

[image: Image]




Praise for Beyond the White House


“A primer for those new to the Carter saga and the techniques he’s used to establish himself as an incomparable go-between, particularly when watching over elections in budding democracies.”


—Jim Galloway, The Atlanta Journal-Constitution


“Although Carter has written more than twenty books, this one is the most comprehensive in terms of telling about both his public and private life since the presidency. . . . Uplifting and informative.”


—Dennie Hall, The Oklahoman


“Throughout, Carter’s uplifting sense of humanity should carry along most readers. Of particular fascination are the many behind-the-scenes accounts in which Carter, at times with tenuous White House approval, meets one-on-one with dictators or leaders hostile to the U.S. to resolve flashpoints.”


—Chuck Plunkett, The Denver Post


“These tales provide a ground-level view of the action, much of it edge-of-the-seat and not a little dangerous. . . . [Carter] is diplomacy in motion, a come-let-us-reason-together guy, and he has been successful by any measure. . . . Makes a strong case for The Carter Center as an effective tool for international diplomacy, human welfare and social reform.”


—Kirkus Reviews


“Anti-war readers will applaud. Readers subscribing to the idea of American manifest destiny around the globe will hiss. In the end, Carter deserves credit for trying to realize his vision for a safer, saner world.”


—Steve Weinberg, Chicago Sun-Times


“Sharing the 39th president’s boundless energy and enthusiasm for humanitarian work, the book is written in a highly personal and informal style.”


—Publishers Weekly


“Carter, with a well-earned reputation for public service beyond his tenure as president, details his life since leaving the White House. . . . This is a compelling look at the influence that can be wielded by former presidents to make changes and affect world events beyond their time in office.”


—Booklist
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With appreciation to my dedicated partners at The Carter Center




Peace is more than just the absence of war. People everywhere seek an inner peace that comes from the right to voice their views, choose their leaders, feed their families, and raise healthy children.


—Jimmy Carter





Preface






In a television interview on my seventieth birthday, Barbara Walters asked, “Mr. President, looking back on your time as a submarine officer, a farmer and businessman, as governor, and in Washington, what has been the best of all?” Not having been asked this question before, I thought before replying, “By far, my best years are those I’m enjoying now, since Rosalynn and I left the White House.”


This is still true, not only because of our growing family and a relatively secluded private life when we are in Plains but also because of the excitement, challenge, unpredictability, adventure, and gratification of our Carter Center’s work in more than seventy nations around the world.


Unlike those where I concentrated most of my attention during the presidential years, most of these nations do not play a major role in shaping the world’s political, military, and economic future. Our most dedicated investments of time and energy have been among the poorest and most forgotten, the people of Guyana, East Timor, Haiti, Mali, Burkina Faso, Ethiopia, Niger, Liberia, Côte d’Ivoire, Mozambique, Nicaragua, Ghana, and in other communities in Africa, Latin America, and the Middle East.


Instead of Departments of State, Defense, and Commerce, we have a small group of associates at The Carter Center that includes some of the world’s foremost experts on conflict prevention, human rights, mental health, agriculture, disease control and prevention, and promoting democracy. A superb group of student interns, so far representing almost 350 universities around the world, analyze complex political interrelationships and provide intelligence briefings that often excel what is furnished by the CIA.


Working closely with local governments and with many other organizations, we go directly to the villages and the homes of those who are in need. This intimate relationship with people we have not known before is an emotional and often a spiritual experience. Our natural human tendency is to underestimate those who are poor and cannot provide their families with basic necessities. We have learned that they are just as ambitious, hardworking, and intelligent, and their family values are as ours. They take full advantage of any opportunity to improve their lives.


This book is drawn from the personal diaries of Rosalynn’s and my work with The Carter Center during the last twenty-five years. It has been a great pleasure for me to review these activities and to share some of them with you.


Jimmy Carter


July 2007





CHAPTER ONE



The Early Days





It was just a week after the 1980 presidential election when the “blind” trustee of our estate, the attorney Charles Kirbo, called from Atlanta and asked to see me. He had become my lawyer when I successfully contested an election stolen from me in 1962, was a close adviser when I later ran for governor of Georgia, and served as chairman of the Democratic Party of Georgia. That day in November, Kirbo shared a cool drink with Rosalynn and me on the Truman Balcony of the White House and, after we’d exchanged some family information and a few jokes with a South Georgia flavor, he informed us that he had some good news and some bad news about our family’s farm and warehouse business.


The good news was that our land was still there and the pine trees were growing. The bad news was that, after three years of drought and some mismanagement, Carter’s Warehouse was a million dollars in debt. Because we had pledged to remove ourselves completely from any involvement in or knowledge of our personal investments or business affairs, this was the first financial accounting that Rosalynn and I had received since we moved to Washington. We were surprised and appalled. We had left a thriving farm-supply business, free of debt, and we’d assumed that it had continued to be a lucrative investment.
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President Carter receives traditional Ghanaian attire, a gift from the chief of Tingoli village in northern Ghana. (PETER DICAMPO)





We returned home about two months later with two heavy financial burdens, the lesser of which was to pay our accumulated business debts. More burdensome by far was my obligation to select a site and build a presidential library that could house almost 27 million official documents and papers, plus millions of photographs, visual records, and other mementos accumulated during my administration. Always a poor fund-raiser and now a defeated candidate for reelection who had made no plans for this all-too-early eventuality, I dreaded the prospect of raising the necessary funds, which had to come from private contributions. The prolonged holding of our hostages by Iranian militants had not made me the most popular ex-president to survive his White House years.


In a somewhat naïve moment soon after Election Day, I had told the White House press corps that I intended to emulate President Harry Truman and refrain from using my service in office as a means of enriching myself. I had said, “There may be some kinds of benevolent or nonprofit corporations in which I will let my influence and my ability be used, but not in a profit-making way.” At that time, I had no other plans to utilize my presidential experiences.


Rosalynn and I were able to sell what remained of our business, and I signed a contract to write my presidential memoir. We were able to salvage our home in Plains and our two tracts of land, one of which had been acquired by our ancestors in 1833 and the other, the “new farm,” in 1904.


Working closely with me, Georgia Governor George Busbee had appointed a committee that recommended a place for the presidential library. We ultimately selected a beautiful thirty-acre site about halfway between Atlanta’s downtown business area and Emory University. It commanded a good view of the city, having been the headquarters of Union General William Tecumseh Sherman, who had stood on one of the site’s hilltops in 1864 to watch Atlanta burn.


During the next year, I used the five thousand pages of diary notes I had dictated during my administration to complete Keeping Faith, and I spent most of my other time seeking contributions for the library. It became increasingly obvious that we needed a more attractive reason for potential contributors than just “to store our White House records.” This need converged with another question that confronted us: What would we do with the rest of our lives? At the age of fifty-six, I was the youngest presidential survivor since William Howard Taft. I had a statistical life expectancy of twenty-five more years. I pondered this question, apparently even subconsciously.


Although I am generally a sound sleeper, I awoke one night and sat up in bed, surprising Rosalynn. She asked, “What’s the matter, Jimmy? Are you ill or did you have a nightmare?”


I replied, “No, but I’ve just had a thought about what we can do in addition to building the presidential library. We can start an adjacent institution, something like Camp David, where people can come who are involved in a war. I can offer to serve as a mediator, in Atlanta or perhaps in their countries. We might also study and teach how to resolve or prevent conflict.” This was the birth of what was to be The Carter Center.


I received several offers in the academic world, including two inquiries about positions as president of universities. Having had enough of politics and already burdened down with fund-raising obligations, I declined. From within Georgia, however, came three attractive offers to assume the role of distinguished professor. One was from the Georgia Board of Regents, to lecture in the thirty-three colleges and universities in the state system; the others came from Mercer University and from Dr. James Laney, president of Emory University. Laney assured me that I would have a chance during each year to lecture in all the schools of the university and that my comments would never be restricted or censored in any way. I chose Emory and announced this decision in April 1982, along with plans to establish an institute that might be associated with the university.


With Dr. Steven Hochman as my assistant, we established an office for our Center on the top floor of the Emory University library and soon expanded the focus of our work to a broad range of issues, still including conflict resolution, especially in the Middle East, but also human rights, nuclear arms control, global health, and the environment, with a special emphasis on Latin America.


In 1984 we began construction of the Presidential Library and Museum, and The Carter Center, partly with borrowed money, and the facilities were dedicated two years later, on October 1 (my birthday), with a speech by President Ronald Reagan. The library and records were delivered for permanent ownership and operation to the U.S. National Archives and Records Administration. On the other side of two small lakes were the circular buildings that would house The Carter Center.


The Center staff had moved in by the time of the dedication. The library and museum opened on the same day, and the files housed in the Presidential Library were made available to researchers in January 1987. My instructions have always been to expedite the availability of the classified documents, though this process has been subverted by an increasing preoccupation in Washington with tight and unnecessary secrecy. Despite this official impediment, we developed a harmonious relationship between The Carter Center and the National Archives. We have shared responsibility for the exterior grounds and parking areas, as well as an agreement that no substantive changes can be made in the museum exhibits without my approval, and professional archivists have exclusive control over the written and visual records of my political career.
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The Carter Center is headquartered in Atlanta, Georgia. Led by Jimmy and Rosalynn Carter, Center staff have worked in more than seventy nations to wage peace, fight disease, and build hope for some of the world’s most forgotten people. (THE GEORGIA HIGH PROGRAM)






BASIC PRINCIPLES


As we expanded our first concept for The Carter Center, a set of seven principles emerged:


1. We would not duplicate or compete with effective work being done by others, such as United Nations agencies, the U.S. government, other nongovernmental organizations, think tanks, or universities. Instead we would fill vacuums in addressing issues that were important to our country or to other people.


2. Ours would not be a partisan approach. Whenever possible, we would recruit prominent Republicans or foreign leaders to share the responsibilities of leadership.


3. The Carter Center would be an action agency, not just devoted to theoretical or academic analysis of issues. We would convene other institutions to foster cooperation, and our conferences would include knowledgeable experts on the adopted subject, but the presumption was for us to be directly involved in implementing the ideas and recommendations.


4. We would not permit the prospect of potential failure to deter us from making our best effort but would be willing to take chances if the goals were worthy.


5. As a personal restraint, I would not intrude into a politically sensitive area without first obtaining at least tacit permission from the White House.


6. In certain projects, we would utilize a generic name, “Global 2000,” instead of “Carter Center” or my name. This would permit village chiefs or heads of state to feel a genuine sense of partnership and be able to claim credit when successes were realized.


7. I would prepare detailed trip reports on my way home from foreign visits and share them immediately with my family, our staff members, and key supporters of our Center. I would also send slightly edited copies to leaders in the White House, the State Department, and the United Nations. [Reports are also posted on our website, www.cartercenter.org.]


Almost uniquely, The Carter Center would be fulfilling the role of think tank but be primarily an action agency dedicated to achieving specific goals. We visited a number of universities and other institutes as the Center was being established, to assess their programs and to learn from their experiences. There were many warnings about any binding relationships with other organizations that might infringe on our independence or conflict philosophically or politically with our purposes. One notable example of incompatibility had been policy conflicts between the relatively liberal Stanford University and the adjacent Hoover Institution, which was known for its conservative orientation.


We were fortunate to have the advice of Warren Christopher, who served as deputy secretary of state in my administration and was then chairman of the Stanford University trustees. His group of distinguished advisers proposed a framework that would let our Center work in harmony with Emory University. Representatives of the Center and Emory reached an agreement in 1994, after five years of consultation. The Center would retain its permanent independence and be governed by a board of trustees on which Rosalynn and I would serve as chairpersons. Half of the remaining trustees would be selected by us and approved by the Emory trustees, and the other half, including Emory’s president, would be selected by the university and approved by us, for a total of about two dozen.


One of the Emory committees struggled with how to express the prospect of a future without Rosalynn or me, sometimes with peals of laughter at their efforts to be sensitive to our feelings about prospective death. I finally wrote a poem about the quandary:


COMMITTEE OF SCHOLARS DESCRIBE THE FUTURE WITHOUT ME


Some shy professors, forced to write


about a time that’s bound to come


when my earthly life is done


described my demise


in lovely euphemistic words


invoking pleasant visions of


burial rites, with undertakers,


friends, and pious pastors


gathered round my flowered casket


eyes uplifted


breaking new semantic ground


not by saying


I have passed on


joined my Maker


or gone to the promised land


but stating the lamented fact


in the best of terms


that I, now dead, have


reduced my level of participation.


Both before and after my level of participation would be reduced, The Carter Center would raise its own funds and employ its own people, but we would comply with the university’s personnel policies, and any of our income above that needed for annual budgets would be invested by the university along with its own endowment. Leaders in charge of our programs, called fellows, could also serve as professors at the university when desirable. I am beginning my twenty-sixth year as University Distinguished Professor, and Rosalynn also continues as a University Fellow.


In the midst of struggling to raise enough donations to finance our programs and to retire our construction debt, I was appalled when Christopher’s group recommended that we also raise an endowment of $12 million. I could see myself spending the rest of my life raising funds, but I reluctantly agreed. Over the years, this goal has increased to $25 million, $100 million, and ultimately $250 million, which we have now exceeded. This, along with our partnership with Emory and the development of a worldwide array of leaders and financial supporters who cooperate with us in our multiple programs, is one of the guarantees that The Carter Center will be a permanent institution.


At the beginning, I established some conservative fiscal policies for The Carter Center that have been strictly observed. Although we had to borrow several million dollars to complete our original buildings, furnishings, and grounds, we repaid these debts as quickly as possible and, since then, have maintained a balanced budget. We have refrained from launching even our most desired projects until funding was assured, a policy that requires the development of proposals adequately specific and attractive to warrant the support of sometimes doubting prospective donors. Since the basic character and purpose of our Center were unprecedented, we had to prove the worth of our efforts step by step, accumulating new and expanded financial sources as we demonstrated tangible results.


I have always spent a lot of time visiting prospective donors, both in the United States and abroad. Our country is blessed with large benevolent foundations, and some of them gave us strong support even before we had a proven record of achievement. Those established by the families of Ford, Rockefeller, Carnegie, Starr, Hewlett, Packard, MacArthur, and Woodruff were especially helpful. Canada and some of the European governments seemed to be looking for programs to support that would enhance peace, freedom, democracy, human rights, environmental quality, and the alleviation of suffering, and they became permanent partners with The Carter Center. I also found strong support in Japan, from both semiprivate and government sources. The Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation has become the largest donor of all, and their special interest in tropical diseases has made them a natural partner.


Although we never permitted the offer of funding to shape our agenda, there were times when the special desire of a donor was compatible with our own priorities. The Hilton Foundation and Lions Clubs International had special interests in combating diseases that cause blindness, and they have given us strong and sustained support in our dealing with onchocerciasis (river blindness) and trachoma. The Sasakawa Foundation in Japan provided funding for increasing the yield of food grains in Africa.


During recent years we have stabilized our number of full-time employees at about 150, and our cash budgets at $35–$40 million. A quick calculation will reveal that this requires the raising of about $100,000 in cash contributions every day of the year.


We had some loyal supporters from my political years, and we soon initiated an effort to raise funds through exploratory direct mailings. The number of contributors from this source has grown to about 250,000, and they furnish about 15 percent of our total budgeted funds. I spend a day each month calling these unknown partners personally, to thank as many as possible and to invite them to visit our Center to learn more about us. Many of them who begin with donation of five dollars or so ultimately become major annual contributors. Several hundred of these donors come to Atlanta for a full day each year to learn about our programs, and about two-thirds of them spend an extra day in Plains with Rosalynn and me—to learn about our hometown, to join in a square dance on the city street, and to attend my Bible class on Sunday morning.


One of my most gratifying surprises has been the generosity of major corporations, especially in providing their own products for benevolent causes. When I have gone to the corporate headquarters or made other appeals to DuPont, Merck, GlaxoSmithKline, Pfizer, or American Cyanamid (now BASF), they have contributed many millions of dollars’ worth of filter cloths, medicines, and pesticides. Although it is difficult to put an exact price on these contributions, their total value is several times larger than our cash budgets.


•  •  •


Rosalynn and I have attempted to help The Carter Center financially with personal contributions, from the Nobel and other awards, and income from my speeches and some of the books I have written. Another opportunity developed when we began to have our “Winter Weekends,” when about three hundred of our donors join us and pay a fee that covers the cost of transportation, room and board, ski lessons, and other entertainment. The highlight of each event and most of our profit comes on our final night, with an auction of contributed items. Delta Air Lines always donates a number of trips to exotic vacation spots, manufacturers have given us automobiles, owners of yachts have loaned them for weeklong cruises, stream owners have permitted weekends of fly-fishing for trout, and other friends have made a wide range of interesting gifts.


As a lifetime woodworker and an amateur artist and winemaker, I have crafted furniture, provided originals or copies of my oil paintings, and donated bottles of white and red wine. The crafted pieces have included hand tools, a duck decoy, cedar chests, end tables, hand-carved chess sets, bookcases, cabinets, sets of stools, a four-poster bed, and a baby cradle. I have enjoyed selecting special woods for these items, including green wood from hickory trees behind our home, walnut from our mountain cabin in North Georgia, paulownia (a very fast-growing tree) that I have planted on our farm, a persimmon tree that lay underwater in a Georgia stream for more than 150 years, and a special cherry tree that developed a rare tiger-striped interior.


Another popular offering has been photographs taken at the dedications of presidential libraries. There were five presidents at the new Reagan library, and I suggested that all of us and the first ladies sign a very limited number of photographs and then divide them equally among us. Richard Nixon, Gerald Ford, Ronald Reagan, George H. W. Bush, and I all agreed, as did our wives and Lady Bird Johnson. We also pledged not to sign any other copies in the future. These autographed photographs are some of the most attractive presidential mementos for collectors and have sometimes competed with my furniture for the highest prices at our auctions.


We now have net proceeds of more than a million dollars from each of the weekends, but the most valuable benefit is that each year these gatherings attract a new group of potential supporters, many of whom become permanent partners.


•  •  •


Although I managed most of the Center’s affairs during the first few years, it became obvious after we completed our new facilities that an experienced leader was needed to work full-time. Dr. William Foege, former director of the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, joined The Carter Center in 1986 as its executive director and coordinator of our developing health projects. While I was president, Rosalynn had promoted a greatly expanded program of child immunization in America, and under Bill Foege’s guidance and inspiration our Center became involved in a similar effort on a worldwide basis. This would soon lead us to adopt specific programs in fighting disease and promoting nutrition, primarily in Africa. Bill remains a trusted adviser; he was succeeded in 1992 by Dr. John Hardman as executive director.





CHAPTER TWO



Waging Peace





Middle East Peace


The first project that The Carter Center adopted was to assess prospects for peace between Israel and its neighbors. The Reagan administration had not shown any real interest in implementing the terms of the Camp David peace agreements that I had negotiated in 1978 and 1979, and we felt free to address the issue. Following a visit to the Middle East in March 1983, and working closely with Emory professor Kenneth Stein and former associates from my presidency, we invited a wide range of interested persons, including top leaders from Saudi Arabia, Lebanon, Egypt, Syria, Jordan, Israel, the Palestinian community, and current representatives of the U.S. government, to participate. When each delegation arrived in Atlanta, they were welcomed and hosted throughout the conference by a small group of students from Emory who had been thoroughly briefed about the special interests of the assigned group.


President Gerald Ford joined us in presiding over the discussions, which were remarkably frank and often controversial. All the participants gained a renewed appreciation for the complexity of the issues, and also some insight into what steps might be taken in the future. Following our conferences, the different groups of Emory students had their own conference. Jerry Ford and I went to Washington, where we gave briefings to key congressional leaders and representatives of the administration. Our primary goal was to reinvigorate the dormant peace process.


The consultation process also resulted in 1985 in a book, The Blood of Abraham, in which I described the overall situation with unedited assessments from the perspectives of leaders with whom I had long talks in Israel, the occupied Palestinian territories, Syria, Jordan, Egypt, and Lebanon. Sometimes I was provided a confidential agenda by national security advisers or from the U.S. State Department to explore with leaders; at other times, Rosalynn and Dr. Stein would participate in the meetings. Invariably, I made a written or personal report to the White House and State Department, and usually to the secretary-general of the United Nations, on the results.


We saw enough interest and desire for a renewed peace effort to organize another session at The Carter Center in November 1987. This time, our co-chairs were the Foreign Affairs editor William Hyland and Under Secretary-General of the United Nations Brian Urquhart. We made a special effort to have strong representatives from all the permanent members of the UN Security Council, and I made a trip to explain to leaders in China, the Soviet Union, France, and Great Britain the purposes of our conference and to ensure that they would cooperate. The parties in the Middle East were also represented, with Palestinian spokesmen included in the Jordanian delegation, and we also had participants from the academic world. (We were precluded by U.S. government policy from dealing directly with the Palestine Liberation Organization.) Members of the UN Security Council and U.S. State Department played a role in the deliberations.


Three unanimous recommendations emerged:


1. An international conference should lead to direct peace negotiations, based on UN Resolutions 242 and 338 and also on the Framework for Peace promulgated by the Camp David Accords of 1978.


2. The conference should not impose a solution, nor should the participants be given the ability to veto agreements reached among the parties.


3. Palestinian participation should be assured, perhaps within the context of a Jordanian-Palestinian delegation.


Referring to our final report, the London Financial Times stated, “Four of the U.N.’s five permanent members wholeheartedly support it, while the fifth, the U.S., says it will back any process that will lead to direct negotiations.” In fact, within a few months, U.S. Secretary of State George Shultz issued a very similar peace initiative, and President Ronald Reagan made a strong statement promoting implementation of the Camp David Accords, deploring the expansion of Israeli settlements in Palestinian territories, and encompassing the basic recommendations of our conference. I was grateful that the president asked me to help in drafting this speech but disappointed that no action was taken to convene direct peace talks.


Complying with our Center’s general principles, we reduced our direct involvement in the Middle East when President George H. W. Bush and Secretary of State James Baker became more active in the region by bringing Palestinians and other involved parties together in 1991 at a conference in Madrid. Indirectly, this would lead to the Oslo peace agreement of 1993, which we monitored closely.



Nuclear Arms Control



In May 1984, President Gerald Ford agreed to join me in assessing the status of nuclear arms control. For our conference at Emory in 1985 we invited representatives from nations that acknowledged their possession of nuclear armaments. We were pleased that Soviet ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin brought the foremost military and civilian leaders from his country. Our primary goal was to understand and then publicize a current analysis of international agreements, the degree of compliance with them, and recommendations for additional action. We attempted to emphasize the substantial consensus that was evident, sent our report and recommendations to political leaders in both nuclear and nonnuclear nations, and promulgated a summary of our findings through the news media.


Former Georgia senator Sam Nunn and others later established centers for the study of the nuclear arms issue, so in recent years we at The Carter Center have limited our efforts to the assembly every five years of the key participants who join in the Review Conference on the international Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. Invariably, there are sharp differences between the United States, which wants to focus on selective objections to expansion of nuclear arsenals, and the large group of nations that are technologically capable of producing nuclear weapons but refrain from doing so and desire a serious commitment to nuclear disarmament by the existing nuclear powers. We continue to monitor closely both compliance with and violation of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty and other nuclear agreements, and strongly condemn the recent abandonment by the United States of those agreements previously negotiated and its failure to pursue other restraints.



Soviet Media



One of our early goals at The Carter Center was to promote democracy and freedom in the Soviet Union, and we adopted an intriguing partnership with Dr. Ellen Mickiewicz, who was a professor and dean of the graduate school at Emory University. As I visited the Emory campus for my lectures and monthly meetings with the university’s president and key faculty members, I had noticed enormous antennae on top of two buildings, focused eastward and low above the horizon. I soon learned that they were controlled by Dr. Mickiewicz and, since 1984, had been aimed constantly at the satellite over the Soviet Union that transmitted First Program, the most important Soviet television network, where the only live news broadcasts were permitted. Dr. Mickiewicz and a small group of students and volunteers, all fluent in Russian, were monitoring the official programs of entertainment and propaganda of the Soviet government, viewed by almost 200 million people.


Whenever there was even a subtle change in the policy of the Soviet leaders, it could be detected earliest by careful observation of the daily news telecasts. This evolution was obviously of great interest and importance as leadership changed during the 1980s from Leonid Brezhnev to Yuri Andropov to Konstantin Chernenko to Mikhail Gorbachev. The Emory monitors’ computer database encompassed a collection of Soviet television commentaries that permitted analysis of official policies regarding particular countries or subjects. I soon learned that neither the CIA nor the State Department had this capability, and their representatives would often derive information from this monitoring program.


In 1986, Ellen Mickiewicz became our Center’s Soviet media and international communications fellow. Our early purpose was to make a thorough assessment of media broadcasts to the Soviet people and to promote increased flexibility and freedom in television broadcasting. This effort would, of course, have to include an equal exchange of information and advice. Dr. Mickiewicz formed a working relationship with Soviet researchers to devise the framework for a scholarly exchange, and in a visit to Moscow I found that Mikhail Gorbachev was eager to promote this partnership. We quickly organized annual meetings to alternate between our Center and locations in the Soviet Union, including Moscow, St. Petersburg, and Alma-Ata, Kazakhstan. Subsequently, we increased our coverage to include radio broadcasts and added meeting sites in Eastern Europe.


Usual participants at these sessions would include top executives of the major American television networks, the chairman of the Federal Communications Commission, the chairman of the Soviet cable association, directors of the television systems, and media advisers to the Soviet president. We also invited experts and academics who specialized in the shaping of public opinion in the United States and the USSR. Detailed comparisons were made between the contents of the major television programs in our two countries.


These were exciting sessions, as the Soviet representatives became increasingly able to report progress in the diversity of their media, both by private ownership of some stations and in the number of programs permitted to be broadcast. There was an explosion of sources of programming under Gorbachev, with his glasnost and perestroika policies, and the number of competing transmitters soon grew into the hundreds. I recall that, in Lithuania alone, twenty-two television stations evolved. One of the problems that developed was pirating from American and other sources, as movies and entertainment programs were simply downloaded from satellite channels and rebroadcast.


For some years, foreign ownership of television channels was permitted in the Soviet Union and Russia, but this freedom has been curtailed under the more authoritarian and restrictive policies of Vladimir Putin. At least in a small way, The Carter Center’s work with Dr. Mickiewicz helped to bring an element of freedom and democracy to the Soviet Union as it disintegrated into fifteen nations.



Conflict Resolution



During 1984 we concentrated on expanding our peacemaking capabilities by recruiting Dr. Dayle Powell to be our fellow in conflict resolution and Dr. Robert Pastor to head our programs in this hemisphere. One of our most challenging and interesting events was held in 1985 at Callaway Gardens in West Georgia and was designed by Dr. Powell to illustrate the technique of mediation. The intransigent subject chosen was tobacco: its production, sale, use, and impact on health and the economy. We wanted to explore intense differences of opinion, so we invited farmers and commissioners of agriculture from tobacco-producing states, health experts who specialized in the ravages of tobacco, and foremost practitioners of mediation from Harvard, George Mason, and other universities. Although sharply divided and even antagonistic at first, the major participants finally reached a consensus. Tobacco producers were unanimous in not wanting their own children to smoke or to use snuff or chewing tobacco, and those interested in health agreed that some financial alternative was needed to sustain the income of farm families who would agree to stop producing the toxic weed.


•  •  •


We began to analyze all the conflicts in the world, using techniques that were mainly derived from Uppsala University in Sweden. At the time, there were thirty-four conflicts around the world defined as “major,” each having had at least a thousand battle-related deaths. We assigned analysis of each of them to one or two interns, who collected up-to-date information from official documents and news media from the conflict area, along with statements by government officials and guerrilla leaders. I received a combined report each month and was surprised to learn that nearly all of these conflicts were civil wars, within the borders of the affected nations.


In 1987 we convened at The Carter Center the secretaries-general of the United Nations, the Organization of American States, and the Commonwealth of Nations to discuss the challenges and opportunities of dispute resolution. It was disheartening to learn that the charters of these organizations limited them to addressing conflicts between nations. As a result of this meeting, we formed the International Negotiation Network, including members such as Javier Pérez de Cuéllar (former secretary-general of the United Nations), Oscar Arias (former president of Costa Rica), Olusegun Obasanjo (former president of Nigeria), Cyrus Vance (former U.S. secretary of state), Eduard Shevardnadze (former Soviet foreign minister), Andrew Young (former U.S. ambassador to the United Nations), Shridath Ramphal (former secretary-general of the Commonwealth of Nations), Bishop Desmond Tutu of South Africa, Lisbet Palme (wife of the prime minister of Sweden), Marie-Angélique Savané of Senegal, and Elie Wiesel (Holocaust survivor). I served as chairman, and our group has exchanged advice and counsel over the years.


Although we were eager to serve as mediators or negotiators and received many requests to do so, we found that rarely would both sides to a conflict decide at the same time that they were ready to seek agreement. It was usually the losers who appealed to us, while those who were currently dominant felt that they could win militarily and didn’t need assistance from outsiders.


This frequently occurring impasse ultimately led The Carter Center to seek to prevent conflict by monitoring elections. In our conversations with military leaders already at war or contemplating the resolution of a dispute by combat, we utilized a truism of politics. Each candidate is inclined to think, “If an honest election is held, surely the people will reject these other jokers and choose me—the most admirable and competent candidate.” Our intent was to capitalize on this belief and convince both sides that we could help ensure a fair electoral contest. Our efforts to establish new democracies or to preserve old ones that are endangered have led us to monitor almost seventy elections around the world during the past eighteen years.



North Korea



The Carter Center involvement in North Korea was perhaps the most controversial and important of all its efforts. For almost four years, beginning in 1990, Kim Il Sung, the dictatorial communist leader of the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK), had requested that I find some way to visit Pyongyang. His contacts with me were usually his nation’s representatives to the United Nations, and the U.S. government imposed a twenty-five-mile limit on their travel. Usually they made arrangements to meet me on my visits to New York, and on two occasions they managed to gain approval to come to Georgia. Increasingly, their messages were focused on the growing crisis caused by the prospect of the DPRK’s reprocessing of nuclear fuel rods removed from their antiquated power reactor, which used carbon as a moderator.


They knew of my background in nuclear reactor design from my Navy days and claimed that they wanted to avoid any confrontation with the United States and other concerned nations. The basic problem was that our country had outlawed all direct communications with the leaders of North Korea. President Bill Clinton was responding to this challenge by seeking UN Security Council approval of economic sanctions even more restrictive than those that had been in effect since the Korean War. With a vote in the United Nations pending, my concern was increased by some Chinese visitors who told me the result might very well be another war on the Korean peninsula. They said that the sanctions would be interpreted as an international condemnation of the North Korean government and a personal insult to North Korea’s revered (almost worshipped) leader, and that the only response from the isolated and paranoid people would be to launch a massive attack on South Korea.


On June 1, 1994, I called President Clinton to express my concerns, and he said that he was leaving for Europe in a few hours but would send a senior official to Plains to brief me. Two days later I was informed that a junior member of the White House staff would give the briefing, but it would have to be postponed for a few days. I expressed my displeasure to the president’s chief of staff, who promised me an immediate briefing from Ambassador Robert Gallucci, coordinator of an interagency group dealing with the Korean crisis.


Our Center’s director of programs, former ambassador Marion Creekmore, joined me and Rosalynn at our home for an excellent three-hour presentation by Gallucci, who seemed to share our trepidation about Pyongyang’s likely reaction to sanctions. He said that the president was committed to impose sanctions on the DPRK because they had not complied with commitments of the Non-Proliferation Treaty. There could be no communication with leaders in Pyongyang except intermittently through their UN ambassador, Ho Jung, and no real assurance about whether the messages were delivered. The entire situation was a comedy of errors, and the administration was divided on what should be done.


When Gallucci left, I began considering the consequences of going to North and South Korea just representing The Carter Center, with or without approval from Washington. In effect, this would be a small nongovernmental organization going against the policies of the government, with tremendous momentum already having been built up to induce other nations to follow the U.S. lead toward sanctions—and a possible war.


I first received assurances from the North Koreans that their invitation was still firm, that it was personally from their “Great Leader,” and that I would be permitted to go directly from Seoul across the Demilitarized Zone (DMZ) to Pyongyang. Then I sent a letter to President Clinton stating that I had decided to make the trip. The president was still in Europe to commemorate the fiftieth anniversary of the Normandy landing, and my letter was directed to Vice President Al Gore. He convinced me to change its wording to “strongly inclined to go,” with a promise to use his influence to get approval. I urged him to bypass the State Department, and the next day he called and said that Clinton had approved our trip, although he was certain the State Department would resent it.


Before going to Washington with Marion and Rosalynn for a briefing, I wrote out a series of questions for use in North Korea, including information from on-site inspectors on the nuclear issue, possible easing of U.S.-DPRK relations, mutual inspection of military installations, presence of U.S. nuclear weapons in the area, U.S. obligations to South Korea, the status of joint military exercises between our two nations, and circumstances under which U.S. officials would deign to speak to their peers in Pyongyang. We had a brief meeting at the airport with National Security Adviser Anthony Lake, who was on his way to his home in New England and did not seem interested enough to spend much time with us or to see us at the White House. Our subsequent briefings from the CIA and State Department were superficial and in conflict with information that the Center’s interns had gathered from Billy Graham, some university professors, CNN news reporters, and a few others who had visited North Korea in recent years. When I questioned the accuracy of statements from CIA and State Department people, they explained that no middle- or high-level U.S. official had ever visited North Korea and that they got their information from South Koreans and satellite observations.


We went home with many unanswered questions, including how we could communicate securely from Pyongyang to Washington without returning to South Korea; who would make the final decisions in North Korea—Kim Il Sung, his son Kim Jong Il, or military leaders; and who were the hawks and doves in Washington and what was their relative influence. I talked directly with those previously interviewed by our interns and an expert on nuclear engineering from Georgia Tech. At least I felt that I understood the basic agreements the United States desired to obtain from North Korea.


Before I left the next morning, I drafted a final list of questions to be answered in North Korea and ideas on how the crisis might be resolved. After I had read these to Bob Gallucci and obtained his approval, I decided to list a number of additional requests to be made of Kim Il Sung that might be “frosting on the cake.”


We left home on Sunday, June 12, with no official status. We were on our own. We were welcomed to Seoul by U.S. Ambassador James Laney, a close friend and former president of Emory University. He had arranged talks with President Kim Young Sam and his top advisers, who seemed somewhat troubled about our planned visit to Pyongyang. One minister, who was in charge of reunification talks, seemed to be more objective about their northern neighbor and was quite helpful. Assuming a North Korean perspective, he gave us his assessment of the reasons for their troubling policies. General Gary Luck, commander of all U.S. and South Korean military forces, was deeply concerned about the consequences of a Korean war, which he thought was imminent. He estimated that the costs would far exceed those of the 1950s. He told us that he had given the same assessment to the president and top leaders in Washington earlier, but that his warnings were not received seriously, and military decisions were being made in Washington without consultation with him.


Colonel Forest Chilton told me that he could not work out an agreement for joint U.S. and North Korean teams to find and recover the remains of Americans killed in the Korean War. He believed his experts knew precisely where three thousand bodies were buried while our troops occupied the territory. I promised to discuss this with Kim Il Sung.


The crossing at Panmunjom was a strange and disturbing experience. For more than forty years, Koreans and Americans had stared across the Demilitarized Zone with suspicion, and often hatred and fear. We were the first persons permitted to cross the DMZ to and from Pyongyang since the armistice was signed in 1953! As we approached the precise line, a concrete pad about a foot wide, our aide Nancy Konigsmark stepped just across it to take our photograph. Instantly, she was grabbed by burly security guards and returned to the proper side.

OEBPS/images/f00iv-01.jpg







OEBPS/images/f0002-01.jpg






OEBPS/images/f0006-01.jpg










OEBPS/images/9781416562535_cover.jpg
Beyond the
White House

Waging Peace, Fighting Disease, Building Hope

Jimmy Carter

SIMON & SCHUSTER PAPERBACKS
New York London Toronto Sydney





