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First of all let me once again thank all of you for opportunity of being here. I hope that my research will be able to add, at least for a short degree, some knowledge to the scholarship of the department and of political science on the whole.

As it is already announced the theme of my presentation is “President Bill Clinton and the Third way policy”. The broadness of the issue is very understandable but, nonetheless, I would like to argue that only under this juxtaposition it is possible to conduct a reasonable research on Clinton’s political legacy.

Conjunction “AND” in the title serves as a descriptor of a perceived distinction and interdependency between presidency of particular leader and policy of particular ideological content or, in other words, between specific policy, or even public philosophy, taken on its normative level and presidency viewed as a set of pragmatic, even if driven by ideas, actions.

This approach can also be proven by almost the same strategy employed by David Halpern, Cambridge, and David Mikosz, Downing Street Policy Unit, who put the same logic under discussion over global Third way movement held in February 1998.
 

But, to be sure, it is necessary to mention that, in general, such a problem of inferring principles from activities and otherwise cannot be resoled in a static manner due to its philosophical complexity. To say it easier it raises the question like: what was the first – “chicken or egg”? (in a funny way – was Clinton a “chicken” that produced the “egg” labeled “Third way policy” or was there a given “egg” that gave life to Clinton who was politically born with badge “true Third way-er”?).

That is why solutions for such dilemmas can be derived only if we voluntary set some of its variables. Or, in application for this project, outline some principles that will be taken as implicitly of a Third way stile and after that compare them with certain policy actions.

Let us start with Anthony Giddens, who in his famous book “The Third Way and its Critics” gave us six distinct features of what, he thought, constructed contemporary Third way. 

So, according to Giddens, the Third way:

(1) “Accepts the logic of “1989 and after” – so that there are many issues and problems that opposition between left and right no longer help illuminate.”
 His notion of “radical center” is also relevant here.

(2) “Argues that the three key areas of power – government, the economy, and the communities of civil society – all need to be constrained in the interests of social solidarity and social justice.”
 He even expresses suspicious toward widely proposed communitarian projects as threat to civil society on the whole.
  

(3) “Proposes to construct a new social contract based on the theorem “no rights without responsibilities.”
 And it is really self-explaining notion.

(4) “In the economic sphere (and it is the most complex set of Third way “variables” – Author) looks to develop a wide ranging supply-side economy”. For example, “The creation of a “new mixed economy” depends on a balance of regulation and deregulation, nationally and transnationally.”
 Also here we have a principle “wherever possible invest in human capital”, and stressed attention toward ecological problems.

(5)  “Seeks to foster a diversified society based upon egalitarian principles.”
 The key words here are equality of opportunity rather than equality of outcomes. But this pledge is attributed by a notion that “equality of opportunity can generate inequalities of wealth and income – that then hamper opportunities for subsequent generation” – that is why we still have to redistribute some outcomes in order to provide kickoff equality. And, of course, we shall not forget to mention “inclusion” – a buzzword for “Third-way style” social policy that refers not only to most worse-off part of society but also to the most better-off.

(6) And finally – “Takes globalization seriously” (Not to mention that it is widely assumed that Third way itself is the product of globalization). Giddens stressed that “As a globalizing political philosophy, third way politics should look to promote further global integration…” Consequently, “Modernizing social democrats should encourage international collaboration on several fronts…: the governance of the world economy, global ecological management, the regulation of corporate power (it is worth to note his term “rogue corporation” – Author), the control of warfare and fostering of transnational democracy.”
 As for the last notion – this “fostering” is considered to be compatible with theory of “new interventionism” or priority of human rights over state sovereignty.

But, even these numerated features cannot give us a precise scale to measure “Third way-ness” of particular social-economic actions but rather construct just one of the different “Third way-s”. Thus, it seems to be applicable to employ and develop arguments from research-paper “Interpreting the “Third way”: not one route, but many” prepared in the same 1998 by Stuart White, Massachusetts Institute of Technology
.

His work enables us to construct a dynamic pattern of Third way policy, divide certain values from methods or instruments of its achieving and gives an opportunity to almost visually understand complexity of contemporary Third way policy and even put Giddens’s concept into a much broader context.

The set of prime “variables” that Stuart White defines as belonging to the Third way consists of (and to some extent they are compatibles with that of Giddens) opportunity, responsibility and community. He positions them as “animating values of the putative third way approach to economic and social governance.” That is why, “emergent third way thinking is characterized at the normative level by a dual commitment to the values of real opportunity and civic responsibility (and, derivatively, to the value of community understood by reference to these first two values).”

Then he gives us a range of methods or instruments that Third way-style policymakers usually employ or try to do it:

(1) The state should be seen as the guarantor, but not necessarily as the direct provider, of opportunity goods. (2) A receptivity to forms of “mutualism” as a way of achieving left goals. (3) New thinking about public finance in connection with the state’s role as guarantor of opportunity goods. (4) Employment centered social policy. (5) Asset-based egalitarianism.

Some of these concepts are also self-explaining, so we need just some comments for more complex ones. Thus, idea of mutualism is linked here with different forms of communitarianism and “stakeholder” theories. In general, its main purpose is to enhance quality of so-called “social-capital”. Then, asset-based egalitarianism tends to avoid practice of direct income redistribution but rather affect social problems through encouragement of saving by poor households, capital grants, etc.

But what makes this list of values and methods really dynamic in its realization is a set of internal conflicts intrinsic to them. Stuart White mentioned two major confrontations while I tried to perform them into graphic order.

The first conflict is “Leftist vs. centrist: the ambiguity of real opportunity.”
 The former (I can mention philosopher J. Rawls as a “guru” for them) argue that simple “meritocracy (as a realization of idea of equal opportunity – Author) allows for unjust inequalities” and “policy ought to seek to mitigate for these … brute luck inequalities” and that is why is more prone to different forms of redistribution activity. While the later “understand the commitment to real opportunity in meritocratic terms” or, in other words, “winner takes all”.
The second conflict is  “Liberals vs. communitarians: the ambiguity of civic responcibility.”
 The point of differences here is to what degree person should be constrained by civic responsibility in order to be eligible for major social goods. In Stuart White’s words, “…communitarians interpret this range of behaviors quite broadly, while … liberals interpret it more narrowly.”
Thus, we can draw a simple pattern illustrating these statements (see Figure 1).

Figure 1


But in addition to these “2D” pattern I propose to add third line indicating policy approach to globalization, i.e. whether or to what degree deeper economic integration and dissolving of state-ism in favor of international law are supported or not. After doing this we can get real “3D” pattern for adequate “measuring” of Third way policies worldwide (see Figure 2).

Figure 2


But taking all of this into account I would like to avoid thinking about Bill Clinton and his presidency as of already having this pattern a priori. To my mind it was he who brought this new environment of proto-Third way into politics or even invented new political meta-language describing it.

As Al From, president of the Democratic Leadership Council, mentioned, Clinton “…modernized the Democratic party for the information age … He made it competitive again in national politics and it became the model for center-left parties all over the world.”
  

Anthony Giddens admitted that Third way “…was resurrected by Bill Clinton and the Democratic leadership Council in the US in the late 1980ies, and was then taken up by Tony Blair and New Labor…”
 

Of course, critics have all the reasons to say that, “…while he was trying to rebuild the presidential wing of the party, much of the rest of it was collapsing.”
 To verify this statement we can just have a look at current party composition of Congress – since 1994 Democrats never had any significant gains (despite little success in 1998), even worse – they lost both houses. 

The concept or hypothesis of my research that I try to defend is that, yes, from the one hand, Third way grew from Dick Morris’s “Triangulation” – and attempt to find a compromise – when after 1994 Congressional elections president had to deal with Republican House and anguished Democratic party. Moreover, as Phillip Henderson argued, “…president is predisposed to use his formidable public relations skills to preempt or undermine principled disagreement with White House proposals by labeling [it] as “politics as usual” rather than pursuing strategies based on purposeful compromise…”

Equally, I think, we have to agree with Clinton who said that, in 1992 “Washington, and the country because of Washington, was paralyzed into all the either/or choices. Either you invest in education, or you reduce the deficit. … And what it meant was, instead of either/or, I tried to find some “both” solutions, some win-win solutions.”
 

Thus, from the other hand, it seems to me, that Third way was and is something more that just a form of political compromising. Many of the Third way ideas were implicit to early DLC documents and that of Clinton himself and reflected overall social-economic changes in the country and whole world. It is especially clear in such areas as social policy (concept of “rights and responsibilities”), fiscal policy, foreign trade policy and doctrines of foreign policy. As Clinton stated in 2000, “My whole theory of this new Democratic Third Way is that when you go through a period where the human affairs change … you have to find an approach that works, that explain the way the world is…”
 

Furthermore, the momentum for international Third way policy formation and its mutual enrichment was set in mid 90-ies after social-democratic parties from Europe (Labor party is included) in collaboration with New Democrats began developing new agendas of their own. Their experience of transforming entrenched “classical” social-democratic policies and general European tendency to formulate pragmatic actions into public philosophy gave birth to a wide range of the Third way thinking covering almost every segment of the proposed pattern.

What, to my mind, unites these worldwide attempts is an idea once expressed by Bill Clinton that Third way “…shows the extend to which the idea of finding a synthesizing, progressive movement that unifies instead of divides people has captured the public imagination.”
 Even the critic of hyper-volatile nature of Third way policy and lack of strong ideological attachment (“…it is more like a parking lot than a highway to anywhere in particular”
) can be transcend by typical Third way notion of  “dynamic center”. 

It is true that we are still asking whether Clinton left his party an enduring philosophy? Also it is true that Clinton “did leave policies that will, almost certainly, be remembered as Clintonian, like giving poor people more of an incentive to work by expanding the earned- income tax credit and benefits for child care and health care. He left his party the idea that deficit and debt reduction and good economic stewardship could co-exist with the party's traditional commitment to a more equitable society.”
 Clinton was absolutely right when in 2000 said, “they [Republicans] don’t have the lead in crime and welfare and balancing the budget and managing the economy and managing foreign policy.”

At the same time “he did not find a "third way" to create universal health insurance, arguably his greatest domestic policy failure, nor to overhaul Medicare and Social Security for the coming onslaught of baby boomers. Nor did Mr. Clinton resolve the great schism in his party over trade.”
 And recent clashes between presidential candidates are the best proof of it. 

For example, Bob Carrey, once a Clinton critic, stated, "We are now advocating, almost to a person, that we have to grow the economy first and balance the budget and be fiscally responsible”, while Howard Dean (who, nonetheless, endorsed Clinton’s presidential candidacy in 1992) is now suggesting to repeal all tax cuts and retreat from foreign trade.

And even if we think why did Al Gore lose 2000 election we have to admit that he and his mighty competitor fought not with each other but rather with Clinton who was really unbeatable despite alleged “weariness of Clinton”. The only area that Clinton totally neglected was that of values – “virtually every poll has shown a string generic issue advantage for the Democrats on almost every issue, except one lingering problem of morality and values.”
 And while Gore tried to fight with “shadows” on Clinton’s political field, Bush effectively occupied values domain and won. As John K. White wrote, “…Gore’s populism seemed dated, and even his ticket-mate, Joseph Lieberman, doubted that such declarations of class warfare (“people versus the powerful”) were the rights words for a prosperous time.”

But I am sure there is still a big room for Third way policy and recent California elections with its elected Republican candidate’s appeal of almost Third way style is the best prove of it.

Thank you very much.
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