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our effort and to our policy in the region. Yet 
India denies self-determination and other basic 
human rights to the Kashmiris, the Sikhs of 
Khalistan, the Christians of Nagaland, and the 
other occupied nations of South Asia. When 
basic human rights are denied, we have an 
obligation to help people reclaim their rights. 
We should be working for peace, freedom, 
and self-determination. We should not be 
aligned with India, which remains one of the 
world’s worst human-rights violators. 

Let this Congress do whatever we can to 
support democracy, self-determination, peace, 
and stability in the subcontinent. We should 
impose sanctions on India, cut off American 
aid to India, and pass a resolution stating our 
support for a free and fair plebiscite under 
international supervision in Punjab, Khalistan, 
in Kashmir, in Nagaland, and everywhere else 
that the people seek their freedom. I am proud 
to have co-sponsored such a resolution in the 
last Congress. This is the right time to take 
these measures when they will have the great-
est effect. Let us take these measures to sup-
port freedom. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to insert the Coun-
cil of Khalistan’s press release on India’s 
chemical weapons use into the RECORD. 

INDIA USING CHEMICAL WEAPONS IN ITS WAR 
AGAINST KASHMIRI FREEDOM FIGHTERS; 
NOW IS THE TIME TO FREE KHALISTAN 
WASHINGTON, DC, June 14—Dr. Gurmit 

Singh Aulakh, President of the Council of 
Khalistan, today condemned India for using 
chemical weapons in its war against the 
Kashmiri freedom fighters at Kargil. Reu-
ters, BBC, CNN, Associated Press, and other 
news sources have reported that India fired 
chemical weapons shells into Pakistan. The 
Pakistani Foreign Minister said that his 
country had found Indian chemical shells 
that were fired across the border. 

Dr. Aulakh condemned ‘‘this irresponsible 
and dangerous action. India is using these 
weapons despite being a signatory to the 
Chemical Weapons Convention,’’ he noted. 
‘‘So far these weapons have only caused skin 
irritations, shortness of breath, and other 
minor health problems,’’ he said, ‘‘but the 
potential dangers are frightening.’’ 

‘‘Remember that India started this war to 
suppress the Kashmiri freedom movement,’’ 
Dr. Aulakh said. He took note of an India 
Today report that the war is costing India 15 
core (150 million) rupees each day. ‘‘Appar-
ently, no amount of blood or money is too 
great for the Indian government,’’ he said. 

‘‘America took action against Iraq for 
using chemical weapons in its war against 
Kuwait,’’ he pointed out. ‘‘Why does America 
continue to support India with aid and 
trade?,’’ he asked. ‘‘The United Nations 
should impose strong sanctions on India for 
this brutal act,’’ he added. 

‘‘The news that India is using chemical 
weapons is very disturbing, not only to the 
people of Kashmir but to the people of Pun-
jab, Khalistan,’’ he said. ‘‘India, the country 
which started the nuclear arms race in 
South Asia, is now using weapons of mass de-
struction,’’ he said. According to Kashmiri 
leaders, India also used chemical weapons 
against them in 1994. 

‘‘This terrorist act shows India’s despera-
tion to keep its artificial borders intact,’’ 
Dr. Aulakh said. ‘‘India is losing this war,’’ 
he said. ‘‘One Indian Army colonel admitted 
that Indian troops are ‘dying like dogs.’ I 
call on Sikh soldiers not to fire on Kashmiri 
freedom fighters,’’ he said. ‘‘I urge Sikh sol-

diers to join the Sikh freedom movement 
and liberate Khalistan.’’ 

‘‘I cannot help but think that these at-
tacks are related to the massive evacuations 
of 37 villages along the border in Punjab,’’ he 
said. ‘‘It is not the Pakistanis the villagers 
are afraid of,’’ he said, ‘‘it is expansion of In-
dia’s terrorist war into Punjab, Khalistan.’’ 

‘‘In war, people get killed, and that is un-
fortunate,’’ Dr. Aulakh said. ‘‘Countries that 
are moral and democratic do not delib-
erately kill civilians,’’ he said. The Indian 
government has murdered over 250,000 Sikhs 
since 1984. India has also murdered over 
200,000 Christians in Nagaland since 1947, 
more than 60,000 Muslims in Kashmir since 
1988, and tens of thousands of Assamese, 
Manipuris, Dalits (‘‘black untouchables’’), 
Tamils, and others. 

‘‘Freedom struggles don’t go away,’’ he 
said. ‘‘Just as India cannot suppress Kash-
mir’s freedom struggle with weapons of mass 
destruction, the freedom struggle in 
Khalistan will go on until Khalistan is free,’’ 
he said. ‘‘Now is the moment for the Sikh 
Nation to liberate Khalistan with the help of 
the Sikh soldiers. It is time to rebel. Khalsa 
Bagi Yan Badshah.’’ 
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Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, this is the sea-
son of commencement speeches. Many of 
them deserve the oblivion that most of them 
receive. There are a few, however, that are 
particularly worthy of note. One outstanding 
exception was the commencement address 
given by my friend George Soros at the Paul 
H. Nitze School of Advanced International 
Studies of Johns Hopkins University on May 
27th of this year. 

Mr. Soros has used this commencement ad-
dress as an opportunity to give us his thought-
ful and incisive reflections on the current con-
flict in Kosova and the broader significance of 
that conflict for the international system as the 
world enters the 21st century. It is ironic that 
the end of the Cold War has brought about a 
significant reduction in the threat of major con-
frontation involving the United States directly, 
but at the same time we have seen an in-
crease in the violence of regional ethnic and 
religious conflicts, such as that in Kosova. 
George Soros has given considerable critical 
thought to the role of the United States in the 
post-Cold War era, and his thoughts are use-
ful for all of us here in the Congress who must 
grapple with the question of the appropriate 
international role for the United States. 

A successful international financier and in-
vestment advisor, George Soros is a major 
philanthropist with a focus on encouraging the 
development of the infrastructure and culture 
necessary for democratic societies. He estab-
lished the Open Society Foundation which op-
erates a number of foundations throughout 
Central and Eastern Europe, South Africa, and 
the United States. These foundations are help-
ing to build the infrastructure and institutions 

of a free and open and democratic society 
through supporting a variety of educational, 
cultural and economic restructuring activities. 
A native of Budapest, Hungary, and a current 
citizen of the United States, Mr. Soros brings 
a personal insight to the problems of South-
eastern Europe and the world. 

Mr. Speaker, I submit George Soros’ com-
mencement address to be placed in the 
RECORD, and I invite my colleagues to give it 
thoughtful attention. 
PAUL H. NITZE SCHOOL OF ADVANCED INTER-

NATIONAL STUDIES, JOHNS HOPKINS UNIVER-
SITY 

COMMENCEMENT SPEECH DELIVERED BY GEORGE 
SOROS, MAY 27, 1999 

A commencement speech is meant to be in-
spirational and I am not sure whether I can 
deliver such a speech because I am stunned 
and devastated by what is happening in 
Kosovo. I am deeply involved in that part of 
the world and what is happening there has 
raised in my mind a lot of questions to 
which, frankly speaking, I don’t have the an-
swers. I feel obliged to reconsider some of my 
own most cherished preconceptions. 

I am a believer in what I call an open soci-
ety which is basically a broader and more 
universal concept of democracy. Open soci-
ety is based on the recognition that nobody 
has access to the ultimate truth; perfection 
is unattainable and therefore we must be 
satisfied with the next best thing; a society 
that holds itself open to improvement. An 
open society allows people with different 
views, identities and interests to live to-
gether in peace. An open society transcends 
boundaries; it allows intervention in the in-
ternal affairs of sovereign states because 
people living in an oppressive regime often 
cannot defend themselves against oppression 
without outside intervention but the inter-
vention must be confined to supporting the 
people living in a country to attain their le-
gitimate aspirations, not to impose a par-
ticular ideology or to subjugate one state to 
the interests of another. These are the prin-
ciples I have put into practice through my 
network of open society foundations. 

Judging by these principles, I have no 
doubt that Milosevic infringed the rights of 
the Albanian population in Kosovo. Nor do I 
have any doubts that the situation required 
outside intervention. The case for interven-
tion is clearer in Kosovo than in most other 
situations of ethnic conflict because 
Milosevic unilaterally deprived the inhab-
itants of Kosovo of the autonomy that they 
had already enjoyed. He also broke an inter-
national agreement into which he entered in 
October of last year. My doubts center on 
the ways in which international pressure can 
be successfully applied. 

I am more aware than most people that ac-
tions have unintended consequences. Never-
theless I’m distressed by the consequences of 
our intervention. We have accomplished ex-
actly the opposite of what we intended. We 
have accelerated the ethnic cleansing we 
sought to interdict. We have helped to con-
solidate in power the Milosevic regime and 
we have helped to create instability in the 
neighboring countries of Montenegro, Mac-
edonia and Albania, not to mention the 
broader international implications such as 
our relationship with China. 

It is obvious that something has gone woe-
fully wrong and we find ourselves in an awful 
quandary. I am not going to discuss how we 
got there and how we can extricate our-
selves. I want to discuss the principle of in-
tervening in the internal affairs of a sov-
ereign state in order to protect its people. 
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Because that is what we are doing and it is 
not working. It is easy to find fault with the 
way we have gone about it, but the problem 
that preoccupies me goes deeper. In the case 
of Yugoslavia we have intervened in dif-
ferent ways. In Bosnia we tried it with the 
United Nations and it didn’t work. That is 
why in Kosovo we tried it without the United 
Nations and that didn’t work either. We also 
tried it by applying economic sanctions but 
that too had adverse consequences. The sanc-
tions could be broken with the help of the 
ruling regimes by shady businessmen who in 
turn became an important source of support 
for the ruling regimes not only in Yugoslavia 
but also in the neighboring countries. In 
short, nothing worked. And we have a simi-
lar record in Africa. 

The question I have to ask myself: is it 
possible, is it appropriate to intervene in the 
internal affairs of a state in the name of 
some general principle like human rights or 
open society? I did not want to consider such 
a question and I certainly don’t want to ac-
cept no for an answer. It would be the end of 
the aspiration to an open society. In the ab-
sence of outside intervention oppressive re-
gimes could perpetrate untold atrocities. 
Moreover, internal conflicts could easily 
broaden into international hostilities. In our 
increasingly interdependent world, there are 
certain kinds of behavior by sovereign 
states—aggression, terrorism, ethnic cleans-
ing—that cannot be tolerated by the inter-
national community. At the same time we 
must recognize that the current approach 
does not work. We must find some better 
way. This will require a profound rethinking 
and reorganization of the way we conduct 
international relations. 

As things are now, international relations 
involve relations between states. How a state 
treats its own citizens involves relations 
within the state. The two relations are large-
ly independent of each other because the 
states enjoy sovereignty over their territory 
and their inhabitants. Sovereignty is an out-
dated concept but it prevails. It derives from 
the time when kings wielded power over 
their subjects but in the French Revolution 
when the people of France overthrew their 
king they assumed his sovereignty. That was 
the birth of the modern state. Since then, 
there has been a gradual recognition that 
states must also be subject to the rule of law 
but international law has been slow to de-
velop and it does not have any teeth. We 
have the United Nations but the UN does not 
work well because it is an association of 
states and states are guided by their inter-
ests not by universal principles, and we have 
the Declaration of Universal Human Rights. 

The principles which ought to govern the 
behavior of states towards their own citizens 
have been reasonably well-established. What 
is missing is an authority to enforce those 
principles—an authority that transcends the 
sovereign state. Since the sovereignty of the 
modern state is derived from the people, the 
authority that transcends the sovereign 
state must be derived from the people of the 
world. As long as we live in a world of sov-
ereign states, the people need to exercise 
their authority through the states to which 
they belong, particularly where military ac-
tion is concerned. Democratic states are sup-
posed to carry out the will of the people. So 
in the ultimate analysis the development 
and enforcement of international law de-
pends on the will of the people who live in 
democratic countries. 

And that is where the problem lies. People 
who live in democratic countries do not nec-
essarily believe in democracy as an universal 

principle. They tend to be guided by self-in-
terest, not by universal principles. They may 
be willing to defend democracy in their own 
country because they consider it to be in 
their own self-interest but few people care 
sufficiently about democracy as an abstract 
idea to defend it in other countries, espe-
cially when the idea is so far removed from 
the reality. Yet people do have some con-
cerns that go beyond self-interest. They are 
aroused by pictures of atrocities. How could 
these concerns be mobilized to prevent the 
atrocities? That is the question that pre-
occupies me. 

I have attended a number of discussions 
about Kosovo and I was shocked to discover 
how vague and confused people, well-in-
formed people, are about the reasons for our 
involvement. They speak of humanitarian 
reasons and human rights almost inter-
changeably. Yet the two are quite different. 
Human rights are political rights. When they 
re violated, it may lead to a humanitarian 
disaster, pictures on CNN that arouse peo-
ple’s emotions but by then it is too late. The 
damage is done and the intervention is often 
counterproductive. The humanitarian dis-
aster could have been prevented only by pro-
tecting the political rights of the people. But 
to achieve this, people must take an interest 
in the principles of open society. Prevention 
cannot start early enough. To be successful 
it must be guided by a set of clear objectives. 
That is what the concept of open society can 
provide. 

Suppose that the people subscribed to the 
principles of an open society; how could 
those principles be translated into effective 
institutions? It would require the coopera-
tion of democratic states. We need an au-
thority that transcends the sovereignty of 
states. We have such an authority in the 
form of the United Nations, but the UN is 
not guided by the principles of open society. 
It is an association of states, some of which 
are democratic, others not, each of which is 
guided by its national interests. We have an 
association of democratic states, NATO, 
which did intervene in defense of democratic 
values, but it is a military alliance incapable 
of preventive action. By the time it inter-
venes it is too late and we have seen that its 
intervention can be counterproductive. It 
needs to be complemented by a political alli-
ance dedicated to the promotion of open so-
ciety and capable of acting both within the 
UN and outside it. 

Such an alliance would work more by pro-
viding rewards for good behavior than pun-
ishment for bad behavior. Belonging to the 
alliance or meeting its standards should be a 
rewarding experience. This would encourage 
voluntary compliance and defer any prob-
lems connected with the infringement of na-
tional sovereignty. The first degree of pun-
ishment would be exclusion; only if it fails 
need other measures be considered. The 
greatest rewards would be access to markets, 
access to finance, better treatment by the 
international financial institutions and, 
where appropriate, association with the Eu-
ropean Union. There are a thousand little 
ways that diplomatic pressure can be ap-
plied; the important thing is to be clear 
about the objectives. I am sure that the abo-
lition of Kosovo’s autonomy in 1989 could 
have been reversed if the international com-
munity had been determined enough about 
it. In Latvia, international pressure had led 
to a reform of the naturalization law which 
could have caused conflict in Russia. In Cro-
atia, the international community did not do 
enough to assure the existence of inde-
pendent media. Nor is it sufficiently aroused 

by proposals in various Central Asian repub-
lics to introduce lifetime presidencies. We 
shall not be able to get rid of Milosevic by 
bombing but if, after the war, there is a 
grand plan for the reconstruction of South 
East Europe involving a customs union and 
virtual membership in the EU for those 
countries which are not ruled by an indicted 
war criminal, I am sure that the Serbs would 
soon get rid of Milosevic in order to qualify. 

A political alliance dedicated to the pro-
motion of open society might even be able to 
change the way the UN functions, especially 
if it had a much broader membership than 
NATO exactly because it can act either with-
in or without the UN. NATO could still serve 
as its military arm. 

Ironically, it is the US that stands in the 
way of such a political alliance. We are 
caught in a trap of our own making. We used 
to be one of the two superpowers and the 
leaders of the free world. We are now the sole 
remaining superpower and we would like to 
think of ourselves as the leaders of the free 
world. But that is where we fail, because we 
fail to observe one of the basic principles of 
the open society. Nobody has a monopoly of 
the truth, yet we act as if we did. We are 
willing to violate the sovereignty of other 
states in the name or universal principles 
but we are unwilling to accept any infringe-
ment of our town sovereignty. We are willing 
to drop bombs on others from high altitudes 
but we are reluctant to expose our own men 
to risk. We refuse to submit ourselves to any 
kind of international governance. We were 
one of seven countries which refused to sub-
scribe to the International Criminal Court; 
the others were China, Iraq, Israel, Libya, 
Qatar, and Yemen. We do not even pay our 
dues to the United Nations. This kind of be-
havior does not lend much legitimacy to our 
claim to be the leaders of the free world. 

To reclaim that role we must radically 
alter our attitude to international coopera-
tion. We cannot and should not be the police-
men of the world; but the world needs a po-
liceman. Therefore we must cooperate with 
like minded countries and abide by the rules 
that we seek to impose on others. We cannot 
bomb the world into submission but we can-
not withdraw into isolation either. If we can-
not prevent atrocities like Kosovo we must 
also be willing to accept body bags. I hate to 
end on such a somber note, but that is where 
we are right now. 

f 

FAREWELL AND BEST WISHES, 
CAPTAIN DOUGHERTY 

HON. CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, June 17, 1999 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to take a moment today to praise 
Captain Michael Dougherty, presently the 
commanding officer at the Naval Air Engineer-
ing Station in Lakehurst, New Jersey. 

Sadly, we will be losing the fine leadership 
of Capt. Dougherty at Lakehurst on June 24th. 
As he moves on to his next assignment as 
head of the Foreign Military Sales Office at the 
Naval Aviation Systems Command at Patuxent 
River, I wish him the very best of success. 

Five years ago, Capt. Dougherty came to 
Lakehurst as the Project Coordinator for Sup-
port Equipment. He quickly rose to Head of 
the Aircraft Division Logistics Group, and in 
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