
beyond any earlier stakes. 

Crucial throughout the process of 
Vietnam decision-making was a con¬ 
viction among many policymakers 
that Vietnam posed a fundamental 
test of America’s national will. Time 
and again critics were told by men 
reared in the tradition of those who 
had ruled the Philippines, defeated 
Japan, and at least preserved South 
Korea that all the United States 
needed was the will, and the nation 
would then prevail. Implicit in such 
a view was a curious assumption 
that Asians lacked will, or at least 
that in a contest between Asian and 
Anglo-Saxon wills the non-Asian 
must prevail. A corollary to the per¬ 
sistent belief in will was a fascina¬ 
tion with power and a sense of spe¬ 
cial proprietary rights about the 
power America possessed as no na¬ 
tion before. Those who doubted the 
American role in Vietnam were said 
to shrink from the burdens of power, 
the obligations of power, the uses of 
power, the responsibility of power. 
By implication, such men were soft¬ 
headed and effete. 

Finally, no discussion of the fac¬ 
tors and forces at work on Vietnam 

policymakers can ignore the central 
fact of human ego investment. Men 
who have participated in a decision 
develop a stake in that decision. As 
they participate in further, related 
decisions, their personal stake in¬ 
creases. It might have been possible 
to dissuade a man of strong self- 
confidence at an early stage on the 
ladder of decision, but it became 
infinitely harder at later stages, 
since a change of mind there usually 
involved implicit or explicit repudia¬ 
tion of a chain of previous decisions. 

The various ingredients cited in 
the making of Vietnam policy creat¬ 
ed a variety of results, most of them 
fairly obvious. Throughout the con¬ 
flict for instance, there was persis¬ 
tent and repeated miscalculation by 
virtually all actors in high echelons 
and low, whether dove, hawk, or 
something else. In addition, there 
was a steady yielding to pressures 
for a military solution and only min¬ 
imal and sporadic efforts at a diplo¬ 
matic and political solution—until 
Hanoi’s Tet Offensive in early 1968 
forced the Johnson administration 
to change course. 

Throughout the conflict, there 
were also many missed opportuni- 
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ties, large and small, for American 
disengagement from Vietnam on in¬ 
creasingly unpleasant but still ac¬ 
ceptable terms. Most notably, after 
November 1964, President Johnson 
could have used the largest electoral 
mandate in history to de-escalate in 
Vietnam, in the clear expectation 
that at the worst a neutralist gov¬ 
ernment would come to power in 
Saigon and politely invite the United 
States out. Instead, many years, 
lives, and dollars later, such an al¬ 
ternative became elusive, infinitely 
more costly, and ultimately unattain¬ 
able. 

America’s process of extrication 
from the Vietnamese civil war took 
even longer than Harold Isaacs 
would probably have dared to pre¬ 
dict in early 1950 when he wrote 
that “the real problem is not how to 
implement this policy but how to 
extricate ourselves from it.’’ 

That process, begun with the pre¬ 
liminary Paris peace talks of 1968 
(and Lyndon Johnson’s virtual abdi¬ 
cation), continued under Richard 
Nixon and his chief foreign affairs 
adviser, Henry Kissinger. But the 
process took five years, and mean¬ 
while, American might and technol¬ 

ogy were put to use as never before 
in efforts to “persuade the other 
side.” One after another—while ne¬ 
gotiations were opened, stalemated, 
or recessed—a long-available but 
previously rejected list of military 
options was used, each action to lit¬ 
tle avail except for the future devas¬ 
tation of Indochina. Technically neu¬ 
tral Cambodia was invaded (and 
later systematically destroyed); Laos 
was invaded; North Vietnam’s har¬ 
bors were mined and its urban areas 
carpet-bombed. 

What the American negotiators 
apparently sought was some sort of 
“decent interval”—at least of sever¬ 
al years—between American with¬ 
drawal from South Vietnam (“Viet- 
namization” of the war it was called 
for a while) and Hanoi’s probable 
reunification of the entire nation— 
its unchanged objective since 1945. 
In the minds of many Americans, 
however, that “decent interval” was 
actually forever: time for South Viet¬ 
nam to become self-reliant, and a 
perpetuation of two separate Viet- 
nams. Hanoi’s negotiators, armies, 
and guerrillas sensed that hope and 
firmly rejected it, for Ho’s Vietminh 
revolutionaries had been too long 

frustrated and too often deceived by 
the outside powers. 

In the end, peace agreements 
were signed in 1973—and soon, of 
course, violated by both sides. But 
President Nixon was not only ham¬ 
strung in his response by a deep- 
rooted American peace movement 
and the congressional constraints 
that this movement had helped cre¬ 
ate; he was also distracted by the 
Watergate scandal that soon caused 
his resignation. As for Nixon’s suc¬ 
cessor, Gerald Ford, he and Secre¬ 
tary Kissinger were similarly con¬ 
strained and—as Americans had 
been so often over the years—taken 
totally by surprise by the worst out¬ 
come that Ford’s predecessors had 
so much feared: the sudden and 
rapid collapse of South Vietnam’s 
armed forces and government, and 
the fall of Saigon itself in April 1975, 
with the residual American presence 
put to flight in disarray and the 
dangerous last-minute evacuation of 
the Saigon Embassy. 

So did it finally end, a tragic, 
prolonged, devastating, and—most 
important—entirely avoidable chap¬ 
ter in the history of America’s rela¬ 
tions with the people of Asia. □ 
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Reluctant 
Thomas Jefferson 
wanted to retire to 

Monticello, but 
instead he answered 
Washington’s call to 

head the new 
Department of 

State. 
By FRANK LANCETTI Thomas Jefferson and his two 
daughters landed at Norfolk 
on a windy and misty day of 

November 1789. After five years as 
minister plenipotentiary to the Court 
of Versailles, Jefferson was antici¬ 
pating a peaceful stay at his beloved 
Monticello. There he planned to 
straighten out his affairs, which had 
been long neglected, and to super¬ 
vise the planting of the hundreds of 
trees that he had brought from 
France and Italy. 

In Paris, the intellectual and polit¬ 
ical horizons of the Virginia squire 
had greatly expanded. His close as¬ 
sociation with many cultivated men 
and women, his appreciation of “the 
ease and vivacity of their conversa¬ 
tion” had added charm and polished 
wit to his natural grace and the 
many gifts fate had showered on him. 

Frank Lancetti is international rela¬ 
tions officer in the State Depart¬ 
ment’s Bureau of International Or¬ 
ganization Affairs, specializing in 
science and technology issues in the 
United Nations and some of its 
agencies. He is an active member of 
the U.S. Capitol Historical Society 
and of the Columbia Historical So¬ 
ciety. 

“The Jo urnal” is a new section for 
historical articles and personal ac¬ 
counts by our readers relating to life 
in the Foreign Service. 

Jefferson’s professional accom¬ 
plishments in France had been such 
as could be expected of the repre¬ 
sentative of a nation with great po¬ 
tential but only just emerging from 
a disruptive revolutionary war. He 
had found the Paris assignment 
highly rewarding and suitable, and 
entertained the possibility, indeed 
the hope, of returning for a second 
tour as minister plenipotentiary. 

No prospect was further from his 
mind or his desire, however, than 
that of becoming the first Secretary 
of State. The impending marriage of 
his elder daughter, Martha, now 17 
years old and impeccably educated 
by French nuns, was more likely 
among his more immediate concerns. 
Nonetheless, Jefferson’s longing for 
“philosophic evenings and rural days” 
on his hilltop, removed from the po¬ 
litical controversy he had found so 
distasteful, was again to be subor¬ 
dinated, as it had been when he had 
reluctantly accepted the governor¬ 
ship of Virginia in 1780, to a deep 
sense of duty to his country. 

Washington’s Proposal 

Even before Jefferson’s arrival, a 
letter from George Washington, 
dated October 13, 1789, had been on 
its way. It contained the President’s 
offer that he serve as head of the 
newly established Department of 
State. Although Washington re¬ 
gretted that he had been unable to 
“consult your inclination, or to de¬ 
rive any knowledge of your inten¬ 
tions from your letters,” the Presi¬ 
dent assumed that Jefferson would 
promptly accept the high responsi¬ 
bility. The offer was undoubtedly 
motivated by Washington’s “private 
regard” for his fellow Virginian, as 
well as by “the talents and disposi¬ 
tion which I knew you to possess 
and entertain for the service of your 
country.” Other important consider¬ 
ations certainly contributed to Wash¬ 
ington’s expectation of an early and 
affirmative response. 

The Executive Branch under the 
first President consisted of a very 
simple administrative structure 

that included only three depart¬ 
ments: State, Treasury, and War. 
For all intents and purposes, how¬ 
ever, at the end of 1789, Washington 
himself was the United States gov¬ 
ernment. The Chief Executive was 
endowed with unusual abilities be¬ 
yond those required on the battle¬ 
field. He possessed natural authority 
and commanded universal respect. 
Still, he must have become in¬ 
creasingly anxious to share the bur¬ 
den of responsibility, particularly 
during “a series of indisposition” 
from which he was just beginning to 
recover when he wrote to Jefferson. 

Although Jefferson had already 
“answered negatively to the ques¬ 
tion whether I would accept any 
post in the domestic administra¬ 
tion,” eventually the call to serve 
his country would be almost impos¬ 
sible to resist. He debated the ago¬ 
nizing choice of whether politely but 
deliberately to insist on his right to 
private life, or to accept Washing¬ 
ton’s offer. His dilemma and the al¬ 
most inevitable outcome could have 
been expressed with the same words 
he had used in a letter to Washing¬ 
ton dated Paris, May 10, 1789: “No¬ 
body who has tried both public and 
private life can doubt but that you 
were much happier on the banks of 
the Potomac than you will be at 
New York [as President]. I am sen¬ 
sible to the immensity of the sacri¬ 
fice on your part. We may presume, 
too, according to every rule of prob¬ 
ability, that after doing a great deal 
of good you will be found to have 
lost nothing but private repose.” 

Jefferson’s reluctance to accept 
the offer derived not only from his 
profound sense of privacy and yearn¬ 
ing for a life devoted to study and 
family at Monticello, but also by the 
nature of the job itself. The func¬ 
tions of the Secretary of the State, 
assisted by a staff of six, were not 
yet limited to the conduct of foreign 
affairs. The “dignified office of Sec¬ 
retary of State” entailed a multitude 
of additional domestic responsibili¬ 
ties that in subsequent decades 
would be carried out by several 
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First Secretary 

other departments not then estab¬ 
lished. It was the business of the 
office, as defined under the new 
Constitution, to deal with commis¬ 
sions of all sorts; to communicate 
with the states on innumerable is¬ 
sues; to establish uniformity of na¬ 
tional standards in weights, mea¬ 
sures, and the currency; and to 
grant patents. All these activities, 
essential to the development of the 
new nation, were, of course, very 
congenial to Jefferson’s bent of mind, 
as Washington was well aware. 

Although Jefferson had perhaps 
unconsciously already accepted the 
burdensome responsibility as an in¬ 
escapable duty, his formal response 
to Washington’s letter reveals in 
deferential but explicit terms his 
preference for returning to Paris, at 
the time in the first phase of the 
French Revolution, with a view “of 
procuring from the new rulers some 

new advantage in commerce which 
may be agreeble to our countrymen.” 
He went on to say that “when I 
contemplate the extent of the office, 
embracing as it does the principal 
mass of domestic administration, to¬ 
gether with the foreign, I cannot be 
insensitive to my inequality to it.” As 
he wrote these words, Jefferson 
must have known quite well that no 
one was better qualified. 

A more genuine concern was his 
presentiment that the job would in¬ 
volve him in the political squabbles 
which he so intensely disliked. As 
he said to Washington, he would 
enter the new responsibilities “with 
gloomy forebodings from the criti¬ 
cisms and censures of the public, 
just indeed in their intentions, but 
sometimes misinformed and misled.” 

Strangely enough, Washington’s 
offer, formulated in such discreet 
and tentative terms, had “leaked” to 

the press even before Jefferson had 
the letter in his hands. Writing to 
his Florentine friend and confidant, 
Philip Mazzei, on April 5, 1790, 
Jefferson put it this way: “On my 
arrival in Virginia, after a short and 
pleasant passage, I found my name 
announced in the newspapers as 
Secretary of State. I was surprised 
because I had answered negatively 
to the question whether I would 
accept any post in the domestic ad¬ 
ministration. I did not yet know that 
that answer had been so long on its 
way that the nomination had taken 
place. Still I thought I should easily 
decline it. But in the correspon¬ 
dence which took place between the 
President and myself, I found that 
while he left me constantly at per¬ 
fect liberty to return to France, he 
wished me to undertake the new 
office, and indeed that the public, or 
so many of them as think of these 
things, wished I should do it. So I 
agreed after three months’ suspense, 
to take the place which had been 
assigned to me and am now here in 
its exercise. The short stay I made 
at home has doubled my propensity 
to return.” 

These words sum up the situation 
and Jefferson’s feelings, with a sim¬ 
ple directness somewhat unusual for 
the intensely private and formal 
person he was. They show how an 
extraordinary statesman like Jeffer¬ 
son has no free choice in the deci¬ 
sive moments of his country’s life. 

The crucial role that Jefferson 
played as Secretary of State is not 
within the scope of this article, nor 
is the indelible mark he left on the 
new republic when he again felt it 
was his duty to return to public life 
as the third President of the United 
States. In 1809, at the end of his 
second term as chief executive, at 
age 66, Jefferson finally fulfilled the 
yearning he had expressed more 
than 20 years before, when he was 
still in Paris: 

“I am as happy nowhere else, and 
in no other society, and all my 
wishes end where I hope my days 
will end, at Monticello.” □ 
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Foreign 
Service 
People 

Deaths 
Avis THAYER BOHLEN, widow of Am¬ 
bassador Charles E. Bohlen, died April 
22 in Washington, D.C. of cancer. She 
was 68. According to the Washington 
Post, she “met the difficult challenges of 
being a Foreign Service wife with un¬ 
usual grace and sympathy.” Added Jo¬ 
seph Alsop: “this is a loss to the coun¬ 

try, for she was an invaluable though 
unpaid public servant.” 

Avis Thayer met Charles Bohlen at 
the U.S. embassy in Moscow in 1934. 
They were married the next year. The 
couple twice returned for duty at the 
embassy, the second time with Charles 
Bohlen as ambassador. Other ambassa¬ 
dorial assignments included the Philip¬ 
pines and France. His career ended in 
1969 as deputy undersecretary of state 
and he died in 1979. 

The couple was separated after Pearl 
Harbor because Charles Bohlen was 
then attached to the embassy in Tokyo, 
but they were reunited when he was 
repatriated in 1942. He then served as 
an important adviser to President Tru¬ 
man on Soviet affairs. When President 
Kennedy appointed her husband ambas- 
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After 30 years in the F.S., I un¬ 
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sador to France in 1961, he said of Mrs. 
Bohlen: “She led each embassy she 
served in, just as her husband led his 
political staff. She made her own the 
concerns of all on the staff from doorman 
to the minister and his wife. Men and 
women, high and low, all came to her 
with their worries, their uncertainties 
and puzzlements, and went away better 
for seeking her out.” 

Survivers include three children and 
one sister, now Mrs. Howard Long, of 
Villanova, Pa. 

CHARLES W. YOST, former U.S. ambas¬ 
sador to the United Nations and a ca¬ 
reer diplomat who served in the Mid¬ 
east, Europe, and Southeast Asia, died 
of cancer May 21 at Georgetown Univer¬ 
sity Hospital, Washington, D.C. He was 
73. 

After joining the Foreign Service in 
1930, Yost went to Alexandria, Egypt, 
as a consular officer and later to War¬ 
saw. He attended the Dumbarton Oaks 
Conference in 1944, the San Francisco 
Conference where the United Nations 
was organized in 1945, and the Potsdam 
Conference after the war in Europe 
ended. 

Yost then served in several Europe¬ 
an posts, including Czechoslovakia, Aus¬ 
tria, and Greece, before being named 
the first U.S. ambassaor to Laos. In 
1957 he was the second-ranking official 
in the Paris embassy. Later, he served 
as ambassador to Syria and to Morocco. 
He started at the U.N. in 1961 as depu¬ 
ty to Adlai Stevenson and later to Ar¬ 
thur Goldberg. He resigned from the 
Foreign Service in 1966 to teach and 
write on foreign affairs. He interrupted 
his new career in 1969-71 to accept Pres¬ 
ident Nixon’s nomination as permanent 
representative to the U.N. On retiring, 
he held the rank of career ambassador. 

A graduate of Princeton University in 
1928, Yost wrote a syndicated column 
and several books on foreign policy. He 
is survived by his wrife, the former Irena 
Oldakawska, three children and three 
grandchildren. The family suggests that 
expressions of sympathy be in the form 
of contributions to the DACOR Education 
and Welfare foundation. 

Births 
BRIAN DAWES LANGE, to Howard and 
Bach Ha Lange, on April 19 in Arling¬ 
ton, Va. Their first child, Brian returned 
at the age of one month with his parents 
to their post in Peking, China. 

MICHAEL ZACHARY GEANEAS, to Paul 
and Cindy Geaneas, former members of 
the State Department, now of Boonton, 
N.J., on February 18. Michael is the 
grandson of Zachary Paul Geaneas, a 
retired Foreign Service officer who lives 
in Boonton. 
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A Diplomatic Offer 
from Ford. 

Ford offers a special diplomatic discount when you 
buy any 1981 Ford car or light truck... 
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has joined our organization as 
Associate at our Virginia Head¬ 
quarters. 

To serve your needs in buying or 
selling your home and selecting 
sound real estate investments, 
he offers ... 

Intimate understanding of your 
interests, from over thirty years’ 
Foreign Service experience 

Extensive real estate professional training 

are pleased to announce 

John B. Dexter 
Foreign Service Officer, Ret. 
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and responsible service 
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