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Speak
Fl?ENCl-I

like A
diplomar!

]
What sort of people need to learn a =
foreign tanguage as quickly and effec-
tively as possible? Foreign service per- |}
sonnel, that's who. l

Now you can learn to speak French
just as these diplomatic personnel do —
with the Foreign Service Institute’s Basic l
French Course.

The U.S. Department of State has l
spent thousands of dollars developing l
this course. It's by far the most effective
way to learn French at your own conven- l
ience and at your own pace. l
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The Basic French Course consists of a
series of cassettes and an accompany-
ing textbook. Simply follow the spoken i
and written instructions, listening and l
repeating. By the end of the course,
you'll be learning and speaking entirely
in French!

This course turns your cassette player
into a “teaching machine.” With its
unique “pattern drill’’ learning method, .
you set your own pace — testing your-
self, correcting errors, reinforcing accu- .
rate responses. l

The FSI's Introductory Basic French .
Course comes in two parts, each
shipped in a handsome library binder.
Part A introduces the simpler forms of
the language and a basic vocabulary.

Part B presents more compiex structures .
and additional vocabulary. Order either. or |}
save 10% by ordenng both:

O Basic French, Part A. 12 cassettes
(15 hr.), and 194-p text.$145.

1 Basic French, Part B. 18 cassettes
{25 hr.). and 290-p. text, $175.

(CT residents add sales tax.)

[T'O ORDER BY PHONE, PLEASE CALL 8
TOLL-FREE NUMBER: 1-800-243-1234.
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To order by mail, clip this ad and send .
with your name and address, and a
check or money order — or charge to
your credit card (AmEx, VISA, Master- .
Card, Diners) by enclosing card number,
expiration date, and your signature. l
The Foreign Service Institute’s French
course is unconditionally guaranteed.
Try it for three weeks. If you're not l
convinced it's the fastest, easiest, most .
painless way to learn French, return it .
and we'll refund every penny you paid.
Order today! B
130 courses in 46 other languages also .
avallable. Write us for free  om
catalog. Our 16th year

Audio-Forum
Room 1356
On-The-Green,
Guilford, CT 06437
(203) 453-9794
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the United States, and 33 percent hope
such talks will lead to normal relations.
The general public favors negotiations
by the healthy margin of 51 percent in
favor to 31 percent against, and past
polls suggest that support for such initi-
atives increases once they get under way.

Still, the political cost-benefit analysis
of normalization is daunting. Although
Castro would savor Washington’s finally
recognizing the permanence of his revo-
lution, he is not willing to surrender his
foreign policy to achieve it. Both Gerald
Ford’s and Jimmy Carter’s efforts at
normalization foundered on these same
shoals. Washington expected Castro to
swap his internationalism, his commit-
ment to national liberation struggles in
Africa and Latin America, for a few
hundred million dollars’ worth of trade
with the United States. It was a bad bar-
gain and Castro wouldn’t make it. Cuba
sent troops to Angola and Ethiopia, and
U.S.-Cuban relations went back into
the deep freeze.

The timing of these troop deployments,
coming as they did in the midst of efforts
to improve bilateral ties, made Presi-
dents Ford and Carter look like patsies.
Whenever normalization is discussed in
Washington policy circles, the Angola
and Ethiopia precedents are cited as a
warning: If a U.S. President crawls out
on a political limb to improve relations
with Cuba, he has no guarantee that
Castro won’t cut it off. Moreover, a
policy of normalizing relations with

* Cuba will produce few immediate gains

to offset its political costs and risks. The
Cubans won’t throw the Russians out,
they won’t abandon Nicaragua and they
won’t discard socialism.

At best, a more normal relationship
with the United States would allow Cuba
gradually to increase its ties with the West
and reduce its dependence on the Soviet
Union. Someday this might allow Cuba
to manifest more nationalistic and inde-
pendent policies both at home and
abroad. But such benefits will take years
to ripen; the political payoff will accrue
not to the President who planted the
seeds but to his successors.

Even under ideal conditions, the im-
mediate political costs of normalizing
relations are real and substantial. While
no domestic constituency ardently fa-
vors normalizing relations with Cuba,
Senator Jesse Helms and his brethren
on the Republican right could make life
miserable for a new Democratic President
who proposed such a step. Although the
establishment of full diplomatic rela-
tions is a presidential prerogative, am-

bassadors must be confirmed by the
Senate, and the normalization of com-
mercial relations will require Congres-
sional action accepting Cuban compen-
sation for U.S. property nationalized in
the 1960s. The White House would have
to put significant time, energy and polit-
ical capital into winning these battles —
just as President Carter had to do in or-
der to secure ratification of the Panama
Canal treaties. Would a newly elected
Democratic President be willing to give
Cuba such high priority? Should he?

Governor Michael Dukakis has been
very circumspect about his views on Cu-
ba. In his only major campaign speech
on Latin America, delivered to the City
Club of Chicago in September 1987, he
spoke mainly about Central America,
mentioning Cuba only in passing. Last
May, when a Los Angeles Times inter-
viewer asked him specifically about im-
proving relations with Cuba, his instinct
was to refocus the question on the safer
subject of Central America, which he
said would be his first priority. He did
finally get around to Cuba, though, say-
ing, “What happens then depends on
whether Cuba is willing to take steps to
demonstrate that it’s prepared to extend
human and democratic rights to its peo-
ple. That’s the same principle that we
ought to adopt in dealing with any
country in this hemisphere.”

That was a hard answer to get a han-
dle on. If it meant that internal de-
mocratization was a precondition for
any improvement in U.S.-Cuban rela-
tions, it was even tougher than the Rea-
gan Administration’s demand that Cuba
break its ties with the Soviet Union. But
if it meant that we shouid treat Cuba by
the same standards we use in our rela-
tions with the rest of the hemisphere, it
perhaps implied normalization, since
Cuba is the only Latin American coun-
try with which Washington does not
have normal diplomatic ties.

When Dukakis has discussed Cuba, it
has usually been to criticize the Castro
government’s record on human rights.
“Castro’s Cuba has held a propor-
tionately greater number” of political
prisoners for a longer period of time
than any nation on earth,” he said in
January, citing an Americas Watch re-
port. “The next President should do ev-
erything he reasonably can to get those
prisoners out. Not by caving in to Cas-
tro; but not by ignoring him either.”
There is, of course, a lot of room for
maneuver between caving in to Castro
and ignoring him.

Madeleine Albright, a senior foreign
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policy adviser to the governor, described
his policy a little more precisely, ex-
plaining that Dukakis favors “small
steps toward some kind of relationship
with Castro”—a policy not vastly dif-
ferent from the piecemeal negotiations
on immigration, radio interference and
Angola that the Reagan Administration
has been engaged in with Cuba over the
past year. (Ironically, even as Reagan
and Bush are signing accords with Castro,
they feel compelled for political reasons
to deny that they are involved in any
accommodation.)

A President Dukakis would probably
extend the dialogue currently under way
between Washington and Havana, and
might well succeed in resolving some
of the less nettlesome bilateral issues.

Given Dukakis’s preference for diplo-
matic initiatives in Central America, he
might be able to gain Cuban coopera-
tion in obtaining negotiated settlements
there, just as Reagan appears to have
done in southern Africa. But would he
be willing to take the plunge and nor-
malize relations fully?

Dukakis speaks often of his esteem
for President John F. Kennedy and likes
to compare himself to that other “son of
Massachusetts.” That’s good politics, of
course, but the similarities are not entire-
ly invented. Dukakis’s choice of Texas
Senator Lloyd Bentsen as his running
mate reflects the same pragmatic elec-
toral calculus that led Kennedy to forge
the Boston-Austin alliance with Lyndon
Johnson in 1960 to defeat another in-

cumbent Republican Vice President.
Dukakis, like Kennedy before him, is a
cautious but shrewd politician.
Kennedy faced a dilemma similar to
the one Dukakis would face over Cuba.
In' The Best and the Brightest, David
Halberstam describes how, shortly after
Kennedy was elected, several of his sen-
jor foreign policy advisers urged him
to move quickly to change Washington’s
absurdly unrealistic stance toward Com-
munist China. It was long past time,
they argued, to abandon the fruitless
policy of hostility and seek a new rela-
tionship. Kennedy listened and conceded
that the existing policy was indeed a stu-
pid one, but he rejected their counsel.
China, he explained with a smile, would
have to wait until his second term. [

BOOKS & THE ARTS.

Drawing New Lines

COCO FUSCO
‘ ‘ ¢ are tired of repeat-
‘ ‘ ) ing (to the point of
singing it) that we
. don't live in a perfect
society.”

The quotation comes from an article
on the current state of Cuban cinema
published in a recent issue of El Caiman
Barbudo (“The Bearded Alligator”), the
monthly journal of the Cuban Commu-
nist Youth. Its author alludes to linesina
popular ballad by Nueva Trova star Pab-
lo Milanes, whose concerts often turn into
sing-alongs, and whose lyrics have for
years been touted as examples of social
criticism, Cuban style. The article picks
up on a refrain often heard these days in
public debate on Cuban culture. The gist
of the message is that simply admitting
that ideals have not yet been reached is
not enough anymore. And not only is
it not enough, but it must now be revealed
as a symptom of all the impediments to
serious public discussion of culture.

The force behind these calls for a
thorough evaluation of Cuban culture is
a growing number of very vocal young
artists and writers. They are members of
the much talked-about “young genera-
tion” who have come to maturity after
the golden age of the 1960s and the lean
years of the 1970s. The spirit of artistic

Coco Fusco writes frequently on Cuban
art and cultural politics. She is the curator
of the currently touring exhibition “Signs
of Transition: 80’s Art From Cuba.”

innovation that overturned the sleepy
visual arts scene of the 1970s has spread
to small-scale experimental theater and
dance and is now confronting the more
overtly politicized arenas of ideological
debate and narrative, especially mass cul-
tural forms like cinema. Steering clear
of extremism, they are taking the terms
of Marxist debate out of the hands of
their elders and using them to “rectify” the
dogmatism they identify with intellectu-
al timidity and bad bureaucracy. Politi-
cally astute, rigorously analytic and aes-
thetically pluralist, they have emerged in
the 1980s as a powerful cultural force.
The very fact that these young people

can raise both their issues and their

voices is due to other and larger forces
at work in Cuban society. In contrast to
periods when almost any dissent might
have been perceived as sectarianism or
worse, recently Fidel Castro has assert-
ed that differences of opinion can and
do exist within the party. To expedite
“rectification” in a society in which few
risk public debate on ideological issues,
open-minded elder statesmen such as
Carlos Rafael Rodriguez and Armando
Hart have taken to explaining that “di-
alogue” between opposing parties or gen-
erations does not signal the loss of party
unity, but rather the realization of the
dialectic in everyday life.

That artists are now the subjects of
much more favorable attention was evi-
dent in Castro’s appearance at the fourth
UNEAC (artists and writers union) Con-
gress last January—his first address to
artists since the 1961 “Words to the In-

tellectuals” speech. A sector that was
(and occasionally still is) suspected of
individualistic excesses has now been
declared the source of the revolution’s
spiritual wealth. Clarifying the infa-
mous dictum, “Within the revolution,
everything; outside the revolution,
nothing,” with which he concluded his
reflections on artistic freedom in 1961,
Castro declared that artists can now ex-
plore all the possibilities of both form
and content — within the revolution.
The fourth congress closed with reso-
lutions to restructure the union so as to
give the artists a more active role in the
administration of culture. Also, twelve
years after the establishment of the
Ministry of Culture, the process of
“professionalizing” the arts has reached
the point of granting legitimate status to
the “independent” artist, an extremely
significant departure from times when
those without traditional employment
or an international reputation risked the
derogatory appellation of “marginal.”
Official speeches at the UNEAC Con-
gress and elsewhere this year have singled
out the “young generation.” Recognized
as the creative energy behind the 1980s
renaissance in the Cuban wvisual arts,
their efforts attract serious discussion as
more and more of their work contains
pointed social critique. It is probably no
coincidence that these young artists are
much in the public eye just when not
only Cuban culture but the entire revo-
lutionary process is in need of regenera-
tion. In contrast to tense moments in
the past, when the official response was
to redouble control, the current interest
in and tacit approval of the younger
generation are signs of the foresight and
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