
W hen China releases
one political prisoner
while arresting dozens
more, threatens Tai-

wan, or does any number of other dis-
concerting things, American officials
find themselves needing to justify the
policy of engagement. One of the
ways American administrations de-
flect attention from the unsatisfactory
record of the bilateral relationship
with China is to claim that Beijing is
helpful on other important matters. In
doing this, policymakers routinely
cite North Korea as an example of
Chinese cooperation.

They would do well to stop. As China
has shown once again in the most re-
cent episode of North Korean nuclear
blackmail,Beijing is not helpful when it
comes to the Democratic People’s Re-
public of Korea. Quite the opposite is
the case. It is America that helps ad-
vance Chinese interests in North Korea.

First, by various accounts, Beijing
does not have Kim Jong Il’s confi-
dence. It may be that an ideological
gap has been opened up by China’s
economic reforms. Other obscure and
bizarre factors may also contribute.
According to one story, Kim Jong Il
believes China responsible for the
death of his mother. Russia also may
be a point of tension between China
and North Korea. Beijing is not keen
on a Russian-North Korean railroad
project that would bypass Chinese
territory, but Kim Jong Il has an affin-

ity for Russia dating to his boyhood
spent in Khabarovsk.

Regardless, China would need no
special access to help solve the North
Korea problem. China is uniquely situ-
ated to impose economic pressure on
the regime and relieve the suffering of
North Korean refugees, not to mention
cooperate in curbing North Korea’s

weapons programs. Instead, China has
balked at American efforts to refer
North Korea’s nuclear violations to the
United Nations Security Council and
still allows North Korean companies
operating inside China to procure com-
ponents for ballistic missile systems, as
the CIA has told Congress. Reportedly,
North Koreans operating in China
have bought tons of a chemical used to
extract plutonium from spent reactor
fuel. Some experts agree it is destined
for nuclear production.

Then there is China’s treatment of

North Korea’s refugees. China repatri-
ates them despite desperate condi-
tions inside the country and despite its
obligations under international
refugee conventions.After North Kore-
ans began invading diplomatic facili-
ties in Beijing last spring, China
launched a crackdown that has re-
duced their numbers vastly. According
to the Washington Post, the numbers
may have been reduced to as few as
20,000 from a high of 200,000. China
also thwarts North Koreans attempt-
ing to depart by boat for dangerous
journeys to Japan or South Korea.This
is no humanitarian gesture, since
refugees returned to the DPRK face
imprisonment, forced labor, and even
execution for treason.

Yet China’s behavior makes a
grotesque kind of sense considering its
interests in North Korea, which have
little or nothing to do with ours. China
sees the continued existence of Kim
Jong Il’s regime as a crucial obstacle to
an economically strong, united demo-
cratic Korea, allied with America, on
China’s border. Rather than helping to
weaken and ultimately bring down the
DPRK, China uses America and con-
frontations over the nuclear program
as a way to prop up the regime. China
supported the 1994 Agreed Framework
as a way to help Kim Jong Il’s regime
survive. As an added benefit, America
bears the burden of supplying oil and
other aid to the North Korean regime.
Better still,America’s belief that China

is indispensable to a solution invests
China with importance while making
America beholden to Beijing for its in-
fluence — even if China actually has
none. It’s a great little game that Bei-
jing has no motive to stop playing.

Over the years, American officials
have strained to find external consid-
erations to justify our China policy. At
one time,America touted Chinese con-
tributions to a Cambodian peace set-
tlement and transition to democracy.
But then China endorsed a bloody
coup by Cambodian dictator Hun Sen,
and that was taken off the list. These
days, America claims China is helping
with anti-terrorism. Whether it is or
not, America has given up a great deal
in pursuit of Chinese cooperation, tac-
itly accepting China’s crackdown on
ethnic minorities in Western China.

Changing entrenched habits is diffi-
cult, and the temptation to find China a
willing partner in world affairs is
strong. For years, because of its historic
and geographical ties, China has been
accorded pride of place in American
policy toward North Korea. Changing
that would require extensive revisions
to our North Korea policy and carry
major implications for the way we deal
with China.While that may seem like a
big task, the price of not doing so is to
continue working against our own best
interests in both countries.

Ms. Bork is a contributing editor of
The New York Sun.
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The War Budget

President Bush’s budget, announced yesterday, includes a
hefty 4.2% increase for defense spending, bringing the
defense budget to $380 billion a year. We’re all for fund-

ing the Pentagon, but while the president is reconfiguring fed-
eral spending to accommodate the war, he’d do well to look a
little closer at his own operation — the White House’s Nation-
al Security Council. It was back in February 2001 when a
glowing front-page profile in the Washington Post of Mr.
Bush’s chief of staff, Andrew Card, (“With an understated
steeliness, Card is endeavoring to fix the mistakes of earlier
administrations” the Post panted), reported that Mr. Card
“has substantially reduced the size of the White House staff,
particularly that of the National Security Council.”

Well, just a few short months later — say, around September
2001 — it may have dawned on a few people over at the Bush
White House that there actually might have been some use for
some of those staff at the National Security Council. But more
than a year later, as America prepares for the next stage in the
war against the Axis of Evil, the NSC staff is still laden with Clin-
ton administration holdovers and with personnel on loan from
other agencies — particularly the Central Intelligence Agency.

There’s a long tradition of staffing the NSC with detailees from
other arms of the government. Remember Colonel Oliver North
of the U.S. Marines? Part of this may be a way for the White
House to make its staff and budget look smaller than it really is.
But we’re in a war, and with the billions pouring into the Penta-
gon, the president and Mr. Card ought to be able to peel off a mil-
lion or so to install some NSC staffers who agree with the presi-
dent’s policies.

Instead, the National Security Council bureaucracy is being
staffed with CIA operatives and foreign service officers from the
State Department. On the Iraq issue, there’s Ben Miller, a CIA
staffer who recently helped arrange a meeting between Mr.
Bush’s national security adviser, Condoleezza Rice, and an Iraqi
“opposition” group, the Iraqi National Accord, that is so infected
with Saddam Hussein’s Baathist ideology that it reportedly tried
to assassinate members of the democratic opposition group. Mr.
Miller has been taking a role in the policy debate within the ad-
ministration, arguing for a coup in Iraq instead of a democratic
revolution.

On the Arab-Israeli conflict, the NSC staff includes Flynt Lev-
erett, another loaner from the CIA. Mr. Leverett, who the Wash-
ington Post recently reported is on his way out of the NSC, has
also been a participant in policy debates, pushing for the Ameri-
can “roadmap” to a settlement between Israel and the Palestinian
Arabs.

The CIA itself is not well served by these arrangements in the
long run. The agency is already under fire for the alleged politi-
cization of intelligence. Having staffers mix in like this only
heightens that impression.

The president is not well served, either. At the level of the NSC
staff, he’d be better off getting advice from those loyal to him and
his policies rather than to a permanent Langley institution.

Free To Smoke

T hings are looking grim indeed for those New Yorkers
who want to be able to sit down to a meal or a drink and
enjoy a cigarette at the same time. A small pleasure it

may sound, and unappealing to some, but soon it may be a thing
of the past in the Empire State. A bill is set to be introduced in
the State Assembly, with State Senate sponsorship lined up,
which would basically extend New York City’s impending ban
on smoking in bars and restaurants to the entire state. While
one might not expect a Republican governor and a Republican
Senate to go along with such a thing, Mr. Pataki has indicated
support for banning smoking in public places and the work-
place and Senate Majority Leader Joseph Bruno may come on
board as well.

What has brought the anti-smoking zealots to where they are?
Years of litigation against tobacco companies, demonization of
cigarettes, and lobbying for incremental regulation of smoking
have worked as planned and all but criminalized cigarette smok-
ing outside one’s own home. In their most recent masterstroke,
here in New York State, the anti-smokers managed to turn restau-
rant and bar owners against each other and against one and other
by securing local smoking bans. The bans in New York City and
Nassau County, covering many of the New York State Restaurant
Association’s members, have persuaded the organization to
change course and support a statewide smoking ban. An organiza-
tion that used to fight for the right of restaurants to serve con-
sumers as they choose now frets about customers fleeing to the
state’s less-restrictive burghs and extols the virtues of a level play-
ing field. The tavern owners, who believe that their livelihood is
more closely tied to smoking than that of restaurateurs, remain
opposed.

Yet even the logic of the restaurant association is quite telling.
The owners, even in supporting a statewide ban, see the local
bans as a hindrance to their businesses. They assume that con-
sumers will seek out restaurants that give them the choice to light
up — The New York Sun has even chronicled a steakhouse in Tren-
ton to which New Yorkers trek to puff in peace.This, in itself, is an
argument against all of the bans that have been passed here in
New York and elsewhere.

More important, perhaps, is an argument from fiscal self-inter-
est. Both Mr. Pataki and Mayor Bloomberg have leaned heavily on
tobacco money to patch together their respective budgets. Mr.
Pataki raised the state’s cigarette tax to $1.50 a pack, counting on
pulling in $250 million a year, to finance the state’s Health Care
Reform Act — basically a huge payoff to the health care workers
union. Mr. Bloomberg figured he would raise a similar sum with
his $1.42 increase in the city cigarette tax. Mr. Pataki is also
counting on tobacco money this budget cycle in the form of bonds
he hopes to issue against the state’s share of the national tobacco
settlement. Taken in tandem with the state pension fund’s hold-
ings (reported in the fund’s 2002 annual report) in Philip Morris
Companies ($324,277,761), RJ Reynolds Tobacco Hldg.
($43,598,312), British American Tobacco ($11,888,123), Imperial
Tobacco Grp. Plc. ($9,754,118), and Japan Tobacco Inc.
($1,543,320), one has to wonder why the state is so anxious to cut
its nose to spite its face. It would seem the last thing the state
would want to do right now is make it less convenient for New
Yorkers to smoke.

A n American space shuttle, carry-
ing in its crew an Israeli astronaut
who took part in the bombing of
an Iraqi nuclear reactor in 1981,
exploded 200,000 feet above a
town in Texas named Palestine —

for the superstitious mind, it seems eerily symbol-
ic. But of what?

That’s a matter of perspective, of
course. “In the Middle East,” writes the
New York Times’ Neal MacFarquhar from
Cairo, “one explanation for the shuttle
disaster quickly gained widespread cur-
rency: divine retribution. Your average
cafe denizen. … concluded that God was
sending the U.S. a message that its en-
tire Mideast policy is misguided.”

Israelis beg to differ. Yet about one
thing they would agree with Cairenes.
America, Iraq, Israel, and the Palestini-
ans form, at this juncture in history, a
single constellation. This is why, though
Israel is one of the few countries that
will face physical danger if there is an
American attack on Iraq, Israelis support
such action in higher percentages than
any other people in the world — indeed,
more than Americans do themselves.

To begin with, this is because they do
face danger. For the inhabitants of Paris,
London, or New York, the question of
whether or not Saddam Hussein possess-
es or will possess biological, chemical, or
nuclear weapons of mass destruction
seems of little immediate relevance.
Even if Saddam had an atom bomb, he
couldn’t hit Paris or Manhattan with it. But he
could, in a moment of despair, irrationality, or
pan-Arab brinkmanship, hit or threaten to hit Tel
Aviv, just as, unprovoked, he hit Israel with
dozens of conventionally armed missiles during
the Gulf War. The thought of a nuclear weapon in
the hands of the man who boasted in 1990 that he
would “burn half” of the Jewish state is deeply
chilling. First and foremost, Israelis want Saddam
out of the way before he has such a weapon or oth-
ers as bad, and they are willing to run risks to
have it done.

But the biggest pay-off for Israel would be if the
Bush administration succeeded in its stated aim
for a post-Saddam regime — namely, that of turn-
ing Iraq into the first real democracy in the Arab
world. Whether this is possible is a great question

mark. Many knowledgeable critics have argued
that it is an American fantasy doomed to failure.
Authoritarian values and clan allegiances, they
have maintained, are far too deeply rooted in the
structure of Arab and Islamic life to make a demo-
cratic playing field possible. Perhaps they are
right. The fact that the Arab Middle East is the
one region of the globe in which not a single real

democracy has risen since World War II is not en-
couraging.

Still, it seems safe to say that, if the Iraqis do
become the first people to prove that Arabs can
live democratically, the Palestinians will be the
second. Sadly, they should have been the first
themselves. Their very failures and misfortunes
have inculcated in them democratic attitudes that
other Arab societies do not have. Never having
had a real government of their own, they have nev-
er had their own despots or tyrannies either. Fur-
thermore, their political institutions have been
forged largely in exile and underground resist-
ance, where negotiations and coalitions between
different factions, rather than the coercive rule of
a leader, army, or single party, have been the rule.
Moreover, they have been, in their contact with Is-

rael, more intimately exposed to democratic ways
than any other Arab society.

To be sure, this contact has not been a happy
one for them. Yet for all their resentment and
even hatred of Israel, the Palestinians have had a
long, close look at its political and legal systems,
have seen how these work, and want their best
features for themselves. Sometimes they are more

admiring of Israel than are Israelis.
When a high Israeli political figure faces
prosecution for corruption, Israelis are
aghast. Palestinians are envious – not of
the corruption, but of the fact that the
powerful can be brought to justice for it.

A democratic Palestine joined to a
democratic Israel not only by common
borders, but also by common political
values, is the real long-term hope for Is-
raeli-Palestinian reconciliation. It is also
the express aim of the Bush administra-
tion, which has made the democratic re-
form of Palestinian politics an integral
part of its “roadmap” for ending Pales-
tinian terror and bringing Palestinians
and Israelis back to the negotiating table
and to the eventual creation of a Pales-
tinian state. And there is nothing that
would jump-start such reform better
than a parallel process in Iraq. Indeed,
an American or American-European oc-
cupation of a post-war Iraq which, like
post-World-War-II Japan, would be re-
structured  politically, might serve as a
model for the Palestinian Authority.

If America takes Saddam out and
gives the Iraqi people a better life, Israel

will owe it an enormous debt of gratitude. But
America has reason to be grateful to Israel and to
Ilan Ramon too, for without the 1981 attack on
the Iraqi reactor, Saddam might well have the A-
bomb today. If he did, the option of using force
against him would not exist, just as it does not ex-
ist against Kim Il Sung’s nuclearized North Ko-
rea. The critics who say that America is only
choosing to attack Iraq because it is weak are
right — and God help the world if President Bush
were, like President Clinton, to wait for Iraq to
be strong. The debris field then would reach far
beyond Palestine.

Mr. Halkin, a writer living in Israel, is the author
most recently of “Across the Sabbath River: In
Search of a Lost Tribe of Israel.”

Israel’s Stake in the Iraqi War
By HILLEL HALKIN

China Is No Help on North Korea
By ELLEN BORK

T ony Blair spent the week-
end with President Bush at
Camp David, arguing that
America ought to return to

the United Nations for a second
anti-Iraq resolution. Mr. Blair’s views
are being repeated and amplified by
other American allies, by Democrat-
ic politicians in America, and of
course by many journalists. But Mr.
Blair’s views raise this other ques-
tion: Why is two the magic number?
Why not three? Or five? Or 28?

On November 8, the United Nations
Security Council voted unanimously
in favor of Resolution 1441, which de-
manded that Iraq readmit arms in-
spectors into its territory. That resolu-
tion specified that any noncompli-
ance with the inspectors, any untruth-
ful statement, any omission would be
a “material breach” of the resolution.
And since Resolution 1441 was adopt-
ed under the authority of Chapter VII
of the United Nations Charter, the
fighting chapter, a “material breach”
constitutes an act of war.

On January 27, chief inspector
Hans Blix returned to the Security
Council to report that Iraq was not
complying and that it continued to
lie. Mr. Blix might also have pointed
out that his inspectors have been ha-
rassed and intimidated, and that the
Iraqi scientists he summoned for
questioning by the inspectors have
been warned by the regime that their
families will be killed if they talk.

In other words, what we have here
is one long string of “material
breaches,” any one of which — ac-
cording to the United Nations itself
— is enough to justify war. So why
keep yammering?

In Mr. Blair’s case, the motive is

political: The United Nations gives
him protective cover against the
qualms and doubts of his middle-of-
the-road political constituency. A
poll this week by the left-wing
British tabloid the Daily Mirror
found that while 16% of the British
public favor immediate action
against Saddam Hussein, and 41%
oppose action under all circum-
stances, 43% would favor action if
the action were explicitly authorized
by the United Nations.

The trouble is, however, that Iraq’s
friends in the United Nations —
France first and foremost — are
reading those same polls. They will
do whatever it takes to prevent the
Security Council from giving Blair
his political cover. And France’s abil-
ity to make mischief at the United
Nations is great.

Remember, it is not the vast, un-
wieldy General Assembly that makes
the big decisions at the United Na-
tions. It is the 15 members of the Se-
curity Council that cast the votes
that matter. Most U.N. watchers be-
lieve that America could easily win a
majority vote on the Security Coun-
cil in favor of action against Iraq. But
as one of the Council’s 5 permanent
members, France possesses a veto —
which means that any decision to re-
turn to the Security Council is a de-
cision to put ultimate power over
America’s and the West’s national se-
curity into the rather grimy hands of
France’s president, Jacques Chirac.

Mr. Chirac, as you may recall, was
the prime minister who authorized
the sale of a French nuclear reactor
to Iraq back in the 1970s. Saddam
promptly turned the reactor to mili-
tary use — and it was this same reac-

tor that Israel destroyed in the Osir-
ak raid of 1981.

Mr. Chirac’s motive for putting this
deadly technology into such danger-
ous hands can only be guessed at.
What we can say is that in his long
political career, Mr. Chirac has been
willing to trim and reverse himself
on virtually every one of the princi-
ples and beliefs he has ever es-
poused, with only one exception: his
apparently unwavering determina-
tion to sustain Saddam’s power over
the world’s second-largest pool of oil.
When people insist on working
through the United Nations system,
what they are really saying is that
they are content to consign the fate
of the Middle East to the doubtful
judgment of one French politician.

The United Nation’s ideal still in-
spires many millions of people
around the world. I don’t happen to
share the ideal myself, but I can un-
derstand and respect it. But even be-
lievers in an ideal have to admit that
ideals can be abused for selfish pur-
poses — and they ought very serious-
ly to ask themselves whether that
abuse is not precisely what is occur-
ring now at the United Nations.

Of course, many of those who de-
mand a return to the United Nations
do not care one straw for the U.N.
ideal. They simply want to thwart
America by whatever means and
with whatever excuses come to hand.
If that means associating themselves
with Mr. Chirac’s political maneu-
vers, fine; if that means aligning
themselves with Saddam, fine again.

But is it fine? Are you, reader, will-
ing to let your hopes for a more
peaceful and secure world be hi-
jacked in this way? Are you willing

to grant the man who sold Saddam
his nuclear reactor the right to veto
any plan to disarm that same Sad-
dam? If not, you’ll support Mr. Bush
when he politely but firmly tells his
ally Mr. Blair: “Sorry Tony — one
U.N. resolution is plenty.”

From the National Post.

More Yammering at the United Nations
By DAVID FRUM

America has given up a
great deal in pursuit of
Chinese cooperation,

tacitly accepting China’s
crackdown on ethnic
minorities in Western

China.
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