The Transition in Iraq

Facilitator: Harlan Cleveland

Introduction

Richard Farson  

  Welcome to our extremely well-timed conference on The Transition in Iraq. I'm proud to have recruited ILF Fellow Harlan Cleveland for the leadership of this most important and most challenging discussion. I have introduced him at length in my announcement to the general membership, but I will mention again that certain of his roles in life have particularly suited him for this assignment. He knows what it's like to be responsible for rebuilding a war torn country because he played that role in post-WWII Italy. In that situation, he was part of the advanced planning that has been missing in our invasion of Iraq. He's been Assistant Secretary of State and Ambassador to NATO. He knows international organizations inside out. He went through the Cuban Missile Crisis with JFK. He's held one major leadership post after another, most of which involved him in thinking through complicated political dilemmas. He's written extensively on leadership and world affairs. We are so lucky to have him moderate this conference. So, once again, welcome, Harlan. 

Harlan Cleveland   

  Greetings! At the end of June, the Coalition Provisional Authority, which is mostly the United States of America, is scheduled to turn over Iraq's sovereignty to "the Iraqis." 

The date is firm; President Bush says so. The Iraqis who are to govern Iraq after that firm date are not identified. The governing entity's officials (a prime minister, a president, two vice presidents and a couple of dozen cabinet officers) are being selected by a United Nations official, the Algerian international nation-builder, Lakhdar Brahimi, who is responsible to the UN Secretary General. 

These arrangements are supposed to be legitimized by the UN Security Council, in a resolution still being negotiated. The US has floated its own resolution. But China, apparently with Russian and French help, has drafted an alternative, giving more clout to Iraqis and less to their liberators/occupiers. 

So, as of today, nothing is firm except the date.  On that date both the Coalition's occupation of Iraq and its Governing Council, the appointed administrative body of Iraqis that has been handling civil governance functions, are expected to disappear. 

What will then be the status of the US and other Coalition troops that have been responsible for security during the past year? That's also unclear. It must presumably be clarified by agreement between the newly sovereign interim Iraqi government and the governments that have military forces in Iraq. 

This issue may turn out to be less fuzzy than it seems. Colin Powell has said unequivocally that if the Iraqis don't want us there, we'd leave. But the Bush Administration is betting heavily that the prospect of US forces suddenly leaving would be appalling to most Iraqis and most Iraqi factions; that is, in effect, what Paul Wolfowitz said on the PBS News Hour Friday evening. The bet has been publicly laid on the table: earlier that day, in a press conference with the Danish prime minister, President Bush said "full sovereignty" would pass to Iraq. 

During the next few weeks, participants in this conference will obviously be following events as they develop. Meanwhile we need, I think, to ask ourselves: 

(a) How did we get into this mess, anyhow? That's well worth discussing, but may turn out to be the easier question. 

(b) How and when can we get out of Iraq with a modicum of grace and a minimum of casualties--leaving behind an Iraq that is clearly better than the Iraq of Saddam Hussein, and preserving our own self-image as a "city on the hill" for human rights and democratic values?

Entry to and Exit From Iraq: Causes and Potential Scenarios

Participant

  Harlan, I cannot resist listening in to this discussion, having posted a few comments in the previous conference which you so ably moderated on Iraq.  

I  think you got into this mess because you were, with good reason, convinced that an Iraq controlled by Saddam Hussein, who had proven his belligerency, ruthlessness, and eventual desire to obtain nuclear weapons, was on his way to dominating the major source of the world's energy supplies. A secondary belief, (now shown to be questionable), was, that given the opportunity, the Iraqi people would welcome the release from an oppressive regime and learn, under the protection of a magnanimous liberator, to gradually create a more democratic and peaceful society. 

The fact that your second question asks how we can now retreat gracefully is an acceptance of the failure of your ability to accomplish what you set out to do. You quickly won the battle of armed forces with fewer casualties than expected. You are unable to stand the political cost of dripping casualties after victory has been declared. 

In this modern media world, you are unable to impose the casualties and use the implacable firmness that alone has historically proven necessary to combat determined and equally ruthless guerilla activity. Unless you are able to persuade the Iraqi population that they have more to fear by harboring and supporting those whom you cannot easily identify as your enemies than by turning them in to the authorities, you will leave Iraq as you left Vietnam, abandoning your friends to their enemies. A new strong man will emerge, who will embrace the ruthlessness that you could not bring yourselves to employ. 

This may be a good thing. It may be even impossible for a democracy to act sufficiently harshly to maintain control over an alienated population that may one day control its energy supply. It will just cost a little bit more for gasoline.  

Participant   

  (a)  How did we get into this mess anyhow?  I've already written at excessive length on this subject (including, if I recall correctly, one piece that was a revision of something earlier contributed to WBSI). So if anyone is interested in reading this stuff links can be found at www.nicholasjohnson.org (click on "Enter Here," and then on "Terrorism" at the top of that page). Some of the pieces you'll find there are (in reverse chronological order):  

"Lessons from Abu Ghraib" (Guest Opinion, Daily Iowan, May 11, 2004)  

"War in Iraq: The Military Objections" (advanced text for presentation at the University of Iowa College of Law's "International Law Talks: War with Iraq," February 27, 2003)  

"Ten Questions for Bush Before War" (Guest Opinion, Daily Iowan, February 4, 2003)  

"Capitalists Can Help US Avert War with Iraq" (op ed, Iowa City Press-Citizen, Sunday Insight, October 6, 2002)  

"Tell the Rest of the Story" (op ed, Iowa City Gazette, October 2, 2002)  

"Between Iraq and a Hard Place" (op ed, Omaha World-Herald, August 13, 2002)  

"Search for Better Response Than War: Don't Reward the Terrorists, But Understand Their Interests" (op ed, Des Moines Sunday Register, June 30, 2002)  

"Rethinking Terrorism" (text of presentation at National Lawyers Guild Conference, University of Iowa, Iowa City, Iowa, March 2, 2002)  

I recognize that I was only one of a great many individuals who felt the problems with this arrogant, ignorant, greedy, and offensive adventure seemed rather obvious from the get-go-- not the least of which is Harlan's question (b).   

Participant   

(b) How and when can we get out of Iraq with a modicum of grace and a minimum of casualties--leaving behind an Iraq that is clearly better than the Iraq of Saddam Hussein, and preserving our own self-image as a "city on the hill" for human rights and democratic values?  

With Harlan's usual incisive mind and verbal ability he's come up with the question, all right.  But I'm reminded of the sign you occasionally find above the desk of a spunky secretary: "Your failure to plan does not constitute my emergency."  

Bush is now like the student asking a professor if he can postpone taking the final exam scheduled for tomorrow since he hasn't yet begun to study. Or the client who wants her lawyer to get her off a drunk driving, hit and run charge when a bystander had videotaped the event. Whatever happened to a modicum of foresight extending beyond one's nose?  

Why is this our emergency? A great many people told him why he shouldn't do this. He ignored that advice. Bush got us in, let him come up with the way out.  

Kucinich (the only Democratic candidate who not only voted against the war but organized the House Democrats to do likewise) has had a plan for getting out for at least a year. (I don't buy every detail, but it's not bad for starters, and available on his Web site.) But we've chosen Kerry instead, the candidate who seems determined to see how close he can get to Bush's Iraq policy without actually having to switch parties.  

It took us 8 years to pay off Reagan's debt, and now Bush in 2 years is asking my great granddaughter to pay off his trillions. Give me "tax and spend" over "borrow and spend" every time. Maybe we should have a law that only those who vote for a president are obliged to pay his debts.   Frankly, I can't think of anything the US can do at this point to regain even the measure of international respect we had in 2000 in anything less than a generation.  Our policies and actions have been the best thing that ever happened for the recruiters of terrorists. It may be easier to turn that around a bit, but only with a real change in heart and head that may not be possible for the current crowd.   

Harlan Cleveland   

  Sandy:   Welcome to this conversation, even though (or maybe because?) I'm about to argue with your comment.  

I guess we might well profitably spend a few days on, among other things, "how we got here."   But we surely need to be clear about who "we" are.  Having described the Iraq operation (in contrast with stomping on the Taliban and chasing after al-Qaeda in Afghanistan) as "an unnecessary war" at the time, I'm not about to personally assume the guilt for "the mess we're in."  Sandy's "you" sentences sound a little too much like blaming the whole pluralistic American population for the mess.  

But pleading not guilty doesn't relieve me of the obligation to find a way out--and it shouldn't absolve our NATO allies either.  Maybe Paul Martin, having called for a Canadian election on June 28 (two days before the transition in Iraq) will too busy to be helpful, but thoughtful Canadians a couple of thousand miles way from Ottawa won't have that excuse.   

So, Sandy, your thoughts on extrication strategies will be gratefully received. 

Harlan Cleveland   

  Nick, it's great to hear from you.  I'll try this weekend to get the texts you cite, and react soon--even if, as seems likely, I agree with most of what you've written.  

But please, don't delegate to President Bush the task of figuring out what to do next.  The unimagination that has characterized the nonplanning that got us into this mess doesn't encourage me to look to Washington for the imagination to turn the next few complicated corners in this crazy road map.  And if most of the Democratic leadership seems frozen in amber just now, that's all the more reason for us to think about extrication strategies.  

Your help is needed, so you don't get to cop out. 

Harlan Cleveland   

  As we're thinking about how we got into this mess, it may be helpful to remember what "we" (the American people according to pollsters) thought before the decision was made to go to war in Iraq.  In September 2002 I captured and recorded, in an article for WorldPaper, some polling data and some very wise interpretations by our colleague Dan Yankelovich.  A few paragraphs are worth repeating here:  

What do the American people think?  When the idea of using military force against Iraq--again--began to look like a conscious policy choice,  many Americans thought that sounded all right.  Most of us recalled that, a decade ago,  Desert Storm had shown Iraq's military as no match for US forces.  

The New York Times/CBS poll recorded 68%--more than two-thirds--in favor of war. The CNN/USA Today/Gallup poll evidently interviewed a sample of more skeptical Americans,  but still reported a 53% level of support.  

Daniel Yankelovich, our most thoughtful assessor of American opinion, says those figures were "only the beginning of the story, not the end."   When Gallup asked what people would think if the United States "would have a significant number of ground troops in combat situations for at least a year," the majority was replaced by a 41% minority. The New York Times poll found that when the war question was complicated by a diplomatic alternative--giving "the United Nations more time to get weapons inspectors back into Iraq"--the 68% majority shrank to 35%.  

"Most dramatically," says Yankelovich, "Gallup reports than when people are asked whether they could support a war if we had to go it alone, public enthusiasm for war drops off a cliff, with only 20%--a mere one out of five Americans--endorsing a unilateral alternative. . . . Public opinion on war with Iraq," he adds, "is still in the early stages of evolution, exhibiting characteristic signs of inconsistency and instability." 

Participant   

  In response to Harlan's (a) question, perhaps it is worthwhile to remember that whatever plusses might come from being a wartime president in the upcoming election, the administration's more legitimate reason for the invasion was surely not combating terror or finding WMD, but the achievement of stability in the Middle East, as the first step in a larger effort to bring about a spread of democracy.  

As to question (b), we need to recognize that on the very day that Bush promised full and complete sovereignty to Iraq, and full control to the UN in picking the interim leaders and cabinet, we blindsided (sandbagged?) Brahimi with our own candidate for prime minister.  It is clear, of course, that we do not intend to abandon all of our interests and conditions. For example, I don't think we can leave Iraq with a strongly anti-Israel government in power, can we? 

To say nothing of a strongly anti-American government. I'm afraid I agree with Brzezinzski; that's what will happen if we don't move first to bring about a resolution of the Israeli/ Palestinian conflict.  As General Zinni recently said, the way to Baghdad is through Jerusalem. 

Participant   

  A Serious Response:  While we're listing links, check out Molly Ivins’ current column (headlined in my local paper this morning, "How Did We Get Into This Iraq Mess? Zinni Counts 10 Ways," 

http://www.alternet.org/story.html?StoryID=18814 

It just supports my thesis that what we need is "more military control of the civilians"--a theory that came to me after WBSI introduced me to Gen. Barry McCaffrey, and a trip with "Midwest Opinion Leaders" to NATO. The "Powell Doctrine" is another example--both ignored by Bush & Co. and, once again, proven to be exactly right. There's about 90% overlap between Zinni’s comments and my own--as to how we got in, ways in which we botched it up, and how, now, to get out. Molly (a one-time WBSI presenter herself) also includes in this column a delightful set of suggestions on how to get the truth out of Rumsfeld.  

So, Harlan, if you want my serious answer there it is: Ivins' column, Zinni's observations/ proposals, and Kucinich's Web site solution.  

Meanwhile, America's last best hope, John Kerry, having recently explained why he thinks a few anti-abortion judges wouldn't be such a bad idea, has now come out with the flat-footed revelation that "as president he would play down the promotion of democracy" and "demurred when questioned specifically about a number of important countries that suppress human rights." (Washington Post; reprinted, Gazette, May 30, 2004, p. 4A.) That story also reports he doesn't want a timetable on getting out, and as you all will recall he earlier proposed sending in more US troops than even Bush and Rumsfeld.    

Participant   

  How Quickly We Forget: Can We Ignore the Bigger Picture?  

To get back at some guys from Saudi Arabia, financed (for the most part) by other Saudis, we decided to make the rubble bounce in Afghanistan (where the Taliban had refused the Bush/Cheney interests, the pipeline they wanted) and went to war against the guys we trained and funded 15 years ago or so (and then ignored).  

To divert attention from that war, once it obviously wasn't going so well, we started another in Iraq. We were told it could launch weapons in 45 minutes, was building nuclear bombs, had stockpiles of WMD, was harboring terrorists, probably had a lot to do with 9/11, and was populated with folks who would welcome us with flowers in the streets--all of which proved to be lies (lies, however, still believed by a great many Americans).  

As the death of four of our Special Forces personnel yesterday should remind us, Afghanistan continues to deteriorate. Never a Marshall Plan, the representations about its rebuilding are but cruel disappointments. Lacking adequate security (from US, UN or NATO troops), the warlords are back in power throughout the country. Lacking an economy, heroin production--ironically, stopped under Taliban rule--is now the source of their funding; so we're now dealing with warlords who are also drug lords (and winking at this reality for which we're unwilling to fund an alternative). The old Taliban, and al-Qaeda, are now recruiting like crazy (thanks to our policies promoting their increased recruitment) and back to training in Afghanistan.  

As Zinni says (quoted in the Ivins column), and I agree, if one really wants to remake the Middle East the road runs from Jerusalem to Baghdad, not Baghdad to Jerusalem. The Israeli-Palestinian conflict lies at the core of much of our difficulties.  

In short: albeit Iraq provides an awesome collection of problems all its own, can they (and US security) be realistically addressed without looking at a bigger picture that includes Afghanistan, Pakistan, Israel, Palestine, and Saudi Arabia?  

Participant   

  I wouldn't want to lose sight of Sandy's points, that in this new world of instant media images, a democracy may not have the ability, the stomach, the will, the temperament, to pursue a "dripping casualties" action against a determined guerrilla force, or to use overwhelming military power against them, especially since that force seems less and less made up of what the administration calls "thugs" and more and more composed of thousands of ordinary Iraqis. Sandy knows his history better than I, and so I'm sure he can cite evidence where massive uses of force were able to quell guerrillas, but I think that history generally gives the guerrilla fighters and suicide bombers eventual victories, even if only seemingly modest concessions, as we are doing now with the militias.  

And Sandy is correct in lumping us all together as Americans at war with the Iraqis. While those of us who opposed our entry into Iraq do not feel guilty now, we still must feel responsible for what did happen and what will happen there, because eventually it was our representatives in democratic process that gave the green light.  Moreover, our own humanitarian conscience and impulse cannot permit our leaving a worsened situation behind us, if indeed it is in our power to make it better.  But what is better? Other than the basic necessities of life--water, food, hospitals, schools, etc.--what is in our power to provide for them? 

Participant   

  Harlan, I do apologize if my word "you" sounded as if I was blaming you or any other individual for our present difficulties. I intended to use the term to describe the people of the United States from the point of view of someone who is not a citizen. As I read over my comment in the bright light of day, I see it does sound unnecessarily accusatory towards whoever is reading it. My intention was not to take the "Holier Than Thou" approach favoured by many Canadians. I personally thought the US made a brave decision in attempting to preempt a situation that I still believe could only get worse, had you not taken action. 

We can hardly fault the way the United States crushed all organized resistance in a remarkably short time, with a minimum of casualties on both sides, in an openly reported manner that was unprecedented. The American army has not been trained to be an army of occupation in a hostile environment. The biggest deficiency in US forces has been a lack of Arabic-speaking sympathizers. This, coupled with the false expectation that Iraqis would welcome the elimination of the Saddam regime and smooth the transition to democracy by viewing the US troops as liberators, led to a lack of planning for other contingencies. 

To describe for Richard Farson two out of many ruthless "historic" examples of successful anti guerilla campaigns: 

Julius Caesar is today considered as someone who ushered centuries of Roman peace into what are now France and Spain, but his campaigns to subjugate the Celtic tribes were implacable. In a famous encounter, when his legions were in hostile Gaul, he built a wall around the army he was opposing, as well as one around his own army to protect them from the relieving guerillas in the surrounding countryside. There he remained until he starved his enemies into subjection with little loss to his own troops. 

Similarly, the British, America's principal allies in Iraq, and generally considered to have brought a civilizing influence to much of the globe, could only defeat one of the most competent and determined guerilla groups the world has ever known, by rounding up those that supported them and incarcerating their families in concentration camps where conditions were so bad that many died. The diehard Boer holdouts only gave up to save their womenfolk and children. 

I was attempting to say that I do not believe the people of the United States would today support such drastic actions even if that is the only way to "win" the peace. Nor do I believe the expenditure of vast sums on military occupation is the best way to "win" the peace. To suggest an answer to Harlan's request for an extrication strategy, I would favor what President Bush says he is going to do: turn over political control to a government of Iraqis and give them control as soon as possible. Get the troops home as soon as requested, and don't worry too much about the infighting that will inevitably occur between the differing ethnic and religious groups within the country. Worry more about restraining the influence and direct involvement of neighboring nations. 

Do not stop there. Use the power of capitalism to create prosperity within Iraq, because middle class prosperity will increase secularism and decrease the power of religious fanaticism. This is no quick fix. It may not be as easy to persuade Congress to expend American treasure on creating prosperity in a fractured Iraqi society, as it is to approve expenditure on its destruction, but it would have better results, and might help to recreate the image of the US as a world benefactor, rather than as a world bully.  

Harlan Cleveland   

  Nick, I have now downloaded all the items you mentioned from your website.  They are full of your vigorous wisdom, and I'll write some comments before long.  I have also read Molly Ivins' article (its address is in Nick Johnson's Response 9, above).  Her piece (a) is, as always with her, worth reading, (b) usefully summarizes the ten constructive criticisms that Gen. Anthony Zinni has been making, and (c) contains a couple of memorable passages from the New York lawyer who wrote to Don Rumsfeld (apropos the prison abuses) asking whether his Congressional testimony would be more credible if he were stripped naked.  

I suggest that participants check out the Molly Ivins text, since we'll doubtless be referring to Zinni’s "10 Ways We Botched Iraq" as we go along.  

Participant   

  While Bush rhetoric continues to suggest staying the course, it is clear that the administration is changing course to a considerable extent.  Support for the original goals has eroded rather completely.  Some of the war's most ardent and confident fans have made an about face--George Will, Tom Friedman and David Brooks, to name three.  How far Bush will scale back remains to be seen, and we should try to figure out just what should be our goals there.  Sandy suggests we just let the various factions fight it out after we leave, which I think he believes would happen anyway. Given the security situation now, it is doubtful an honest, popular election could be held. Is that likely to change? Are we going to have to exit before that happens?  It isn't scheduled until early next year.  

Last year I wrote a speech for Bush, making a victorious statement, brining in the UN, and leaving completely. I think he could have brought that off last year.  Now, I couldn't write that speech. Does anyone in this group have an idea of what the new speech should say? 

Participant   

  Concerning question (a). We got it right in the case of the first Gulf War. An egregious act by a murderous tyrant led to a clear and straightforward decision made in a truly international fashion and was followed promptly and effectively by action carried out by an international force which included Egypt and Syria. This was a great step in the direction of moving strongly towards more law and more order in the international system.  

The second gulf war, a vigilante style action--promoted by a coalition of political cowboys and ideologues--produced a good short term result, but soon degenerated into a quagmire. Despite bribes and strong arm tactics all over the world, important countries, including Mexico and Turkey, were able to resist and act in a fashion in line with the large majority of their people. No surprise there; vigilantism usually produces long term harm even when it produces a short term well.  

Concerning question (b): The best way out, and the  most likely to minimize further loss of dignity and influence, is to go into a garrison mode beginning July 1 and withdraw altogether as soon as logistics allow. US Troops could remain as a part of a UN Peace Keeper Command and Kurdistan could be treated as a special case, probably directly analogous to the state if affairs that existed prior to the attack on Baghdad. Policies such as waiting until "order is established" or until "after the elections" will I believe only prolong the agony and make the situation worse.  The notion that our prolonged presence will lead to a better result is simply a continuation of the self-righteous thinking that produced this mess in the first place. 

Harlan Cleveland   

  Sandy, thanks for your sensitive comment Response 12, for your fascinating history lesson, and especially for your summary "extrication strategy" toward the end of your message.  

The strategy you outline goes way beyond "what President Bush says he is going to do."   So far at least, there is little evidence that it has been thought through nearly that far.  Yes, there's a "plan" to turn over political control to an interim Iraqi government selected (with a good deal of unacknowledged US advice) by the UN's representative in consultation with a wide variety of Iraqi leaders. The arrangements between those "fully sovereign" caretakers and the large force of occupying troops are still up in the air. There is no hint of when that force might depart.  

I am almost as relaxed as you are about "the infighting that will inevitably occur between the differing ethnic and religious groups," and thoroughly agree that restraining meddling by outsiders will be the main thing to worry about.  But leaving an Iraq that has some chance of success will require a degree of political sensitivity by the US government that certainly hasn't been evident in the past couple of years.  

And creating prosperity in Iraq, without too much delay or penny-pinching, is also essential, as you suggest.  We have done quite a lot of that in the past 50 years, and we know a good deal about what works and why.  I don't see much evidence so far that Washington is reaching out to people who know how to make this happen, or trying to build a bipartisan coalition in Congress for this purpose of the kind that, for example, made the Marshall Plan possible.  

So again, I find myself on your wavelength about the strategy.  But my frustration level spikes when I try to imagine our "leaders" leading with the necessary imagination or even competence.  

We can't just wring our hands, of course.  I've been part of some large-scale international operations that lead me to believe that, with enough support and good people, an ad hoc international "relief and rehabilitation" agency could bring it off.  

But that would require, for a start, a new shuffle and a new deal in our own government--and a lot more interest and participation by other governments (emphatically including Canada, which has lots of good experience in both peacekeeping and development around the world). 

Participant   

  Herb, thanks for the suggestions.  When you say that we should "withdraw completely as soon as logistics allow" do you mean (as I suspect you do) that we should relinquish at that time, if not sooner, any political or administrative or military influence over the kinds of decisions that are being made by the Iraqis?  Would we be in a position to insist that they not develop nuclear weaponry or attack their neighbors? Or would we have to give up on everything?    

Participant   

  Apparently we broke the truce in Najaf, entered the area, were attacked by the al Sadr militia, and withdrew to our base, even though we had tanks, armored vehicles and helicopters in assistance.  Our record with the militias does not portend success in future encounters.    

Participant   

  Although we have not discussed it much so far in this conference, the media had a great deal to do with "getting us into this mess."  All fifty of the top newspapers were editorially for it. From the beginning of President Bush’s call to war on Iraq, the media inadvertently reinforced his objectives, helped foment a war fever, and contributed to gross misunderstandings that led the American people to back an invasion.  This was done, not so much by the content of their reporting, as by its form.  

In the psychology of communication, form usually wins over content.  How we say something is often more important than what we say. It is the form the media took that contributed to our entry into the war, particularly their use of repetition and graphic design.  

When we repeat a message often enough, the repetition itself becomes more influential in gaining acceptance of the message than does its content. For example, take the reporting of statements by President Bush on his intentions to disarm Iraq of its weapons of mass destruction and remove the tyrant Saddam Hussein from power. With almost no variation in that one-line message, it was repeated as front-page news practically every day from August 2002 to the end of formal combat. Granted, there is some obligation to report the words of the president, but to repeat that message, over and over again, as if it were news, and as if the statement were based on fact, was clearly both powerful and irresponsible.  

Constant repetition of quotes suggesting the possible connection between Iraq and 9/11, for example, when every journalist knew there was no evidence of such a connection, eventually led forty-two percent of Americans to believe that Saddam Hussein was behind that horrible act.  Small wonder they supported invasion.  

The graphic designs introducing the coverage, with dramatic slogans made into eye-catching war logos, served to validate and legitimize the war.  The existence of even such seemingly neutral titles as “Showdown with Saddam” when incorporated into striking logos, gave the prospective war not only appeal, but legitimacy.  Just as a printed message is usually weightier than a spoken one, a logo communicates solidity, reality, and in this case, inevitability—-all combining to unconsciously convey a kind of tacit acceptance, even approval. The NY Times is in the midst of a mea culpa, but so far nothing from television or the other papers.  

Since they got us into this mess, can they get us out? 

Involvement of International Institutions  and Other Nations

  33:20) 31-MAY-2004 09:42 Participant   

  I don't think we're really going to "get out" of Iraq, because Iraq is really just the current example of a turbulent, increasingly interconnected world that we can't escape from. The "mess" is not geographically contained. The idea that we can get out and retreat to within our borders is, I think, as unrealistic as the cowboy arrogance of the recent past when we were going to fix up the world single-handedly. 

In my more hopeful moments I allow myself to wonder if the larger historical process underway here may not be a major shift in US foreign policy--reluctantly bipartisan--toward greater involvement in, and cooperation with, international institutions.    

Participant   

  Harlan says "my frustration level spikes when I imagine our leaders leading with the necessary level of competence.” Walter says "we can't escape from the interconnected world" and the growing mess it’s in. 

I agree with these sentiments and reach two conclusions: 

1.  We should end the (nearly) unilateral occupation of Iraq as quickly as possible; prolonging it will only lead to more disorder and misery; and  

2. We should get the UN involved in Iraq as soon as possible in doing what they can to help the immediate transition to a better future. More importantly, in the long run we should lead in creating an international system capable of using the necessary force to remove murderous tyrants and prevent further proliferation of WMD. Here I have in mind Idi Amin, Rwanda, Kime Il Sung, not just Saddam Hussein.  A few successful actions might well lead to a world in which the mere threat of intervention would suffice. 

In sum, we need much more law and order at the international level. We should use the two Iraq wars--one successful, one a failure--as lessons in working this out.    

Participant   

  If Herb's suggestion that we get the UN involved (and that now is the suggested strategy of all three presidential candidates, and most others) perhaps one positive fallout of the Iraq war will make the US more willing in the future to work with the UN in all such matters, perhaps even seeing the US take the lead in creating the powerful international system of law and order that Herb calls for.  Given our recent unilateral behavior, and our general antipathy toward the UN for many years, that would be a dramatic development.  

Molly Ivins, Nick Johnson, Zbignew Brzezinski and General Zinni are among those names coming up in this conference who believe that to avoid a disastrous outcome when we leave Iraq we must first deal with the Israeli/Palestinian conflict. But in our recently concluded ILF conference on US relations with the Middle East, a unanimous consensus was reached that any discussion or debate among our politicians of policy departures from our current posture toward Israel and the Palestinians, which for many years has followed whatever the Prime Minister of Israel has desired, was simply not in the cards. Others will debate it, but not our politicians or other government leaders.  Both Kerry and Bush have continued that policy and endorsed Sharon's current plan. So do we have to cross that strategy off our list? 

Harlan Cleveland   

  On the Israel-Palestine angle (Farson's Response 22):  As a debate topic, I never puzzled much deciding whether the road to Jerusalem lies through Baghdad or vice versa.  Jerusalem was a place to start; Baghdad wasn't really on the agenda.   Now it's a more practical question: we are in Baghdad.  

But to say now that an Israel-Palestine settlement must come first amounts to saying we should stay in Iraq for some indefinite time, pending a Palestine settlement.  

I've personally watched for fifty years and seen, if anything, negative progress on that ephemeral peace. During that half century, successive Arab leaderships around the Middle East have been willing to see several generations of Arabs rot in Palestine's "camps-become-cities" as wards of the UN, in order to maintain international pressure for a "right of return" that isn't (except maybe for a trickle) going to happen.  During the same half century, successive US governments have been unwilling to make any move that seemed to weaken Israel's relative strength.  We (Harry Truman as our president) bet on Israel's survival and for most Americans that wager has been non-negotiable.  

In consequence, the Palestine question has not been debated and is well-nigh undebatable in American politics. I'm guessing it will remain that way until there’s a valid Palestine interlocutor for settlement talks.  And that won't happen until Arab leaders emerge who decide to make it happen.  

We even know roughly what the eventual bargain may be:  the Camp David deal orchestrated by Bill Clinton in the waning days of his presidency.  But there wasn't then a Palestine leadership that wanted a deal, or Arab leaders to push for a deal.  So . . . no deal.  

I'm afraid we’ll have to find our "Baghdad" exit strategy without waiting for "Jerusalem." 

Harlan Cleveland   

  Herb York, I'm very glad you've come to this party.  I have long thought that you manage to combine an educated brain with an earthy common sense about as well as anybody I've met (or read).  

I agree with both your comments on (a) how we got into this mess.  It was both right and relevant, after 9/11, to tackle al-Qaeda where it seemed to be headquartered, and to topple the Taliban which had clearly provided sanctuary to those who planned and carried out the attack on the United States--even though most of the hijackers were Saudi citizens, and so was the exiled Osama bin Laden.  

Your description of the Iraq invasion, "a vigilante style action"  I also find congenial.  As you suggest, many of our natural allies resisted cooperation, and public opinion in almost every allied country (even the UK, which really joined up) was clearly "contra."  Even the apparent support from American opinion, as Yankelovich perceived at the time (see above, Response 7), was soft, depending heavily on a real coalition and a quick outcome.  

On (b), exit strategy, you're recommending "garrison mode beginning July 1 and withdraw altogether as soon as logistics allow."  Logistics would allow for a very rapid retreat if that were decided.   But it will take awhile to negotiate and put in place what you call "a UN Peace Keeper Command, in which we could play a part.  If the time that would take is included in what you call "as soon as logistics allow," I agree that would be sane and sensible.   But to depart without worrying about what comes next wouldn't strike me as responsible behavior--even though I didn't think we should invade to begin with {"an unnecessary war").  

I agree that the Kurdish north should be protected from the rest of the country, which is essentially what the US (led at first by the bright and sensitive General Shalikashvili, before he was promoted) has been doing for more than a decade, since the First Gulf War.  And I agree with your assumption that "our prolonged presence" is very likely to do more harm than good.  

I also resonate with your larger concept that "we should lead in creating an international system of law and order capable of using the necessary force to remove murderous tyrants and prevent further proliferation of WMD."   Indeed, that's what I thought I was helping my government do during sizeable chunks of my life--and why I am saddened and angered to see my government dismantling rather than continuing to build such an international system.  

Participant   

  From both Harlan and Herb, and perhaps from everyone but me, there appears to be complete comfort with our decision to invade Afghanistan, causing an estimated 12,000 deaths, because the Taliban "offered sanctuary" to bin Laden and Co.  Al-Qaeda operates in at least sixty countries, and now numbers an estimated 18,000.  

Let me ask you a few questions about our adventure in Afghanistan, because if we continue to feel it was entirely justified and successful, we may want to do something like it again.  Do you think the Taliban could have met our demand and turned bin Laden over to us, thus avoiding invasion? (It seems to me that even with our full military strength, which was considerably greater than the Taliban's, we couldn't even find him, let alone kill or capture him, and destroy his organization.) Are you comfortable that we left that nation in better shape than we found it, that things are working out pretty well?  Do you think our action there de-fanged al-Qaeda? Did it reduce the threat of terrorism to the US, or increase it? If we can identify terrorist cells operating in other countries, is Afghanistan a model of how we should deal with those nations? Just asking!

Participant   

  On Richard Farson's questions concerning Afghanistan and the Taliban, I am weighing in with one man's rather ignorant opinions: 

No, I don't believe the Taliban could have turned bin Laden over to you without losing the confidence of its supporters by succumbing to the pressures of "The Great Satan".  I don't think the conquest of Afghanistan (unlike Iraq) had as much to do with the application your full military strength as it did with your full military bribery of the warlords. (That at least is what was asserted in that recently published book reporting on debates of the US leadership following 9/11).  If that is true, it explains why the central government has so little influence outside Kabul, and why Afghanistan has changed very little since the war was won. 

You do not have the infrastructure in place to successfully ensure that aid money ended up in the hands of those you wish to encourage and not in the hands of their warlords who would see the dissemination of funds not controlled by them, as a direct diminution of their power.  As to the threats of terrorism, the United States is a very large, powerful and well organized country, with a diversified population and a great depth of resilience. Europe and the UK have learned to live with terrorist acts ever since the Second World War ended. 

The United States has, with the exception of 9/11, largely avoided any such terrorist acts. It is almost inevitable that one, or more, will one day occur. They will be devastating for those personally affected, but they will be pinpricks in terms of affecting anything but the psychology of the country. It is really astonishing that there has not been one foreign sourced terrorist incident in the US for almost two years following the loss of the World Trade Center. Yet the fear of terrorism still is personally felt by a majority of American citizens, including three in my own family. 

So my thought about whether the threat of terrorism was increased or decreased by the Afghanistan War, is that the answer is irrelevant.  The problem is to get the US media to begin to persuade their public that the best form of revenge is not to try to beat up those who had the temerity (and courage) to give their lives for a cause they fanatically believed in, but to bring prosperity and individual freedom into the societies that breed such extreme forms of behaviour.    

Participant   

  Sandy, I couldn't agree more.  Right from the start, from 9/11, instead of putting terrorism into perspective as you just did, the administration has played upon and capitalized upon our fears. It still does, such as Bush recently referring to Iraq as the "central front against terrorism."  Whatever become our recommendations out of this discussion, we should heed your words about our US obsession with combating terrorism, and instead emphasize the greater role we can play in bringing about world peace, freedom and prosperity. Perhaps we in this conference should disavow and not give further credence to a "war on terrorism" which should never have become part of our vocabulary, but is just another instance of the media accepting and furthering a formulation they knew to be false at the outset.  There is no war on terrorism.    

Harlan Cleveland   

  Re  Response 25: My feeling about Afghanistan was that the US had been attacked, and that it made good sense--and was clearly within our concepts of international law--to attack the attacker who was using the Taliban as the umbrella for his headquarters.  We knew how to brush aside the Taliban; that was more like conventional war. We didn't know how to chase down the non-State terrorist's leader;  we've accomplished a good deal of disruption, but we still haven't deciphered the puzzle of dealing with a very uncentralized non-State conspiracy.  

Not only Osama bin Laden but evidently many of his leaders and copycats have eluded our retaliatory wrath so far.  This may be partly because so many in our government want to treat all this as an open-ended "war" which may have domestic political advantages but interferes with thinking outside the military box to solve the problems al-Qaeda poses for the United States. "We" also failed to follow through with the relief and rehabilitation operation that might have started making Afghanistan a different, because more prosperous, country.   For this we would have needed plans, experienced people, and the local knowledge that would avoid, as Sandy urges (Response 26), the always-present danger of foreign aid being co-opted by warlords-- and others.  

But neither of these failures, the military one or the economic-social one, means that it didn't make sense, as a response to 9/11,  to chase after al-Qaeda and squash the Taliban.    What really didn't make sense was to start right away, in Iraq, something else we wouldn't know how to finish--without a clear purpose, without a legal rationale, without a viable postwar plan, and without the broader alliance that handling the aftermath would obviously require.  

Participant   

  Harlan, I take it then, that you feel it would make sense, should there be another attack on our homeland, say from a group we suspect did it and we are certain is based in Syria, we should attack and overthrow the government of Syria.  Of course you don't.  But I really don't see the difference.  

I hate to belabor this point, but if we in this group, and in this nation, accept as appropriate the posture of attacking nations as a way to inhibit the actions of individuals or groups, it may legitimize responses that could escalate into terrible conflagrations.  As Sandy says, we must deal with terrorist acts much more the way that Europe has.  We aren't going to eliminate them with military power. I believe thinking this through is important for our thinking through what we can do with security in Iraq, where we also cannot eliminate the "terrorists". 

Participant   

  This isn’t an easy conversation to join, because the basics are not being discussed--basics about which I think we should have questions more than hard conclusions. So I can't tell where to start. But here are some ideas, which, after having laid them out, perhaps I can settle in to what can actually be discussed.  

     1.   What was the strategic situation going into Iraq? Did it not include an analysis something like Brzezinski's--that the whole southern arc of Eurasia was being fought over in slow motion, and that Pakistan was crucial, and that we did not have the strategic geopolitical situation to take on Pakistan, so the Iraq war was a first step?  

     2.   The situation of that part of the US that would support the war. Why would they? A deep fear that the US is not adept at the modern complexities, and the world was moving toward a loss of sovereignty and toward bureaucracy, and that the one way to stop it is get pissed off and fight in a few places to show our strength and avoid all alliances.  

     3.   The reality that Iraq #1 was a war against our self: we set up and encouraged Saddam.  The same in Afghanistan with the Taliban. The only graceful way out is take some serious responsibility for the cold war and the new struggles that unfolded when the rug was lifted and new forces of contention (as in Yugoslavia with the death of Tito) were revealed.  

     4.   We need to face up to resistance to the idea that American style markets and American style democracy is the good model (Fukuyama).  

     5.   We need to face gracefully that the US is a declining share of the world's power, economic or almost any other measure, and the US economy is in a long term decline from its fifty-year post-WWII "bubble".  

If these are more or less true, then we need to move toward  

     1.    Multilateral security conversations as much as possible;  

     2.    Taking responsibility for some of the mess in the world; 

     3.    Making a conscious choice of supporting a business climate that is high tech, environmentally sound (far ahead of Kyoto), and offers a much larger model of inclusion 

for those currently being marginalized,  

     4.   Dealing with Pakistan in a multilateral way,  

     5.   Cleaning up the dirty politics of our own people In Iraq, as represented by Bremer,  

     6.   Supporting many open public meetings in Iraq, with conferences about issues: economy, education, religious/ state balance--not issues to come to fast conclusions, but to get the issues out and clarify the complexities. Any discussion anywhere it is possible. (it is probably too late for this except as part of a multinational effort), and:

     7.   Recognizing how much we and the Iraqis--and many others--have lost in this last 18 months: good will toward the US, tax and deficit issues, the militarization of the 21st century.  

A very interesting review of some of the opposition to the war is in The Nation  

http://www.thenation.com/docprint.mhtml?i=20040607&s=sherman 


Participant   

  How did we get in? Bush loves the idea of being Churchill. He wanted a big deal, and thinks that leadership is finding a big deal opportunity and making it the big deal and leading the people into it. The world was already a mess and 9/11 put it in a gestalt he could--and did--grasp. He was already looking for a way to shift the country from Roosevelt to "personal responsibility".  He had a bunch of back room hacks left over from Reagan and Bush Senior because he didn't have the connections or guts to bring in others more professional.  

9/11 was a test of character. With a grade school bully at the helm, "hitting back" was the only possible response. It would have taken a very different kind of person, (Clinton? Gore?) to have embraced the multilateralism implicit in the first round of world response, make targeting terrorists a highly precise police action plus really good  intelligence operations, and to foster a democracy and opportunity agenda that was sane about the environment.  His management style is up and down the chain: no cross conversations, no learning environment, no opportunity for checks and balances. Pathetic. 

Participant   

  Novak on Afghanistan 

http://www.suntimes.com/output/novak/cst-edt-novak31.html    

Participant   

  Doug, it's always helpful for you to put a bigger frame around the issue.  On the specific steps you suggest, and I would certainly back them, I will be interested to see what our group thinks of the chances that such radical shifts in our approach could be made.    

Participant   

  It seems to me that we have, in this group so far, substantial agreement on the need to go multilateral, and to involve the UN.  That process is already underway in the Bush administration, even though it is obvious that the US is not prepared to give up its influence.  Witness the fact that all of the new officers of the government were members of the now out of business Interim Council, which we appointed. Brahimi seems to have been largely a marginal character in this play.  But, to support our hopes, the US and Britain have gone to the UN with a broader program.  

We also seem to be in agreement that sovereignty should be transferred as quickly as possible to the Iraqis. In that, the Bush administration is at least giving lip service, and would probably welcome a relatively smooth transition.  

Where we may find debate among ourselves is when we get to the continuing US presence as a security force.  From here it looks like most of the attacks and the bombings are caused by our presence, and are directed at us, our allies, Iraqis who cooperate with us, and the processes we initiate.  Does anyone in this conference think that we can bring under control these daily bombings, even if we doubled our military force?  Can we expect our forces to produce a calm nation at the time of political campaigning and voting later this year? Can even a UN Peacekeeping force that is mainly US accomplish that?  

To what are we referring when we say that the US must stay to ensure security?  About all anyone seems to mean by that is that the Iraqis can't do it, because we disbanded the army and haven't trained the police.  What can we recommend in this area? It may be the most crucial one. What does it take to control a major civil war?  We couldn't do that in Viet Nam, even with 500,000 troops.  

Participant   

  Harlan, I don't want it to seem like I'm on your case, after disagreeing with you on Afghanistan.  But also I have trouble with your conclusion on our strategy with respect to the Israel/Palestinian conflict.  You seem to say there is nothing we can do except wait for the Palestinians’ hero, Arafat, to disappear and be replaced by someone who wouldn't share Arafat's general approach.  That is not too likely a scenario, and it seems to me and to some others that things are fast building there in a way that could produce big trouble. Since we can't ignore the situation entirely, I take it you would endorse the perpetuation of our current posture, and essentially support whatever the Israeli Prime Minister does, with an occasional suggestion that both sides use restraint, and wait for the leadership to change.  

I wouldn't raise this issue except for the fact that so many people around the world believe we are the only nation capable of demanding a resolution, and many of us think it is one of the keys to improving our relations in the Middle East in general, and Iraq in particular, and a way to remove ourselves as so hated a target for terrorism.  But maybe because of our invasion of Iraq and our prison behavior, we have lost the moral leadership to accomplish that. 

Harlan Cleveland   

  Before I react (tomorrow) to today's comments, I want to say something highly complimentary about the Nick Johnson literature referred to in his Response 3: 

Nick, it's impossible not to be impressed with both the quantity and the quality of your written output.  I hope the N.J. website has a large readership outside Iowa, because what you're thinking and writing should be an important element in our national debates on "national security," as well as a good many other subjects.   

I very much appreciated your recent "Lessons from Abu Ghraib," especially since the wisdom you capture in that short piece says so much about the public ethics issues all around us.   Example:  The wide reach of this passage: "There are lessons for all institutional administrators [from Abu Ghraib].  Don't think you get the big bucks just for favorable public relations.  Substance matters.  Ethics matter.  Human dignity matters."  (I put brackets around "from Abu Ghraib" to suggest that that passage would read just as well without it.  What you're saying has a much wider application than the current scandal.  As an early PR wise man is supposed to have said, "Public relations is good works, effectively advertised"--i.e., it isn't covering up or dismissing bad works to make them look good.)  

Your "Military Objections" piece is a remarkable piece of thinking and writing.  But I wouldn't go quite as far as you do in advocating "military control of the civilians"--which I was relieved to see you immediately qualified with "...at least the civilians' decisions about war."  

Most top military officers I have known or seen at work are appropriately cautious about going to war;  they know what it's like, and know what it takes to win.  (In my slice of experience, there are exceptions--Air Force General LeMay comes to mind.)   But isn't that just a special case of the observation that experts are nearly always cautious and reluctant in the fields they know best?  

The generalist executive sometimes needs to override that specialized pessimism, with the "ethical hunch" an executive is elected (or appointed) to use.   We never would have responded in Korea in 1950 if the advice of the defense experts had ruled; it took Acheson and Truman to make that decision (and to make our response a UN response).   But I'll give you this:  the civilian supervisors are too often not of that quality, as in the instant case. 

If I comment on all your writings, this conference will get too far off the track--and I might never get to bed.  The next time you're anywhere near Washington, let me know, so we can continue this conversation. 

Harlan Cleveland   

  Meanwhile, I do recommend the stimulation available at Nick Johnson's website (www.nicholasjohnson.org), especially for the present purpose the entries under "Terrorism."    

Participant   

  OK, I'll go. If we turn over Iraq and it goes fundamentalist and there emerges quickly an Iraq-Iran-Pakistan alliance, oh say starting as a commercial block, what do we do?    

Participant   

  A very good summary of the state of the new government; not yet definitive, because it can't be, but it lays out the issues.  http://billmon.org/mt/mt-tb.cgi/1482 

Participant   

  What is the likelihood of our turning a secular state into a fundamentalist one?  Certainly not zero.     

Participant   

  UN Envoy Brahimi said today that Paul Bremer is a "dictator"  "He has the money, he has the signature, nothing happens in Iraq without his approval."  So much for the transfer of sovereignty.    

Harlan Cleveland   

  Hey, let's knock off the effort to make policy in one-sentence sound bites.   Paul Bremer has been there to manage what amounts to a military government;  no transfer of sovereignty has happened yet.   He'll be gone in about four weeks, and so will the occupation as government.  And, we're not anywhere near worst-case scenarios like a fundamentalist regime or an Iraq-Iran-Pakistan alliance.  

No one seems to have gotten their druthers in the composition of the interim government this week.  Brahimi didn't; the US team didn't; nor did any of the contending Iraqi parties and factions.   Sounds like something closer to untidy democratic process than might have been expected.  

It's a step along the road to a representative and responsible postwar government--which may not quite suit the US either, once Iraqis are making policy.   (It would be a surprise if Iraq suddenly turned out to be pro-Israel.)  But there are elements in what's been happening this week that make a US exit strategy conceivable.   It was hardly imaginable before.  Let's focus on imagining it now. 

Participant   

  The latest Google News (q.v.) contains a long article from the Guardian about how Bremer on direct orders from the Pentagon overruled Brahimi and arranged for the appointment of a US puppet, Allawi, as Prime Minister. Shortly after, at the Air Force Academy Bush feigned innocence and thanked Allawi for his in turn thanking us for invading Iraq. 

All of this ties back into my recommendation that we withdraw most our troops ASAP. There is, I think, really no chance that the current administration will get this one right, and keeping the troops there simply means continuing the mistaken policies of the recent past. Among those who really have the President's ear there seems to be no one who isn't badly blinded by self-righteousness (read: chutzpah) or ignorance. No one. ( Powell may seem to be an exception, but I think of him as a loyal soldier rather than a trusted confidant)    

Harlan Cleveland   

  Attractive though it seems, a sudden US pull-out is probably the least likely eventuality.   What we can--and I think should-- work toward is a quite sudden internationalization of the two tasks that need to be tackled in parallel.  

One is getting the interim Iraqi government the help it will need in building a competent security force.  As long as the US is front and center on security, the US military will be the most inviting target of those who don't want it to work.  We should spread the risk and the responsibility, and not worry too much about control, which we won't be able to maintain anyway.  The other is to get the economy humming, helping the interim government create jobs, jobs, jobs.  The oil revenues will assist in financing rapid development; they won't be enough.  But it is certainly possible to pool funds (and technical and administrative talent) from a good many countries to create an UNRRA-type agency for this purpose.  (As I keep saying, we've done that before, and on larger scales, with considerable success.)  

The best way to walk away from our troubles, brought on by dubious US decisions followed by poorly planned and mistake-prone actions, is to become part (but only a part) of a broader effort--of which we'll probably have to finance more than our share,  and share more and more of the control.  

That kind of "exit strategy" can't be a sprint, but it could be a fast walk.  Judging from the last couple of years, naturally I’m not sanguine about the capacity of the Bush administration to get it started right.  But we had better get started now, not some other time. 

Participant   

  Harlan, I am very appreciative of your balanced judgment along with your exemplary openness to new thoughts--always an education for me.  

In Iraq, increasing internationalization, creating more economy and jobs, slow withdrawal of troops: what can get in the way of this picture?  

Harlan Cleveland   

  Doug, I tried to bring up your billmon.org citation.  It produced a blank page, with a mysterious complaint:  "I need a URL."  

Thanks for your appreciative comment.  But as to what can get in the way, the most likely obstacle is Washington falling over its own feet.  Of course they could always ask us for advice.    

Participant   

  What can get in the way of this hopeful picture? I'd love to see your list, Doug. But I'll try to give you mine, off the top of my head. Well, I suppose continued insurgency, as long as the fingerprints of the US are on anything there. Assassinations of officials and candidates.  Violence before and during the elections. Exposure of corruption by the appointed leaders, or of their under-the-table relations with the US. Failure to restore the infrastructure. An attack on US homeland. Rising poverty among Iraqis. Too much foreign exploitation of the situation. Lack of support from key nations. Inability to tell the difference between Bremer and Negroponte. Insufficient peacekeeping troop levels. Anger in Pakistan spilling over. Bush is defeated, but the insurgents want Kerry to get the message that he is the enemy too. The possibility that the Bush administration has not committed its last act of mismanagement. I guess I could go on. Did I just hear someone say "civil war?" But there is a hopeful side too. I'm sure there is. For some reason I can’t think of it right now. What's the matter with me?  

Participant   

  Jonathan Schell writes in the current Nation that if the media, or the rest of us, buy into the administration's language about, for example, transfer of sovereignty, which he believes is a total fraud and simply a strategy for re-election, we do ourselves a disservice, simply enabling Bush to get away with another misrepresentation. He says that American reporters, the Democratic Party, John Kerry--"all of them should be aware that to whatever extent they give credence to the charade on June 30, they are above all else assisting in the re-election of the president."  

Are we buying into a charade? 

Participant   

  Am I misreading things, or have the repeated assertions of transfer of power in Iraq, the decision to hold back the hundreds of additional photos and videos of prisoner abuse, the ransacking of Chalabi's home and office, the three separate warnings from Ashcroft, Tenet, Ridge and Rumsfeld about the imminence of unspecified terror attacks on the homeland, and Tenet's resignation, worked to diminish opposition and media criticism of the administration's mismanagement?  This without any top figures being fired (Tenet was not only not fired, but the least culpable, and not a Bush appointee).  Abu Ghraib seems to have receded as a top issue. There was very little coverage of the estimated 500,000 Italians protesting Bush's visit. It seems to me that people may be doing what we are doing in this conference--hoping that the putative transfer of power may work, that the UN will come in, and that we can put the rest behind us. Perhaps once again the administration has managed to take the focus off its misdeeds in the initiation and conduct of this war, and raised our hopes that it will all work out as planned. Surely, as we try to develop policy recommendations, we must make the most out of what we have been given, for the benefit of the Iraqis and ourselves.  But I fear (1) we are ignoring some crucial aspects of the larger picture--Pakistan, Israel, Saudi Arabia, (2) we are not addressing the issue of reducing terrorism as it relates to this conference subject, and indeed are watching it grow, and (3) we are neither critical of the current US actions in Iraq, nor are we posting alternative or additional strategies, because we have been lulled into the position of wanting to give the current US moves a chance.  

I would hope that the outstanding talent and experience represented in this conference might advance a set of likely scenarios of how the current efforts will play out. Then perhaps we can formulate recommendations for how to cope with the realities we will be facing. 

Participant   

  Harlan, sorry about the link above, clearly wrong and too much time has past. He is always worth reading at http://billmon.org  

The amount of real sovereignty given to Iraq keeps increasing though we don't know the details of the players and the payoffs. I'd love to know what is happening to the 3,000 people embassy plan.  

Even if insurgency takes over, or the new government is able to hold on, Iraq will probably be less visible in the mainline news. Given that, other events, the death of an ex-president or two, the government's going into Iran, something weird about Israel, an oil crisis in Saudi Arabia, even Clinton's book, will be more prominent. Let's think of three major "surprises" between now and election (bin Laden is just one).  

So the real issues in Iraq will be the economy inside, and the political relationship with Iran and, as soon as they get their act together, they will be reaching out to diplomatic relations with other Arab states.  The US troops will either be pulled back even further, or participate in a more benign way under more real local control.  

The terrorism threat will move to South Asia, South America (Colombia, Venezuela, even Mexico) and keep the American war posture intact. Bush will continue to declare victory in Iraq, even if he must go so far as to say "we gave them a chance, you can lead a horse…"  The historical analysis will say we were wrong to go in, and the occupation was badly under- thought.  

The impact on the Republican Party is very interesting, and we might see some splitting. It is now conceivable there will be an effort to find a new candidate. Watch Bush's "health". 

Participant   

  With profound apologies for putting my publisher's demand for instant book revision ahead of climbing on the Harlan Express before it left the station, and with greetings to friends old and new, whose struggle with the Iraq drama I have read with keen interest and sympathy (this is beginning to sound like the preamble to a UN resolution).  

What does your conversation sound like to a newcomer? 1) a lot like my own fulminations, and b) maybe a little too much like the liberal media I read and watch plus my fellow-professors in nearby Cambridge. So what can I say that is different?  Here's a preliminary effort:  

1. I have trouble separating my outrage with POTUS from broader aspects of US policy and strategy--but one needs to. For instance, I (and Harlan and perhaps everyone else) have been preaching the curative power of liberal democracy for at least some of the ills of sick/failed/ misgoverned societies. So that part of the neocon ideology shouldn’t be swept away with the feckless neocons.  

2. Like Tom Friedman, David Brooks et al, who were cited, "Heaven has no rage like love to hatred turned..." I turned sour on the project when the Bush administration lied about WMD, pretended to seek allies and UN support, and all the time had a fixed pre-summer-heat invasion date. Disillusion escalated when details emerged of the intensive interagency post-combat planning led by State and then thrown into the trash by Rummy.  

3. Nevertheless, after futilely passing 16 resolutions demanding Iraqi compliance, the UN was going the way of the League of Nations, which died an unnatural death after doing the same in the late 1930's. So I would argue that going after Saddam Hussein and his regime might have been the only way to save the UN from that fate.  

4. That the US blasted ahead without France and Germany is explained by at least some thoughtful Europeans as part of a larger picture of WE moral decline, in the form of refusal to take any real responsibility for confronting security issues the US had traditionally taken care of for them.  

5. As in Afghanistan, so in Iraq the US, after arguably doing the right thing strategically, followed up impressive military victories with an unbroken series of disasters due to ideology, stupidity, sexed-up intelligence, and fiscal cheapness. I have rarely seem such massive incompetence on the part of those in charge--the Pentagon civilians, the Vice President and his staff, and certainly a couple of the people in overall charge of US foreign policy.  

Already too long, let me only say that steady jobs and unmolested olive trees for the Palestinians are to be strenuously worked toward, but aren't going to have much effect on the hordes of the unemployed, glandular 16-to-30- year-old Arab street males who, like Hitler's Jugend and Stalin's komsomols, gorge in their ignorance on exciting hate-filled propaganda. 

Participant   

  For good background texture on Iraq, with local quotes,  daily posting at 

http://www.juancole.com    

Participant   

  Linc, I’m so glad to have you join us and bring a fresh perspective.  I'm pleased you have accepted our invitation to Fellowship in the ILF, and that you have joined this conference so energetically. To introduce you to those who don't know you by reputation, let me pass along this brief bio:  

Lincoln Palmer Bloomfield is Professor of Political Science, emeritus, at MIT. After four years as a wartime naval officer he served in the US State Department for eleven years, and later in the National Security Council as Director of Global Issues. Much of his career has been devoted to work with and studies of US foreign policy, AMS control and disarmament, the UN and international organization, and the control of conflict. He is the author or co-author of a dozen books, including the forthcoming The Genetically-Engineered Secretary of State and Other Accidental Encounters With History 

Harlan Cleveland   

  I'd like to add my word of welcome to Linc Bloomfield, a longtime and much valued colleague in various efforts to make sense of world affairs and US foreign policy, and a valued co-author and co-editor several times.  

Linc, I won't respond tonight to your typically vigorous and timely comment, because I've just finished "summarizing" a presentation by Dan Yankelovich, and I'm about to load my summary into this machine.   It will follow immediately while the potential interrupters are sleeping. 

The War on Terror as a Political Issue: Dan Yankelovich

Harlan Cleveland   

  Our colleague Dan Yankelovich has just finished a stunning PowerPoint presentation called "The War on Terror as a Political Issue," which he has kindly let us use in this conference. As you'll see, it's highly relevant.  I've asked Susan Doherty to provide you all with a link to it, because it's worth reading and pondering in full.   (It runs 40 pages [slides], but the type is very large and many of the pages are polling charts and graphs.)  

In this comment and the next two, I'll try to sum up--at the risk of committing lese-majeste--the essence of Dan's presentation, which is itself a summing-up of what a variety of recent professional polls are telling us.

Part #1  RELATIONS WITH OTHER NATIONS  

RELATIONS WITH THE MUSLIM WORLD  

The war in Iraq, and US words and actions since 9/11 have been hardly short of devastating to our relations with the countries where most Muslims live ("the Muslim world").   The polling data cited here are drawn from Gallup, Zogby, and Pew and show, for example, that:  

>  Only 18% of their citizens believe the 9/11 attacks were carried out by Arabs;  11% approve of President Bush;  and 7% think the "West understands Muslim customs and culture."  

>  The ratios of people holding favorable opinions of the United States ranges from a high of 13% in Egypt to 3% in Saudi Arabia.  It's only 6% in Morocco and Jordan, which I think most Americans would list among the more friendly Arab countries.  

>  Majorities in 7 out of 8 Muslim countries are worried about a military threat from the US   (The figure for Turkey, our ally in NATO, is 71%.)  

>  In the "Muslim countries" taken together, 56% of the people "believe Iraqis will be worse off post-Hussein."    (In the US, 84% think Iraqis will be better off.)  

In sum (mostly in Yankelovich's words):  Muslim anti-Americanism threatens our nation's security.  Mistrust of the US is not confined to extremists; it makes recruitment of terrorists fatally easy; it also makes it easy to channel frustration onto the US, and supports extremist religious clerics in their jihad against us.   Our use of military force exacerbates Muslim resentment of the US, and makes the US seem anti-Muslim--in a world with 57 Muslim nations and 1.3 billion Muslims.  

ATTITUDES OF TRADITIONAL ALLIES TOWARDS U.S. POLICY  

"Majorities in most Western European countries consider the US a threat to world peace."    That generalization applies to all the NATO allies with the ironic exception of Germany and Italy which "fell slightly below the 50% mark."   [The survey doesn't include Japan, so we don't know whether the WWII "axis" would be unanimously pro-American.]  

"Anti-Americanism has increased rapidly in Europe."   In Germany, Russia, and France the percentages of "unfavorable opinion of the US" doubled from 2002 to 2003.   Italy's unfavorable opinions went from 23% to 59%,  they more than tripled in Britain, and quadrupled in Poland.    In Turkey, where the US already had a 55% unfavorable rating, it went to 84%.   (Pew: Global Attitudes Project.)  

"The massive loss of goodwill among our European allies" has lots of "negative consequences."   Among them:  "We can no longer count on our traditional allies to help dispel the poisonous anti-Americanism in the Muslim world."  

Summary research conclusion from the Pew project:   "The war [in Iraq] has widened the rift between Americans and Western Europeans, further inflamed the Muslim world, softened support for the war on terror, and significantly weakened global public support for the pillars of the post-World War II era--the UN and the North Atlantic Alliance."  

[to be continued in subsequent comments....] 

Harlan Cleveland   

  Summary of Dan Yankelovich presentation--Part 2]  

HERE AT HOME  

"Before Saddam's capture, a majority approved direction of war on terror."  

The military action in Afghanistan was approved by 71% of Americans, and 59% approved going to war in Iraq.   Were things going well in the war on terror?  65% of us said they were.  

Indeed, "Saddam's capture raised public hopes, because the public linked him directly to 9/11."   "War with Iraq has made the US safer," 56% told Gallup.  Capturing Saddam spiked Bush ratings, according to both NY Times/CBS News and Gallup polls in December 2003. "Saddam's capture also greatly elevated voter expectations."   For example, 70% of Americans thought it would "restore peace and stability in the Middle East," and 54% even thought "WMDs will be found."  

BUT:   "These expectations have now been dashed, damaging public support for the war in Iraq."    Support for the proposition that "going to war was 'worth it'" slipped from 59% in December '03 to 45 % in May '04; the view that the "war is going badly" jumped from 43% to 57% in two months, March to May '04; and the judgment that the country is "on the right track," which drew 56% approval in April '03, plummeted to 30% in May '04.  

In consequence, says Yankelovich,  "the public's fears have been aroused."  (65% in an ABC News/ Washington Post poll agreed in May '04 that "the US has gotten bogged down in Iraq.")   Approval of "Bush handling the situation in Iraq" dropped from 77% in April '03 to 39% in May '04;  also in May of this year, 59% of Americans judged that Bush does not have "a clear plan for Iraq."  

Dan Yankelovich then sets forth what he calls "the majority mind-set:"  

       >  After 9/11 we had to strike back against the terrorists 

       >  Removing Saddam was the right thing to do 

       >  Exaggerating the threat of WMDs was acceptable 

       >  But we have now gotten bogged down in Iraq 

       >  We have no plan that can win the war in Iraq 

       >  We will have trouble imposing democracy on Iraq 

       >  We don't know much about Islam and Islamic countries  

-- and besides,  "Americans know that anti-Americanism exists, but they do not think anything can be done about it."  

[to be continued in the Part #3 message, below] 

Harlan Cleveland   

  [Final section of Yankelovich presentation:]  

Part #3--A BETTER WAY:  COMMUNICATING TO THE PUBLIC 

[HC NOTE:  this Part is mostly text, not charts and graphs.  Therefore I'll stop using quote marks.   Except as otherwise indicated, this is Dan Yankelovich speaking.  I'll save my comments--many hurrahs, but a good many practical questions, too--for the conference conversation to follow.]  

We need a fresh start in the War on Terror.  Our military occupation of Iraq is helping al-Qaeda to recruit many new terrorists.    We need to resolve the Iraqi conflict quickly and move on to deal with al-Qaeda directly.   To stop al-Qaeda, we need military force AND a smart political strategy.  

We cannot abandon Iraq to chaos and instability. Internationalizing Iraq's security can prevent Iraq from becoming a "black hole" for US money and troops. The costs to us are (a) yielding some power and influence in Iraq, and (b) taking a longer time to foster democracy there.  If we are serious about our national security, these costs are acceptable.  

Post-Iraq,  we must focus on one overriding goal:  STOP NEW TERRORIST RECRUITMENT.   Nothing will contribute more to our nation's safety.  

Why this goal is key to our security: 

       >  Al-Qaeda, with its 30-40 affiliates, is the one terrorist group with the skills and experience to threaten us seriously. 

       >  Its leader--Osama bin Laden--is a hero in many parts of the Muslim world. 

       >  Military occupation of Iraq is stimulating al-Qaeda recruitment. 

       >  We have weakened al-Qaeda, but it is rebuilding its strength through new recruits. 

       >  If we stop the flow of new recruits, we prevent major terror attacks like 9/11.  

A Context for Public Understanding: 

       Like our struggle against the Soviet Union, the war on terror is both a military war and a political struggle.    We know how to fight the  military war, we haven't yet learned how to fight the political battle.  One obstacle is that our main opponent is not a government; it is a radical religious/political movement spread through many Muslim countries.  

Three factions are competing against one another in the Muslim world: 

      > The secularists who endorse the values of the West are the smallest and least influential. 

      > The hate-America Islamic Fundamentalists are the most militant and totalitarian. 

      > The moderates who prefer Islamist culture to that of the West are the largest.  

Our policies are alienating Muslim moderates, making it easier to recruit new terrorists.   Moderates have a legitimate vision: to build just, peaceful, free and prosperous Islamist societies.  If they help to stop the terrorists,  we should help them achieve their vision. The key battlegrounds are Pakistan and Saudi Arabia where support for al-Qaeda is most dangerous for the United States.  

We need four policies to win the War on Terror: 

       >  Ratchet up the use of force against al-Qaeda; 

       >  Strengthen Pakistan's leadership; 

       >  Stop Saudi support for anti-Americanism;  and 

       >  Give Muslim moderates an incentive to turn against the militants.  

To ratchet up the use of force:  al-Qaeda has cells in Egypt, Indonesia and other Muslim nations, as well as in Saudi Arabia and Pakistan.   All these nations have powerful Islamist Fundamentalist movements they do not control.  Destruction of al-Qaeda cells in these nations should be our top military and intelligence priority.  

To strengthen Pakistan's government:  Pakistan is a key to success.  General Musharraf has allied Pakistan with the West.   He is in grave danger of assassination.  Pakistan harbors large numbers of al-Qaeda.  Musharraf needs massive US support to crack down on al-Qaeda.  

To stop Saudi support for anti-Americanism:  Saudi Arabia supports hate-America schools and mosques throughout the Muslim world.  Saudi Arabia is the major source of terrorist money.   Anti-Americanism is more widespread in Saudi Arabia than in any other Muslim nation.   Because of oil, we have turned a blind eye to Saudi appeasement of extremism.  We will need the help of our Muslim allies--e.g., Turkey, Egypt, and Jordan--to pressure the Saudis to cut their ties with Wahhabi extremists, the main source of terrorist ideology.  

To give Muslim moderates an incentive to turn against the militants [requires such policies as these]: 

       >  Offer stronger support to the Palestinians. 

       >  Involve Arab nations in the Iraqi peace process. 

       >  Strengthen American political support for moderate Islamist democracies, as in Turkey.

       >  Cooperate with Muslim moderates to find constructive outlets for their frustrated youth (training, education, etc.).

       >  Initiate dialogues with religious Muslim moderates to demonstrate that our values are compatible with the teachings of Islam. 

       >  Build bridges to moderate Muslims to support their efforts to build prosperous societies reflecting their own values. 

       >  Present a new vision of America to the Muslim world by positioning US foreign policy on the side of justice, not injustice.  

SUMMARY:  

       The immediate goal:  Slow or stop the recruitment of new terrorists.  

       The long-term goal:  Demonstrate to moderate Muslims that the US is on the side of justice, not injustice.  

Participant   

  That is a quite wonderful analysis backed up by opinion polls that certainly indicate a wide divergence of attitudes between the populations of the United States and the other nations of the world, particularly the Muslim ones. I doubt if the American people have any idea how much their generally benign belief that, at great sacrifice, they are extending democracy to a backward world, is viscerally resented by most Muslims. 

In the conference on Israel/Palestinian relations we concluded that no US government could politically afford to have an open debate on any solution other than continuing support for the Israeli position, even though this was proving to be disastrous for the best interests of the United States. 

   <  How can you therefore offer strong support to the Palestinians? 

   <  How can you have the debate that will be required to move US public opinion away 

      from Israel towards support for moderate Islam?    

Lessons from Leaders of the Past and Present

Participant   

  Just to answer my own questions: 

I am reading the biography of Nelson Rockefeller, and have reached the time in his life when, resigning from his position as special Assistant to President Eisenhower, he recruited a young Henry Kissinger to head  panels of  the most distinguished non political minds he could find, to produce recommendations to solve the most pressing problems of the time. 

These experts sat for over a year and produced many reports that were widely disseminated and discussed throughout the country. It cost the Rockefeller Fund half a million dollars in 1958 dollars to finance the expense of these reports. 


Is this possible today?    

Participant   

  Sandy, I am basically in sympathy with your hope that somehow these issues can be addressed by special commissions, but I doubt that they can answer the particular concern you expressed. There are new think tanks developing, as you know. Indeed, Dan Yankelovich is a member of a new one--and of course he started Public Agenda. I'm sure that this last presentation of his, as well as the paper he introduced into our conference on Israel and the Middle East, were written for his new liberal organization. I know of no independent, non-partisan group, comparable to those Rockefeller started. Would we trust Kissinger to do that now?  In any case, as we concluded in our previous discussion of our relations with Israel, even a special Blue Ribbon commission wouldn't be able to debate that issue, for the reason you mention.  


If you read through the bios of the members of this ILF discussion group, it would be hard to find people who would bring more experience and wisdom to such deliberations. I don't think the problem in this case is a lack of concerted brain power. We can't connect with the world of Islam now, and reduce the recruitment of terrorists, because the most prominent source of their anger with us is permanently off the table. 

Harlan Cleveland   

  Sandy:  I well remember that Rockefeller effort.  I wrote a long paper for it on foreign aid, and even was paid.  That's where I first got to know Henry Kissinger.  

I think the same kind of thing is possible now; indeed, the Internet greatly enhances the possibility of wide distribution of think-pieces.  George Sores is just now financing an expensive drive to dump Bush.  But the cost of the Rockefeller enterprise, half a million dollars, wouldn't go very far these days. 

Participant   

  In Mikhail Gorbachev's eulogy for Ronald Reagan in today's NY Times, the following paragraph appears:  

       "I think that the main lesson of those years is the need for dialogue, which must not be broken off whatever the challenges and complications we have to face.  Meeting with Ronald Reagan in subsequent years I saw that this was how he understood our legacy to the new generation of political leaders.” 

Participant   

  Good first hand reporting fro Iraq, gives texture, 

http://www.back-to-iraq.com/archives/000778.php  

Many thanks for the Slides and analysis. I'll be mulling this for a bit. 

Harlan Cleveland   

  Ever the unwarranted optimist, I find a good deal to be optimistic about in the first actions of the new Iraqi government, and what seems to be a viable compromise resolution being put to the UN Security Council today.  

If GWB can avoid getting into unnecessary altercations with our European allies and Russia this week at Sea Island, we may come out with a viable framework: an international blessing that makes legal and generally acceptable both the interim Iraq authority and the temporary presence of a "multinational force" consisting mainly of American troops.  

The disproportionate presence of Americans in Iraq is the least desirable element in this outcome.   But as Colin Powell, echoing Tom Friedman, has said, for the time being we broke it and we own it.   If after awhile the security situation settles down, it might be possible to persuade other countries to put more troops in the MNF and withdraw some of ours sooner rather than later.  It may even, in time, be possible to substitute a real UN peacekeeping force for the fraying veneer of multinationalism which the US has been trying rhetorically to maintain.  

[Note for historians:  In my current memoir-related research, I think I may have traced to a Malayan brigadier, in the UN's peacekeeping force in the Congo in 1963, the first description of UN peacekeepers as "soldiers without enemies."] 

Participant   

  Yes, a kind of optimism, because the story will fade now. One difficult aspect: Bush will claim not only credit, but that he was right all along: See! Democracy. Much of the resistance to the current plan is the realization that he will claim victory. One down, the economy is next.  

I don't think it will work out that way, but he will try. And ignore the difficult parts.  

Harlan, where did Powell say that? I have a predictive but not a retrospective,  

Colin Powell warned George Bush that if he sent US troops into Iraq, “you're going to be owning this place,” according to a new book by Bob Woodward. Powell based this upon the theory, “you break it, you own it.”  

(Googled to 

http://www.interventionmag.com/cms/modules.php?op=modload&name=News&file=article&sid=727) 

Participant   

  It occurs to me that, ironically, there may be more work to do on Harlan's original a) ("how did we get into this mess?)" than on b) ("what to do now?") Not that our collective thoughts on good policies are not useful. They are, even considering the belated, nay frantic, effort underway in Congress, DOD, and Foggy Bottom to build new programs for post-conflict stabilization, as they like to call it.  

Examples: Legislation mandating same. Pentagon restarting Peacekeeping training at the Army War College after stupidly shutting it down in the glow of pre 9/11 "no-nation building" doctrine. Foreign Service Institute creating new school under Ambassador Prudence Bushnell for stabilization et al,  training of FSO's.  

I want to believe that Harlan's optimism is justified, encouraged by Winston Churchill's indelible comment that America usually does the right thing--after trying everything else.  

About (a) being still not retroactively fixed: Maybe it's not possible but I think we probably need better lessons from the past for future US policies than "Do it through the UN" and "Be a good--not a rotten--ally".  

Do I know what those better lessons are? No. But maybe they have something to do with developing an antidote to the addiction to crisis management and allergy to serious forward planning that exists outside of the military (which has to plan) and some enlightened businesses (which have learned planning's cost-effectiveness).  

My short list starts and maybe ends with getting the right people in responsible positions. But there are some other potentially valuable things we know how to do, but not how to get the White House and the top political leaders and commanders to accept. Examples: far more use of well-designed planning games, courageous future-oriented "what if?" and "what then?” scenarios, and a start at making lists of what went wrong and what went right in a whole series of past US adventures abroad. 

Participant   

  Friedman is finally pleased that he is getting credit for what he calls the Pottery Barn policy:  You break it, you own it.  Powell recently has taken great pains to give Friedman credit. The Pottery Barn insists it is not their policy.    

Participant   

  More on how we got into this mess: In the new book Pretext for War: 9/11, Iraq, and the Abuses of America's Intelligence, national security expert James Bamford, now a Berkeley professor, I believe, describes the project called Clean Break, a war plan for Israel and the US, developed in 1996, at the request of then Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu, by Americans Richard Perle, Douglas Feith and David Wurmser, detailing a plan to invade Iraq, overthrow Saddam and replace him with a leader friendly to Israel, then go on to do the same in Syria and Lebanon.  Netanyahu rejected the plan, but it became the basic plan for the US invasion of Iraq, since those who had drafted the Clean Break plan were made Chairman of the Defense Advisory Board (Perle), Deputy Secretary of Defense for Policy (Feith) and special assistant to Vice President Cheney for Middle Eastern Affairs (Wurmser).  It gets more complicated as Wolfowitz, Chalabi, and others enter the picture, but the Clean Break plan apparently played a major role.  

Here is part of the blurb for the book:  

"A Pretext for War homes in on the systematic weakness that led the intelligence community to ignore or misinterpret evidence of the impending terrorist attacks of 9/11,a failure rooted in the refusal to acknowledge the central role of the Palestinian cause in igniting Arab rage against the United States.  Compounding the errors, the Bush administration's immediate response to 9/11 was to call for an attack on Iraq, and it subsequently invented justifications for the preemptive war that has ultimately left the United States more vulnerable to terrorism."  

I wouldn't bother to rehash the history, except that it may influence our future strategies. One scenario we haven't considered is what if the leadership that develops in Iraq turns out to be unfriendly to Israel, as most of its population has been all along?  Will we allow that to happen?  Is that now out of our hands? 

Harlan Cleveland   

  I'm pregnant with a couple of comments (to accompany my kudos) on Dan Yankelovich's concluding editorial on "A Better Way." But first, some comments on recent comments will be spliced in.  

Doug Carmichael (Response 65) seems worried that a sensible outcome in Iraq will be tainted by Pres. Bush's natural tendency to spin it as justification for past decisions. But I prefer to think if he and we can emerge from this mess without egg on our face, that's better for the United States than the reverse.  It's tempting, but I think unacceptable, to hope that the mess gets messier because that helps in the November election.  

On Colin Powell and the Pottery Barn ("if you break it, you own it"), my source for what Powell said to the President is the same as Doug's:  Bob Woodward's book.   But my source for Tom Friedman's gentle reminder that he said it first is Charlie Rose's hour-long interview with him on PBS earlier this week. 

Participant   

  A new poll taken in Saudi Arabia shows widespread (about half) support bin Laden, even after the bombings.  I think the number would be at least that high in our other ally, Pakistan.  

We seem to be taking considerable comfort in the internationalization of the Iraq situation, especially considering today's UN Security Council's unanimous action.  But Middle East expert Juan Cole said tonight on Jim Lehrer's program that "given the daily bombings (huge casualties today) no nation in its right mind will send troops." 

Participant   

  Of course I can't help but agree with Harlan and Linc and perhaps others in this conference in hoping that the current actions in Iraq will indeed permit our early departure, leaving behind a better situation than we found.  Much as I will hate to see Bush get any credit, I haven't become that much of a monster.  (Although, I'm not sure that having Bush for another four years might not do more worldwide damage than can conceivably be done in Iraq, no matter how it goes.)  

If, however, all we can do in this conference is applaud the current plan (which I think is in deep trouble from many sources, mainly security problems) it leaves us (and the US) with only that scenario.  Shouldn't we be paying more attention to alternate scenarios, other reasons for the mess, and develop Plan B?  And maybe Plan C?  What happens, for example, if we cannot stop the daily bombings? Will there be an election? A thriving economy? Rebuilt infrastructure? Acceptance of the government? Continued international support?  If not, what then? 

Participant   

  Two recent conversations were telling.  A beautiful and intelligent French woman at my gym told me that Europe has had decades of terrorism, she is fed up, and thinks we need to get tougher in Iraq, eradicate an entire city. "Then they will get the message."  A gracious woman friend, wife of a prominent environmentalist, visiting from Israel told me the other day that she was also fed up with the suicide bombings, and that Sharon should take a page from the Syrian book, and annihilate an entire city of 20,000 or so.  "It worked in Syria."  I thought the feminists argued that women in leadership would find paths to peace. Maybe that strategy is what they meant! 

Harlan Cleveland   

  In Linc's Response 66, I am not astonished to find the nation's premier expert on foreign-policy planning coming out for planning.   But I am surprised to see his advocacy focused on planning "outside of the military."  Surely, Linc, the record of Defense Department planning for what to do after the "military" mission was "accomplished" (that was several hundred military deaths ago) was abysmal.  

It started with the assumption, contrary to much military experience in World War II and since, that the G-5 (civil affairs) function couldn't start until the "war" was over.   So Gen. Garner was immured in an office in Kuwait until after the looting and other predictable "postwar" problems became really serious.  

And the troops, trained to fight other troops clearly identified as "the enemy,"  found they had to be police, school-builders, road construction crews, etc., etc.,--"soldiers without enemies" functions that should have been "planned" for long ahead of time.  In other words, before the Bush administration went on the road to war, they should have done just what you have been so good at: "use of well-designed planning games, courageous future-oriented 'what if?' and 'what then?' scenarios, and . . . making lists of what went wrong and what went right in a whole series of past US adventures abroad."   Did you forget to return a call for help from the Pentagon a couple of years ago? 

Participant   

  The new plan for Iraqi government has run into its first big snag--the Kurds won't go along with it unless their autonomy is preserved.    

Participant   

  Good review of the resolution: 

http://www.juancole.com/2004_06_01_juancole_archive.html#108676099298442267    

Participant   

  What do we make of the juxtaposition of hi-tech warfare with the reality of confusion and death on the ground--not just simple deaths of  persons, but so many painful, and ripping apart families and communities? I spent time yesterday with a Knight Rider reporter, Meg Laughlin, who covered the war embedded and then on her own. Just a mess, and half the casualties on the US side friendly fire or accidents (like the metal plates on HumVees giving such poor visibility, numerous ones roll into canals and drown the occupants. She describes a navy jet being shot down at night by a US army ground unit that then gets wiped out by US Air Force retaliation. She was at the MASH tents when the survivors came in by helicopter.  

Are we at the point where tech hope for safe and sanitized war and on the ground reality have diverged unbearably? 

Participant   

  The real tragedy in Iraq is the larger picture, the things not done, such as energy independence, and limiting arms trade. The darker questions of Pakistan and the central Eurasian republics.

Bush in 2000 had a major opportunity, but instead, based on character, talent and education, took us back to Teddy Roosevelt and the killing of the buffalo, the endless war as a great distraction while real money consolidates its monopoly position. Another seminar I was at yesterday compared bush 1, falling economy, and the positive impact (for a while) of the first Iraq war on the economy, and the realization that Bush 2 (Rove) clearly saw that the economy would be weak and a major jolt would be needed, and this war is Keynesian for many American communities, just as the tax cuts give part of the GNP growth to the top. 

Participant   

  Of course, Harlan ("Surely, Linc, the record of Defense Department planning for what to do after the "military" mission was "accomplished" (that was several hundred military deaths ago) was abysmal.").  

I should have made clear that 1) I was referring to military planning of military campaigns; and 2) that the Pentagon civilian leadership indeed made a post-hostilities plan--one calculated to produce political/security disaster (cf. my earlier reference to JFK on the subject of faulty premises on which policy can rest).  

It will be interesting to read the memoirs of someone close to the recent unpublicized decisions to keep Pentagon civilians from interfering with sensitive constitutional-building in Iraq. I always wondered if Tortoise Powell would beat out the Rumsfeld hare, as certainly happened in the new UN negotiations. Another non-Pentagon new key player is Bob Blackwell, who appears ghostlike behind Brahimi (the director of the new NSC staff focused on Iraq under extraordinary presidential and NSAdviser direction.) 

In predicting the outcome, does anyone have Jimmy the Greek's equivalent in odds-making to Yankelovich's comprehensive poll-summarizing? Sometimes the odds makers are astonishing political forecasters (except in the Smarty Jones case).  

Harlan Cleveland   

  In my Responses 55 and 56,  I summarized a presentation by Dan Yankelovich, with some interesting--indeed, appalling--polling numbers from "the Muslim world,"  "attitudes of traditional allies [plus Russia] towards US policy,"  and attitudes "here at home."   The data came mostly from polling by Gallup,  Zogby, and Pew, including Pew's ambitious Global Attitudes Project.  

The findings show a deep and damaging abyss between what most Americans think and most of the rest of the world thinks.   Some of this is the result of people being fed by their media and their leaders what they are predisposed to believe:  for example, only 18% of citizens in Arab countries believe that the 9/11 attacks were carried out by Arabs, just as a large proportion of the US public seems to think that Saddam Hussein was a prime mover on 9/11.  

But the most striking conclusion from these numbers is the pervasive anti-Americanism, both in "the Muslim world" and in Europe. This is obviously helping al-Qaeda to find willing recruits; and inhibiting the governments of traditionally friendly countries from helping the US as much as they could. It also makes Americans sore, and puzzled, and much less confident about America's future than they used to be (remember the rhetoric of the Kennedy and the Reagan eras)--even though the challenges overcome in living memory (civil rights at home, World War II and the Cold War abroad) have been larger in scale and ultimately more dangerous than anything we face today.  

One inescapable conclusion from Dan Y's analysis is that these attitudinal changes, both abroad and at home, have been produced in large part by the US government in the past couple of years--by a curious combination of overreaching aims and underperforming actions, compounded by a remarkable number of elementary mistakes.  

(I'll comment tomorrow on Dan Y's final editorial, which is reproduced in full in my Response 57.) 

Middle East Intervention As a Broader Post-Cold War US Strategy

Participant   

  I am joining this discussion late, as usual, after submitting my grades, and a resting for a week too!  

Also, as usual, I am very impressed with the depth and breadth of the discussion. Since it is in an advanced stage, I will not comment on your excellent contributions. However, I would like to pose a question. Do you think that the intervention in Afghanistan and Iraq is part of a broader post-cold war US strategy for the region, if not for the world?  

I am asking this question because of a hypothesis that has pre-occupied me for some time. That is if the current crisis in international terrorism parallels the anarchist movement of the late 1800’s, and early 1900’s when the old European system crumbled. The anarchists through the famous assassination brought us WW I, which led to WW II. Now that the world order that was set in place in 1945 has changed, I wonder if we are moving toward another era of major instability, and major world conflict, unless we can put a new international order together.  

Harlan Cleveland   

  Here's a link to download the power point by Dan Yankelovich outlined earlier.  

The War on Terror as a Political Issue (ppt) 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------

  33:82) 10-JUN-2004 18:19 Harlan Cleveland   

  Farhad Saba:   I can't answer your question (Response 80) authoritatively.   I'm not an international lawyer, just a practitioner.   I no longer work in the government.  And besides, I don't know how our next national election will turn out.   Nevertheless I'm not reluctant to give you my hunch, or maybe it's my wish-thinking:  

The intervention in Afghanistan was an (almost) instant reaction to the 9/11 attacks.   The decision to experiment with a preemptive military attack on a country harboring the nongovernmental terrorist group al-Qaeda may have been made easier for the Bush administration, which had already published a doctrine justifying such preemptive military action.  

But the 9/11 actions against the United States were so unprecedented that I think it's quite probable that any US government would have felt obliged to do something of the sort.   And even with no words on paper about a new doctrine, the action against the Taliban would have become a policy precedent--a "don't cross this line" warning, the "line" being the US frontier.  

The Iran invasion was in a different category altogether.   Once it turned out that there were no weapons of mass destruction (WMD) ready to throw at the US, the preemptive attack rationale wasn't available, and the Bush administration started inventing other reasons for what they were already doing.  

The argument that developed some traction was this:  It is all right to intervene if a country's government is mistreating its own people badly enough (Milosevic's Serbia being the most recent case).  

You might call that "intervention to protect human rights."   That's a first cousin to "humanitarian intervention," which the US did briefly but unsuccessfully in Somalia,  and nobody did in the case of the Rwanda genocide.  

BUT it's not yet acceptable under international law or the UN Charter for a country to intervene unilaterally (on its own unreviewed judgment) to protect other people's human rights or humanitarian suffering.   The closest we have come to that is the idea that the United Nations, or coalition acting on its say-so, can intervene (as happened in Bosnia and Kosovo) based on an international finding that a conflict inside a country is so intolerable as to be declared a "threat to the peace."  

We may, as you suggest, be "moving toward another era of major instability."   But I don't find persuasive the analogy between the anarchists of a hundred years ago and the much more technologically dangerous modern case of al-Qaeda.   The Europeans didn't get into World War I because they were chasing the anarchists.  The Kaiser, and Hitler a generation later, were after much bigger fish; the anarchists took advantage of the resulting rivalries and confusion, but they were not the major players. 

Participant   

  Farhad, that is a most interesting question, particularly when considered in relation to Harlan's statement in the second last paragraph of the comment just previous to yours, where he suggests that the situation we are in today is the result of "overreaching aims and underperforming actions" of the US government in the last two years. 

I do believe that for decades, almost for centuries, the United States has enjoyed an enviable reputation in the minds of the peoples of other nations. It has been less predatory, more magnanimous, has been a fount of technology and a beacon of prosperity  for the poor and the dispossessed of the world. Everyone has a relative in the United States who seems to be better off than they are. The population of America have basked in this sunshine for as long as they can remember, and have formed their opinion of themselves from it. 

Harlan via Yankelovich is suggesting that this benign admiration is rapidly changing, in the case of those who feel envious or threatened, and also by those who have been longtime friends and allies. 

Partially this must be because of the immense military and economic superiority of the United States coupled with the willingness to use the one to support the other. Another factor must be the geographical fact that this economic superiority is dependant on an energy supply that is located in a part of the world that has military and economic inferiority. A part of the world that is rich only in the depleting energy supply that fuels the military and economic superiority of others whereas until recently, the population of the area supplying the energy had no catalyst to stir it to independent action, now worldwide media and information technology as well as religions, can sway the understanding of whole nations, societies and sects. Observe Yankelovich found that only 18% of Arabs believe 9/11 was carried out by Arabs. Add to this the worldwide inundation of weaponry that occurred during the Cold War and you reach today's situation. 

A new world order, to be successful, would have to do as the United States did when it realised that its black citizens had missed out on much that the majority of the population took for granted. It instituted affirmative action and banned the use of intimidation to preserve the status quo. Can the United States-- should the United States with its acknowledged powers and prosperity voluntarily submit to international affirmative action. No nation that I know of has ever done so voluntarily.  

Participant   

  As sometimes happens, the comment I wrote below was constructed at the same time Sandy was writing his, so lacks the benefit of his wisdom.  

Fred, I read your question on whether we were in a position to let a "small" event, such as a terrorist act like 9/11 (small compared to our response) trigger the larger scheme (such as the scheme Harlan refers to that was triggered by the assassination of the Arch Duke in 1914).  I certainly think we were, and indeed the national defense strategy published two years ago by the administration pretty much outlines it and justifies it.  The plan was for the entire Middle East, and it was a military plan--unilateral, pre-emptive and admittedly imperial--simply following our manifest destiny as an imperial superpower.  Our failures in Iraq have no doubt thrown some cold water on that plan, but I'm sure the motivations remain, and I suspect that you, Fred, have some idea of what they might now be that we may be missing. I certainly think you are on the right track, because until we can see this conflict in its larger context, we can't do much to affect it, to change course, or to transcend it.  This is surely all part of a bigger picture that explains our interest in the Middle East.  But what is it?  Religion?  Oil?  Israel?  Democracy?  Capitalism? Free trade? 

Participant   

  Sandy, since the US is loathe to join an International Court of Justice, it seems unlikely that we will commit to the larger proposition and accept international affirmative action discipline as a goal. Jimmy Carter, maybe, but George Bush, doubtful.  I'd be interested in your giving a paragraph to how you might see such a redefinition playing out for the US. 

Participant   

  I think we are raising some fruitful questions, larger questions.  

Was 9/11 the beginning? It seems to me that we had a long history with Afghanistan, and things like the Brzezinski perception of Eurasia as central.  

see http://slate.msn.com/id/2102243/ for the Reagan-bin Laden connection  

And there must have been those who thought there would be a reaction not necessarily the twin towers, but something big (the twin towers had of course already been hit). Chalmers Johnson's Blowback was published before the war.  

One line I've pursued is, was American "aggression" in the ME really a long term defense against  

1.    Pakistan as a nuclear power and a fundamentalist tendency  

2.    The emergence of a Pakistan belt through from Turkey, Iran, Afghanistan, southern ex soviet republics, Pakistan and on into Malaysia, fundamentalist and nuclear.  

So the question I have had is “was there a potential multilateral US embraceable approach that would have contained those threats without military action. If not, what would have been a smart way to do it?”  

Given that Saudi Arabia is also potentially in that arc, and has the oil, was the danger real? If so, what should have been done? 

Participant   

 Good article on why there were no elections in Iraq. 

http://www.juancole.com/2004_06_01_juancole_archive.html#108698703778823853    

Participant   

  That whole web site is rich with material relevant to our discussion.  Juan Cole is a Univ. of Michigan authority on the Middle East.  

Does the fact that it now appears we will get no further international help in policing the security in Iraq make a difference in our assessment of the US plan to turn over sovereignty and exit Iraq? 

Harlan Cleveland   

  Examining the conclusions Dan Yankelovich derives from his polling data (Response 55 & Response 56),  I have some reactions beyond my comments on the polls as such (Response 79).   (The quotes below are from Response 57, which consisted mostly of Yankelovich quotes.)  "We need a fresh start in the War on Terror."  As I've argued elsewhere, terrorism is a tool, not an actor (Chester Crocker's phrase).   It will doubtless be a feature of world history during the rest of this century and beyond.   We need a sharper focus. Dan thinks it should be al-Qaeda, and I agree.  [For anyone interested in my fuller argument on the WOT, see "Who's Winning the War on Terrorism?" published in the 16 Oct 03 edition of WorldPaper and retrievable from the Commentary archive associated with this conference.]  

"We cannot abandon Iraq to chaos and instability."    My case for building soon an international strategy for both the security and prosperity purposes has been spelled out earlier in this conference; it parallels Dan Yankelovich's proposals.  

"Post-Iraq, we must focus on one overriding goal:   STOP NEW TERRORIST RECRUITMENT.  Nothing will contribute more to our nation's safety."  I strongly agree.   I would put more emphasis the Dan Yankelovich does on the need for economic and  social development as part of this strategy.   Unemployed youth are ripe for al-Qaeda's picking.  

When we come to policy prescriptions,  it turns out that the analyst can readily derive generalized goals from his analysis,  but has the same difficulty the rest of us have in getting beyond the goals to the "How?" questions.  

"Destruction of al-Qaeda cells. . ."   Sure. How?   "To strengthen Pakistan's government...."  How, beyond military aid?  "To stop Saudi support for anti-Americanism . . .will need help from our Muslim allies--e.g., Turkey, Egypt, Jordan--to pressure the Saudis to cut their ties with Wahhabi extremists, the main source of terrorist ideology."  Good idea.  How many regimes will have to be overthrown first?  

"To give Muslim moderates an incentive to turn against the militants." 

       >  "Offer stronger support to the Palestinians"--but how, especially when there isn't yet a viable Palestine leadership to deal with? 

       >  "Involve Arabs in the Iraqi peace process"--yes, but which Arabs, in what process, under whose sponsorship--UN? 

       >   "Strengthen American political support for moderate Islamic democracies."   Turkey is the case cited.   Should we--can we, help Turkey achieve membership in the European Union? 

       >   "Cooperate with Muslim moderates to find constructive outlets for their frustrated youth (training, education, etc.)."    Yes, but it's the "etceteras" that will be crucial, to avoid producing educated but unemployed youth. 

       >   "Initiate dialogues with religious Muslim moderates...."   Yes.  Who will be our best gladiators in this arena? 

       >   "Build bridges to moderate Muslims to support their efforts to build prosperous societies reflecting their own values."    Yes, but we'll need to get our own development-aid programs better organized, and funded, for the purpose. 

       >   "Present a new vision of America to the Muslim world by positioning US foreign policy on the side of justice, not injustice."    Let's discuss what kind of vision statement we could formulate to serve this purpose.  

I'm not disagreeing with Dan Yankelovich, just suggesting all that he's aiming at are too general to work with. But looking through them thoughtfully, I'm struck by how very far the US government seems to be from thinking through the "how" questions on these obviously relevant aspects of "the postwar in Iran."   Is it only US thinking that needs to be changed, or does this gap suggest regime change closer to home?  (Note how hard, how unsuccessfully, your moderator is trying to sound neutral.) 

Participant   

  Dick: in answer to your Response 85, I don't see international affirmative action playing in the United States. 

For affirmative action to be successful the majority of those better off must have a belief that those who are worse off have a right to be like them and are not going to be a threat when they are. The Blacks were citizens of a country where "all men are created equal", in theory if not in practice, helping to make them more equal hurt very few and made the majority feel they had strengthened their own country by alleviating a recognized unfair inequality.  I don't think any nation, including the United States, believes that their responsibilities to the world extend to citizens of other nations and cultures, other than in disaster circumstances.

 We are all still very far from thinking of ourselves as citizens of the world with responsibilities for its general welfare. The United Nations realistically are the Ununited Nations with emphasis on the word "Nations". If it were otherwise, the name of the organization would be the "United World".    

Participant   

  Thanks, Sandy. Those are surely important distinctions you are making. Our present concern for the welfare of others is largely contained in environmental issues, not general welfare. I'm currently reading a book Michael Crichton mentioned to me, A Poverty of Reason by Wilfred Beckerman, that questions the whole environmental movement, and thinks that it gets in the way of economic growth that could provide for the welfare of the world's ignored populations, not only now, but in future generations.  Michael agrees with the author, and is more outspoken to me, calling environmentalists "elitist snobs", raising fears when they should be ending poverty.  He's just completing a long novel on the subject.  It should be interesting, and controversial.  I'm sure he will become a darling of the right wing.  But I would certainly trade the war on terror for a concern along the lines of your affirmative action proposals.  

Indeed, it infuriates me that we Americans, and some others around the world, succumbed to one of the most successful and corrupting semantic tricks in the history of crowd manipulation when we allowed the administration to sell us the phrase, "War on Terror."  A check of our ILF archives will show that some of us strongly opposed it at the time. Nevertheless, the tragically inept and irresponsible media (that got us into this Iraq war), and then the general public, and even we in this conference who know better have given in to its use.  There is no war on terror. There can be no war on terror.  If there were it would have no legitimate enemy (some "terrorists" are indeed freedom fighters). It is not even a tool, except insofar as violence is a tool.  Nor would it be endable or winnable. It is simply a cover for all sorts of activities, including the one we are addressing in this conference, that neither reduce terrorism, nor secure our nation.  It is a war that even winning what seem to be battles (Afghanistan) increases the threat.  So I suggest that we adopt the practice of either avoiding the term (unless we are criticizing it) or putting it in quotes.  I certainly don't think we should be serving the goals of the "war on terror."  It is forever shapeless, Orwellian and prefigurative to fascism, permitting anything that our leader decides is necessary, which so far has been such a range of industrial pork and violence against innocents, that we should be ashamed.  Ironically, our getting out of Iraq is more likely to reduce terror than our getting into it has been. In the two years since 9/11 terrorist acts worldwide have doubled from 2,000 to 4,000, or thereabouts.  

Jivan Tabibian once asked me to suppose that I had the power to push a button and end all violence in the world.  Would I push it?  After thinking about all of the poor and oppressed people in the world, I decided no. Neither would he. 

Considering the Israeli/Palestinian Conflict in the Context of the Iraq Conflict

Participant   

  Harlan, why not deal with Arafat?  He has the support of his people, even more than Sharon has of his.  And Sharon is no angel--violent, deceitful, corrupt, and uncooperative--who famously approved a massacre in Lebanon long before he started his massacres in Gaza and the West Bank.  And if so many, now including Dan Yankelovich, are right, that the most important first step in making inroads into the hearts and minds of Islam and reduce the recruitment of terrorists is to no longer ignore the Palestinians, why not deal with the leaders that are in place?  It is we who must first change, not they.    

Participant   

  Harlan: I believe you are correct to concentrate on the "How". 

Has any one ever done a study on the long term value of a dollar spent on education and empowering individual initiative as against a dollar spent on military warfare? We seem at the moment to emphasise the latter over the former even when it is brought home to us that victory in war is of no use unless it is followed by victory in peace. I define victory in peace as leaving a country better off because they were defeated in war. 

I found it extraordinary at the time, and still do now, that the United States Government gave very little financial support to the American University of Cairo or the American University of Beirut when they were the preeminent choice of education for the leadership of the Middle East. While publicly excoriating the West, President Gemael of the Maronites and Sheik Fadlalla of Hezbollah both sent their children to AUB. You will not change the attitudes of adults educated in conservative Islamic religious schools, but over the long term, you might have quite an effect on the next generation, if the will and the money were there.    

Harlan Cleveland   

  Re: Arafat (Richard's Response 92):  I'm reluctant to devote the rest of this conference to not-settling the Israel-Palestine dispute, but perhaps my short comment (in Response 89) on Dan Yankelovich's short comment requires a little elaboration.  

Settling that long-running dispute will require two main decisions:  by Israel, to get out of the West Bank, and  by the Palestinians, to give up the "right of return" to territory that is now part of Israel, and also recognize Israel, with other Arab countries doing the same.   There's probably some wiggle room--for example: making it possible for a limited number of Palestinians to reunite families by moving to Israel, providing some compensation for those whose forebears really did once live there, redrawing the border to make it possible for a few of the nearest Jewish settlements to be part of Israel.   Then a Palestine state could be established and recognized by all.  

The deal brokered by Bill Clinton in his waning days as our president came pretty close to such a formula.  (It even provided for a part of Jerusalem to become a Palestine capital.)   However, not only did Arafat pull the plug on that deal, but none of the Arab countries acted as if they wanted it either.   Whether the deal could have been sold to a big enough majority in Israel is an unknown; Arafat (and other Arab leaders supporting him by their silence) didn't let it get that far.  

Something like this two-state answer to "the Palestine question" has long (30-40 years) been possible if those wrenching decisions could have been taken.   But both Israeli actions (settlements, occupation policies) and Arab actions (militant armed attacks in the West Bank and in Israel, and the hands-off intransigence of Arab leadership elsewhere) have made such an outcome impossible for several decades.   So as of today, it's probably true to say that both in Israel and in Palestine,  "there isn't a viable leadership to deal with."  

I think we should try to answer all of the "how?" questions I appended (Response 89) to Dan Yankelovich's wish list.   But it wouldn't be wise to make a solution of the  Palestine puzzle a condition precedent to doing anything else.   That would just be a way of saying "let's do nothing."  

Harlan Cleveland   

  Sandy, thanks for bringing the role of education more into focus here.   I thoroughly agree that the American Universities in Beirut and Cairo have been, and could be, important in developing the secular leadership in the "Arab world."   I visited AUB a couple of times (long ago), once to give a lecture on economic and social development; I was impressed with both the quality of the faculty and the eager openness of the students.  

Of course the biggest educational issue in that part of the world, from our point of view just now, has to be the hate-America ideas that seem to be such an important part of clerical elementary and secondary education, especially in Saudi Arabia but also in Iran and elsewhere.  I don't know enough about that regional disease to prescribe a remedy for it.  

Any thoughts from this community? 

Participant   

  Harlan, I know your points about the Israeli/Palestinian conflict well.  They are also well understood around the world.  Why then do you think that the Arab/Muslim world is so mad at us about that issue?  Why do some say that anger is paramount in explaining the terrorism against us and our allies?  What do you think they want us to do?  Certainly not nothing.  Is throwing up our hands our only possible action?    

Participant   

  In the whole Arab and Muslim World and in many countries of the Third World it is widely believed that the US invaded Iraq because Israel insisted on it for a long time. Twin Towers gave US/Israel an opportunity to do it. It cannot be only oil for which US risked enraging so many people because the Iraqi war is vastly more expensive than the profit from Iraqi oil. The US invaded Iraq to secure Israeli hegemony in ME. US Public money and lives of US citizens were sacrificed to serve the private oil interests and to make Israel a regional superpower. Iraq/ME issue will not be resolved unless an aggressive and dangerous Israel is restrained by the US.

It seems that Israel is controlling the US. Why is Arafat worse than Sharon who massacred Palestinians in Lebanon?  

Education/Human Development:  

It had been the responsibility of the rich to help the poor. Even in the 1960s rich countries pledged to transfer 0.7% of their GNP to the poor countries. They never did it. Success of Keynesian revolution in all rich countries and affirmative action in the US was a great hope that poor countries can be helped into prosperity. 

As school children we had local language text books printed in and donated by the people of USA, as well as school lunch, shirts, foodstuffs etc. The USA no longer does it. There should have been several US Universities in poor countries. 

The USA/CIA thought that Koran schools (pupils are called Taliban) will be helpful to recruit Mujaheddins for Afghanistan. The USA encouraged Saudi Arabia to spread fundamentalism in many Muslim countries.  

Participant   

  I have great sympathy with Harlan's resistance to turning this conference into a rediscussion of the Israel-Palestine question, which not so long ago we decided was unsolvable given the present leadership on both sides and in the United States.  But look at the point of view in the previous statement: "Iraq/ME issue will not be resolved unless an aggressive and dangerous Israel is restrained by the US". This belief has been growing for many years in the Middle East and is the basis for Yankelovich's polling results. 

"It seems Israel is controlling the US".  .....I believe we concluded in our previous conference, not that Israel was controlling the US, but that powerful influences in politics and the media sympathetic to Israel made it impossible to openly debate the subject within the United States, and to that extent unbalanced America's foreign policy in the region. 

I also found it interesting that Saiful Islam remembers educational programs that no longer exist, and believes America has supported Islamic fundamentalist schools as breeding grounds for Mujaheddins to bear American-supplied arms in Afghanistan against the greater threat at that time, the Russians. How soon one's friends become one's enemies. 

Finally, the most important sentence I can quote to describe how much the attitude in the Middle East has changed is "...affirmative action in the US was a great hope that poor countries can be helped into prosperity."  We should perhaps decide to spend less on guns and more on butter. 

But to parrot Harlan, How? How?    

Participant   

  One "how" answer, Sandy, is to reach specific agreement among ourselves that any discussion of the "war on terror" or exiting from Iraq, could not be successfully pursued if the Israel/Palestinian issue is off the table. Not that we need to deal only with it, but we must avoid what has happened to the US politicians, who, as you point out, cannot discuss it at all, no matter how centrally important many scholars believe it to be. And discussing it will involve trying to identify the reasons debate among leaders is impossible. If we can agree on that, then other "how" answers may appear.  

Participant   

  A good start might be to neutralize Israel as a nuclear power armed by us by giving them a NATO seat upon the condition that they dismantle their nuclear program.    

Participant   

  Doug, it seems to me and, I am told, to most Middle Eastern Countries also, that you will never have peace so long as Israel and no other Islamic country in the region have atomic weapons. It would be much better for peace (if Israel agreed to give up its nuclear arms) than to continue to try to stop others from acquiring them. Your suggestion, coupled with a guarantee of territorial integrity by NATO, might just be acceptable, and could lead to other concessions by both sides. 

Dick, the reason debate is impossible, is surely that the pro-Israel lobby is better organized, better financed, more motivated, and more numerous than the pro-Islam faction. No politician would willingly antagonize that powerful and effective confederation because they would lose more votes than they would gain. Isn't that how Democracy is supposed to work?  

Participant   

  There actually has been real movement in public opinion among many groups toward Israel, which is now seen as much more negative. The problem is, the Arab/Muslim world is not seen, even by itself, as more positive.  

But would a more positive Muslim world (to the take the larger identifier) be a more--or a less--peaceful world? The Middle East is a region overpoweringly coping with young people without hope or identity. In this context, those with power and money (many of them--and their lawyers) look at the situation and say "protection is the way to go, and besides, we can make a larger fortune in the process through arms sales, security sales, and increasing real estate (driven in part by a desire for security)."  Given all this, a relatively peaceful outcome would be a muddled solution in Iraq. It may be that any winner-take-all outcome would be the worst. But then Iraq probably becomes a mixed secular religious state, relatively modernized, and the larger problems are still there.  

I suspect that the geopolitical mess cannot meet an adequate thought out strategy. "Partial" solutions are striving to take advantage, and the world remains a multi-player chess game (in an entropic decline in my thinking).  If that is true, do we choose sides, or think? 

Participant   

  Sandy, the complete stifling of debate among politicians on the Israeli/Palestinian issue is unique, I think. Other well-financed, powerful lobbies, such as the gun lobby, or the pro-life lobbies, certainly have many legislators in their pockets, but do not completely shut down debate. Gun control and abortion can be discussed and debated. I believe the pro-Israel lobbies are able to accomplish the complete silencing of debate because they have not only the power that comes from money and organization, but they have a nuclear weapon in their arsenal--the accusation of anti-Semitism, which can be career ending for politicians.  And any suggestion that the US’s relation to Israel should be rethought is grounds for such accusations.  It is not, in other words, simply democracy in action--even the kind of corrupt, pandering democracy you refer to.    

Participant   

  Two weeks until the handover.  Ambassador Bremer now has a dozen or more bodyguards even when he is in the green zone.  When the formalities are conducted, there will no doubt be a secure place for the photo ops, but his trip to the airport (we do not control that piece of highway yet) will be dangerous indeed.  Think about it: after a year of "reconstruction," Bremer is in greater jeopardy than ever.  Can we feel comfortable that the security will provide for an election in six months?  If not, what is our plan?    

Harlan Cleveland   

  I am intrigued with Doug Strain's attempt to stir together Israel's denuclearization and a NATO role. Bringing Israel into NATO is a non-starter; most Europeans would see that as so anti-Arab a move that they would back away from it fast. But involving NATO in a security-guarantee role in the region, which Sandy's formulation seems to suggest, is far from inconceivable.  

Although the US, whatever party is in power, is not going to abandon Israel (nor do I think it should), I can visualize our moving toward the idea that the Middle East should be a nuclear-free zone--a proposal that's broadly consistent with our past advocacy of non-proliferation.  That would require us to downsize our own nuclear arsenal, as McNamara and others have been advocating for years, and as we should be doing anyway for reasons that I and a good many others have been writing about for quite a long time now.   That's a path toward the denuclearization of Israel, and then of other countries (India? Pakistan?) as well--leading eventually to a global ban, or at least a global consensus that first use of a nuclear weapon is ultra vires.  

This line of reasoning goes way beyond our mandate for this conference.   But it's a good example of how everything really is related to everything else.   Or, as E.B. White put it long ago (in a 1927 New Yorker story), "Have you ever considered how complicated things can get, what with one thing always leading to another?"    He went on to predict "a bright future for complexity in the United States of America."   If he were writing today (and how I wish he were!), he might have said "....in the Middle East,"  or more likely "....in the world." 

Participant   

  Peace keeping force acceptable to Iraqis should be UN soldiers from non-Arabic Muslim countries: Bangladesh, Indonesia, Malaysia and Turkey. Pakistan is perceived as an American ally. In any case non-democratic Pakistan should not be in Iraq. Peace keepers will need support from the USA/NATO. Their main task will be the disarming of existing militia. School and university teachers, doctors, technical and financial experts can be recruited from all over the world. I think here the Palestinians can play a big role. Americans can establish at least three universities in Baghdad, Basra and Mosul. The more the better. This will be very welcome. Iraqis will be grateful for that. Iraqi police forces and judicial system need help from the four countries mentioned above.  

The US embassy should not be as big as it is planned now. Iraqis will have good reason to believe that most of the embassy personnel are CIA agents. Mr. Negroponte should not behave like a pro consul and be not friendly with the likes of Mr. Chalabi. Nobody should forget that unlike the four Muslim countries mentioned above Iraq is deeply religious. Democratisation will make it secular. 

Participant   

  Is there any chance that Baathists and supporters could gain majority control of an electoral process and--let Saddam out of jail?  

I agree on universities, and helping as many regional political meetings as possible for broad future oriented discussions, not unlike the scenario work that was done in South Africa as it was about to open up.  

A nuclear free zone is a great goal.  

The economy in the whole region looks difficult. An Iraq with a population it can't support is not attractive, but the numbers of people and need for cash are huge. 

Harlan Cleveland   

  [I'm in Minneapolis for a few days, with portable computer trouble.   But the hotel has enabled me to get on Internet (via Google, of course), so it looks as if I'll be able to keep up during this absence from my trusty home computer.  A short comment now, more later.]  My reaction to Saiful Islam's suggestions about the composition of a UN peacekeeping force in Iraq is very positive--if the countries involved will ante up in this complicated game.  

Malaysia has already been a very effective participant in peacekeeping--notably in the Congo a generation ago.  

The most effective would be a Turkish contingent, but they would have to be assigned in southerly parts of the country, well clear of the areas in the north where the Kurds want to maintain autonomy--and seem to have earned that right by their own record of governance in the last ten years or so.  

Indonesian army units might be problematical, since a UN-sponsored operation frustrated their ambitions in at least one recent case--and probably no one would remember how helpful a UN mediator was, long ago, in enabling the Dutch to withdraw with reasonable grace from Western New Guinea (West Irian).  But it would be nice symbolism if the largest Muslim country, with a basically secular government which does have more-or-less democratic elections and coalition politics, could contribute to the stew in Iraq over the next couple of years.  

The second largest "Muslim country" (measured by numbers of Muslims in the population) is of course India, which has been notably helpful and professional in UN peacekeeping from the earliest days.  They might even be able to put together a brigade consisting of Muslim soldiers, or at least under the leadership of Indian Muslims.  An interesting thought, I think!  

The emphasis on education, in comments both by  Saiful Islam and by Doug Carmichael,  certainly resonates with me.  I was especially struck with the references to higher education, universities and such.  I'll return to this subject around the edges of the meeting (the board of the American Refugee Committee) I'm attending in Minneapolis. 

Considering Scenarios for Transfer of Power 

Participant   

  Is the strategic choice we must now make between staying the course until we can work out some kind of international peacekeeping force of the sort Harlan and Saiful (Kamal to us) have suggested, or getting out right away (this summer) because we cannot control the escalating violence directed at us, and we may have done about as much as we can do in transferring sovereignty? In the latter scenario, while it might give way to other violent confrontations among the tribes, the violence from the resistance would subside were we to leave. And then we have the fact that the prospect of getting other nations to send troops looks unlikely at this point.  

The former strategy could take a very long time--negotiating for the commitments, training the security forces etc., and unless there is a major change of heart in the international community, might not happen at all. Escalating violence will further discourage our allies. Surely thousands more will die, and the proposed election would be iffy. US commitment would be years, the resistance would continue, and our eventual withdrawal may be no less marked by defeat.The second choice is also messy. It would open the door to the expected civil wars, which could be ugly indeed, and possibly lead to a government more theocratic than secular.  But we would no longer be suffering casualties. American style democracy is unlikely with either scenario.  

Which of these courses of action seems correct to this conference group? Are there alternative strategies?  Is the decision entirely based on what choosing one strategy over the other would do to Bush's chances in November? 

Participant   

  Last year I wrote an exit speech for the president, and I must say it was considerably easier then. Here is my rough draft for him this year.  I wonder what my next year's draft will look like.  

My fellow Americans:  

Today, June 30th, 2004, will stand out in the history of Iraq as the day it was set on the path to freedom, a freedom it has never before enjoyed.  I am proud to tell you tonight that our combined military and diplomatic efforts in Iraq have reached the goal we set for ourselves two years ago. We have instituted the necessary regime change, and rid the world of a tyrannical madman. Saddam Hussein was a danger not only to us and to his neighbors, but even more to his own people. He is now in custody, and the people of Iraq no longer live in fear of him.  

We have today successfully transferred complete sovereignty to the Iraqi people.  As has been our intention from the start, we have involved the United Nations in that process. We are indebted to UN Envoy Brahimi, to our dedicated coalition partners and to Ambassador Bremer and his staff for their courageous and loyal efforts on behalf of freedom.  A new government, fully empowered to manage all of the functions of a free and autonomous nation, is in place. The thugs and killers that tried to prevent this most important achievement failed.  

As we said from the beginning, we would leave just as soon as that goal was reached.  Now it is time for us to give the new leaders the opportunity to govern without the complications arising from the presence of an occupying force. Our staying for one or two years more, as many have advocated, would be seen by the Iraqis and the world as occupation, and could slow the new government's progress toward independence and freedom. Our coalition has never intended to be occupiers, and we will not remain in that capacity. Our goal was liberation, and our brave troops did indeed accomplish the mission.  

By the end of the summer all of our troops will be out of Iraq. The new government, in collaboration with United Nations Envoy Brahimi, will develop and manage whatever internal and international security forces are necessary to guarantee the safety of Iraqis as they participate in the democratic process of electing officials and creating a new Constitution.  

This war will surely be judged by history as a courageous and selfless act to rid the world of a cruel despot, permitting the people of Iraq to live in freedom.  It has been a far more difficult task than any of us expected.  Our sacrifices have been great.  But with Iraq as the example, the Middle East has a new opportunity to embrace the concept of freedom.  

I promise you tonight that before September we will celebrate the return home of every man and woman in the American military service now in Iraq. I know you will welcome our brave, heroic troops with the warmth, love and deep appreciation they so richly deserve. God bless them. And God bless America. 

Participant   

  It is not surprising that this discussion of Iraq should slip back into the default problem, i.e. the endless and tragic Israeli-Palestinian struggle for control of the same miserable (except for the beaches of Gaza) piece of real estate. My studies of how wars end (summarized in LSE's Millennium journal last year) puts mutual exhaustion at the top of the list, but that doesn’t seem to have happened yet. Has everyone recently read the Book of Revelation? Its the worst book ever written and of course the playbook for the plus or minus 70 million American evangelicals who far more than the Jewish lobby represent the basic US support for Israel whatever it does (I wonder if the Israelis have read it lately either, since while it sees their return to the holy land as the precondition, they will be toast when the rapture really begins along with the second coming.

Of possible interest, a footnote on the Yank public opinion polling that confirms my long-held concern that Americans don’t appreciate how much non-American cultures positively marinate in and act on their ancient history. At one panel at the Council on Foreign Relations National Meeting last week the Al Jazeera NY correspondent said the Arabs are convinced that the discovery of America in 1492 was financed by Moorish dough squeezed out of Arabs by Queen Isabella (more to the point, he said the Iraq question is no longer whether there will be democracy, but whether Iraq will hold together. )

The DC correspondent of Mexico's #1 paper said LA anti-Americanism has been consistent since W. Hemisphere history began. (The pro-American Financial Times US editor said Abu Ghraib has destroyed any US claims to moral leadership for a generation. That seems a bit excessive to me). 

The only good news at the meeting was Robert Rubin's rosy economic scenario. 

Harlan Cleveland   

  I have only a moment before they close my hotel's business center and tell me their computers need some shut-eye.  

I think we should seriously discuss whether the Farson formula (essentially, to declare 

victory and get out before the US election) might be a better strategy than the several other unattractive alternatives.  I'm not opting for it, just juggling it for consideration. What do you all think?  

It seems so unlikely to happen in the real world, however, that we had better think hard about what we will be doing during our probably longer stay.  An Iraq security force led by Iraqis obviously tops the list, along with an internationalized peacekeeping force to help them.  

Fixing up Iraq's infrastructure should certainly be high on the list, and developing the kinds of economic activities that put young people to constructive work (substitutes for suicide bombing as a career), is equally essential.  We of course know how to do such things, and have helped do them successfully in countries with fewer natural resources and fewer educated people.  

To underpin Iraq's successful future as a "free society," the development of their education for the informatized world, including development of some first-rate higher education, should also be high priority.   This is the part of rehabilitation-and-reconstruction that Europeans might be especially willing, and many of them especially competent, to engage in.  

This will all cost money that almost nobody will want to spend on top of what's already been spent.  But unless we decide to leave the mess we've made entirely to others, we had better start doing in Iraq some of the things we really know how to do.   We have surely put on display, for too long already, what we (or rather our government-of-the-day) didn't know how to do, or even to plan. 

Participant   

  My drafted speech for Bush was just an exercise to see if a case could be made to the American public.  I think he would be scalded by many for such a statement, but he might get away with it with his base.  I doubt that he will take any such chances before the election.  He still has at least half of the country behind him in this war, and many are prepared to stay for two more years. I think we should probably get out now because I can't see how we can be helpful if we continually have to deal with the growing violent resistance.  For example, I can't see how we can provide security for the election process, which presumably will go on for months, all over the country. But others, I guess, are much more hopeful.  

Harlan, I take it that you believe we can go on as hoped, rebuilding Iraq, essentially ignoring the daily bombings (today 40 dead, 150 injured) because in the larger picture they don't amount to all that much disruption?  I, however, get the impression that the sabotage and killings are in fact working to prevent such progress. Why else the call today for martial law? And I take it that you also believe that our armed forces will be welcome to stay, or are you talking only about humanitarian aid? Do you think that the violence will subside after the transfer takes place?  What encourages you to believe that other countries will provide peacekeeping troops, when they have just said they won't?  

You and Linc, as senior scholars of global affairs, seem bored with the Israeli/Palestinian conflict. That’s understandable, but the point neither of you really address is why there is absolutely no debate on the subject possible among our political leaders.  Is your lack of interest in it also because you have grown so used to that problem it no longer seems important? You seem to act as if we have nothing to do with what's going on over there, when we continue to be major supporters of Israel, financially, militarily and politically, much to the distress of the Arab/Muslim world.  

Can we prevent civil war when we leave Iraq, even if it is years from now?  Is there a way to design the government that would satisfy the tribes?  Saddam prevented it with an iron fist.  What would we have in place to accomplish the same end?  Is our reason for staying that we have a responsibility to clean up the mess we made? We don't seem to feel that responsibility in Afghanistan.  Why is that?  Here’s my take:   

· I don't believe that the resistance will subside, not after the transfer, not after the elections, never, until we are gone.  It's the battle of Algiers. 

·   I don’t think we can accomplish the rebuilding—not with troops and not with contractors, as long as we are a military or political presence.    

· I don't think we Americans can prevent a civil war after we leave. It may be preventable, but not by us.  

· I don't think that the other nations are going to come in to rescue us.  

What do others think? 

Refocusing on What a “New US Government” Might Do 

Harlan Cleveland   

  I don't want to convert this conference into a debate between getting out fast and plunging in wholeheartedly.  

If there's a "getting out fast" option that wouldn't lead to a disastrous outcome, in both the Middle East and American politics, I haven't yet seen it articulated.  If there's a way to come out of a long tunnel with a dependably democratic Iraq, I haven't seen that articulated, either.  A much more cooperative international approach to both the peacekeeping and the rehabilitation-and-reconstruction tasks is the line of policy that most appeals to me.   It is certainly doable if the US truly wants it done that way.  But there seems no possibility of moving in that direction with Bush & Co. in charge.  

The US government has started a transfer of basic responsibility for Iraq's future to some interim Iraqis.  It has not created the environment that would enable us to transfer this sticky tar-baby to other hands. The anti-Americanism generated by the Bush administration, in the Muslim world and among our traditional friends in Europe (the evidence is appallingly clear in the Dan Yankelovich analysis) seems to make any American initiative a non-starter.  

There is thus no positive road to take short of "regime change" in the USA.  Yet even if that were to happen next January, there is no public evidence yet of a constructive strategy in the Kerry campaign on this issue.  And we know why:  we haven't arrived at a consensus alternative ourselves.  

Maybe we should shift the framework for our discussion:  

Let's stop trying to think about what the Bush Administration might do. That seems to lead us toward policies (to declare victory and get out, or to radically internationalize the support for Iraq from here on out) that don't have the remotest chance of being carried into action by the present US government.  Let us, instead, try to think through what a new US government might constructively do, starting in January 2005.  We might then be able to articulate what Bush opponents (Democrats, independents, some Republicans) might usefully be saying between now and then--which is bound to be more interesting than a contentless "stay the course." 

Participant   

  Harlan, I think you have suggested a most sensible approach, as far as the discussion is concerned, in considering what might be done after January, by whatever party may be in power. It is certain that by then there will be some form of Iraqi government in operation, and it is very probable that no coalition will have been formed to relieve the US of the necessity of maintaining a large military presence. 

I also think it unlikely that in an election year either the Republicans or the Democrats can afford to allow much debate on the Israel/Palestine question. 

The basic solution for the United States must be to improve the security situation so that other nations will feel more confident to participate.  It seems to me that this will be easier to accomplish through the United Nations than by unilateral arrangements with individual countries. 

The best way to accomplish this is probably to put as much responsibility in the hands of the Iraqi security forces as possible. Killing their own Iraqi citizens attempting to bring order into the community will not be as popular as killing Americans. It will be much more dangerous for the perpetrators if they build up antagonisms in the population on which they depend for support. 

I do not have the nerve or the ability to suggest to you, Harlan, who know more about how it should be accomplished, but as security improves, I would hope the support we have been discussing in education, reconstruction, health, economics and the civilizing influences would be stepped up considerably. We must not be seen to scamper away from these responsibilities as soon as we can withdraw our troops, as has happened so often in recent years. 

Support for this kind of investment could be engendered during the campaign, because Americans are much more comfortable with a positive image of themselves as providers of a free prosperous society than negatively as an army of occupation in an alien environment.    

Participant   

  It has been my fear all along that the outcome of the upcoming US election is in the hands of bin Laden, whom we have been obliging from the start, with our response to 9/11. Now a new book lends credence to that scenario.  This from The Guardian:  

Bush told he is playing into Bin Laden's hands  

Al-Qaeda may 'reward' American president with strike aimed at keeping him in office, senior intelligence man says  

Julian Borger in Washington 

Saturday, June 19, 2004 

The Guardian  

A senior US intelligence official is about to publish a bitter condemnation of America's counter-terrorism policy, arguing that the west is losing the war against al-Qaeda and that an "avaricious, premeditated, unprovoked" war in Iraq has played into Osama bin Laden's hands.  

Imperial Hubris: Why the West is Losing the War on Terror, due out next month, dismisses two of the most frequent boasts of the Bush administration: that Bin Laden and al-Qaeda are "on the run" and that the Iraq invasion has made America safer.  

In an interview with The Guardian the official, who writes as "Anonymous", described al-Qaeda as a much more proficient and focused organisation than it was in 2001, and predicted that it would "inevitably" acquire weapons of mass destruction and try to use them.  

He said Bin Laden was probably "comfortable" commanding his organisation from the mountainous tribal lands along the border between Pakistan and Afghanistan.  

The Pakistani army claimed a big success in the "war against terror" yesterday with the killing of a tribal leader, Nek Mohammed, who was one of al-Qaeda's protectors in Waziristan.  

But Anonymous, who has been centrally involved in the hunt for Bin Laden, said: "Nek Mohammed is one guy in one small area. We sometimes forget how big the tribal areas are." He believes President Pervez Musharraf cannot advance much further into the tribal areas without endangering his rule by provoking a Pashtun revolt. "He walks a very fine line," he said yesterday.  

Imperial Hubris is the latest in a relentless stream of books attacking the administration in election year. Most of the earlier ones, however, were written by embittered former officials. This one is unprecedented in being the work of a serving official with nearly 20 years experience in counter-terrorism who is still part of the intelligence establishment.  

The fact that he has been allowed to publish, albeit anonymously and without naming which agency he works for, may reflect the increasing frustration of senior intelligence officials at the course the administration has taken.  

Peter Bergen, the author of two books on Bin Laden and al-Qaeda, said: "His views represent an amped-up version of what is emerging as a consensus among intelligence counter-terrorist professionals."  

Anonymous does not try to veil his contempt for the Bush White House and its policies. His book describes the Iraq invasion as "an avaricious, premeditated, unprovoked war against a foe who posed no immediate threat but whose defeat did offer economic advantage.  

"Our choice of timing, moreover, shows an abject, even wilful failure to recognise the ideological power, lethality and growth potential of the threat personified by Bin Laden, as well as the impetus that threat has been given by the US-led invasion and occupation of Muslim Iraq."  

In his view, the US missed its biggest chance to capture the al-Qaeda leader at Tora Bora in the Afghan mountains in December 2001. Instead of sending large numbers of his own troops, General Tommy Franks relied on surrogates who proved to be unreliable.  

"For my money, the game was over at Tora Bora," Anonymous said.  

Yesterday President Bush repeated his assertion that Bin Laden was cornered and that there was "no hole or cave deep enough to hide from American justice".  

Anonymous said: "I think we overestimate significantly the stress [Bin Laden's] under. Our media and sometimes our policymakers suggest he's hiding from rock to rock and hill to hill and cave to cave. My own hunch is that he's fairly comfortable where he is."  

The death and arrest of experienced operatives might have set back Bin Laden's plans to some degree but when it came to his long-term capacity to threaten the US, he said, "I don't think we've laid a glove on him".  

"What I think we're seeing in al-Qaeda is a change of generation," he said.” The people who are leading al-Qaeda now seem a lot more professional group.  

"They are more bureaucratic, more management competent, certainly more literate. Certainly, this generation is more computer literate, more comfortable with the tools of modernity. I also think they're much less prone to being the Errol Flynns of al-Qaeda. They're just much more careful across the board in the way they operate."  

As for weapons of mass destruction, he thinks that if al-Qaeda does not have them already, it will inevitably acquire them.  

The most likely source of a nuclear device would be the former Soviet Union, he believes. Dirty bombs, chemical and biological weapons, could be home-made by al-Qaeda's own experts, many of them trained in the US and Britain.  

Anonymous, who published an analysis of al-Qaeda last year called Through Our Enemies' Eyes, thinks it quite possible that another devastating strike against the US could come during the election campaign, not with the intention of changing the administration, as was the case in the Madrid bombing, but of keeping the same one in place.  

"I'm very sure they can't have a better administration for them than the one they have now," he said.  

"One way to keep the Republicans in power is to mount an attack that would rally the country around the president."  

The White House has yet to comment publicly on Imperial Hubris, which is due to be published on July 4, but intelligence experts say it may try to portray him as a professionally embittered maverick.  

The tone of Imperial Hubris is certainly angry and urgent, and the stridency of his warnings about al-Qaeda led him to be moved from a highly sensitive job in the late 90s.  

But Vincent Cannistraro, a former chief of operations at the CIA counter-terrorism centre, said he had been vindicated by events. "He is very well respected, and looked on as a serious student of the subject."  

Anonymous believes Mr. Bush is taking the US in exactly the direction Bin Laden wants, towards all-out confrontation with Islam under the banner of spreading democracy.  

He said: "It's going to take 10,000-15,000 dead Americans before we say to ourselves: 'What is going on'?"  

Copyright Guardian Newspapers Limited 

Participant   

  There is in our discussion a sense of ultimate US supremacy, the inevitability of our being able to restore security in Iraq, guarantee elections, and accomplish all of the humanitarian goals that we genuinely desire for the people whose nation we have wrecked.  I don't like being the guy to question that all the time, but so far, folks, we are losing the war there, we bombed Faluja again today killing a lot of Iraqis, and the resistance forces (which is probably what they call themselves) are growing and pretty much able to strike at will. Our presence there helps the recruitment of terrorists. In more than a year we haven't been able to bring the infrastructure up to the low standards of the Saddam days. We have abandoned some of the cities to the militia control. I don't think all the news is bad, and I understand that the difference between this situation and French Algeria is that the French had no intention of leaving.  But there are similarities.  What were their chances to institute humanitarian projects?  

But we keep saying that we will establish security, and that we will have the opportunity to undertake the educational and other humanitarian projects that we have mentioned.  Are we whistling in the dark? I think we may be, and that while I would certainly join you in planning such an optimistic scenario, I do think we need Plan B.  I agree with Harlan and others that an immediate pullout is not in the cards.  But the Bush administration is prepared to stay for years (and so is a large percentage of the US public).  What is OUR plan?  

Let me put it this way:  Do the Iraqis have a better or worse chance to rebuild their country with us there?  If the answer is that their chances are better if we continue on the present course, then perhaps we should stay for years, even if the occupation does help bin Laden recruit. If the answer is that it may not help them, that the death and destruction will likely continue, perhaps continue mounting, is there a way we could foster their development without a military presence? Could we institute a program of "reversed sanctions?"  

The invasion of Iraq was a mistake. How does a nation deal with mistakes? I guess I have to write a speech for Kerry. 

Participant   

  In trying to formulate a position for the US to take, I find it a valuable discipline to try to explain that position in the form of a presidential candidate’s speech.  Here is my rough draft effort for Kerry. Note that it does not promise democracy or internationalization.  

My Fellow Americans:  

For reasons having nothing to do with the terrorism we experienced on 9/11, we were misled by this administration into a pre-emptive war that has killed thousands, including more than eight hundred of our own troops. Instead of reducing worldwide terrorism, it has greatly increased it, in both amount and severity. Shamefully, it has changed America from being the most admired to the most hated and feared nation on earth.  

George W. Bush and his equally incompetent associates in this Republican administration accomplished this tragic, disastrous development seemingly overnight. They have dug us into a deep hole from which it will take everything we have to climb out, regain the respect of the world and bring our troops home feeling proud of their accomplishments.  

Fortunately, we Americans have the inner resources to meet this challenge, to restore our honored place in the world. With wisdom and will and work, we can develop a national purpose that will reassure rather than frighten the world community. I would like to explain tonight how I propose to lead that effort if you elect me your president in November.  

This effort will mean that between now and election day, when you must make a choice between George W. Bush and myself, we Americans must face some hard truths.  I, personally, have had to face the hard truth that I allowed myself to be misled by the Bush administration into voting for the war in Iraq.  I deeply regret that decision.  I underestimated the fanaticism and incompetence of the President and his advisers.  I thought the intelligence reports were on the level, and I believed that Colin Powell was more than window dressing.  As it turned out, partly with my acquiescence, America attacked one of the few Middle Eastern nations that did not harbor terrorists, and posed no threat to us. I sincerely apologize for that vote.  

The war is a terrible mistake. I have fought in such a mistaken war, and I do not intend to perpetuate this mistake.  Indeed, we must rectify it.  But we cannot rectify it by keeping a coalition army there indefinitely, perhaps for years, as George Bush proposes.  That will only prolong the resistance, and make it overwhelmingly difficult, if not impossible, to rebuild the nation.  We must bring our troops home as soon as possible so that we can fully assist the Iraqis in the rebuilding process.  

The truth is that everything the administration is currently doing in this so-called “war on terrorism” is making life more dangerous.  The anger against us from the Middle East mounts every day.  The billions we are spending on homeland security cannot protect us from that growing hatred, and the violence it breeds.  The world is just too complex, the targets too many.  While we are attacking innocent Iraqis, our real enemy, Osama bin Laden and Al-Qaeda, run free.  When I am president, I assure you we will pursue our real enemy.  

The only lasting security is to make America less of a hated target. Ultimately, we must bridge the gap of misunderstanding and hostility that has developed through the years between the world of Islam and America.  We must understand and answer the very real and very specific concerns Arabs and Muslims have about our policies and practices.  While it will be difficult, we must undertake those communication efforts even as we continue to have troops in a nation of Muslims that did not attack us.  

For now, we have two immediate problems to solve.  First, we must end the destruction that is taking place in Iraq.  It is clear that our armed presence does not represent security to the Iraqi people.  They must succeed with their own police and security forces.  We, and our partners in the coalition, will do everything we can to train and equip them, but not on their territory.  Our troops did accomplish the mission they signed up for. With great skill and dedication they removed the cruel despot Saddam Hussein and his corrupt and tyrannical regime.  The Iraqi people no longer fear him.  Now the job of security must be turned over to a legitimate government.  

I promise that as soon as I am made president, I will begin the process of bringing these courageous men and women home. We will remove both our military and our American contractors performing security work.  The only Americans that will be sent to Iraq will be those invited to be there to perform the humanitarian, technical and construction work necessary to bring that beleaguered but now sovereign nation adequate housing, first class healthcare and excellent education.  And in this effort we will go all out.  To meet those goals, we can stay for years.  

Second, our major foreign policy work is in rebuilding the relationships with all the other nations--relationships that have been ruptured by George Bush’s arrogant and aggressive unilateralism.  I intend to restore those connections, those friendships, and I will do so with every diplomatic resource and intensive personal visits in which I can reassure these leaders, every one of them, that in my administration, America will proudly honor its membership in the community of nations.  

My friends, I ask you to join me in this difficult but potentially rewarding mission, yes, richly rewarding mission, of facing hard truths, making tough decisions, and restoring America to respected leadership.  That is the road to peace, to security, to prosperity, and most important, to honor.  Thank you, and may God bless our New America.  

Participant   

  Harlan and Dick have obviously thought deeply about alternatives to the current administration’s Iraq policy. I admire them because I, like other unhelpful observers, am so fixed on their breathtaking litany of mistakes, continuing to this day, that Plan B is hard to devise.  

One trouble is that the best ideas are not new, above all, turning domestic security over to Iraqi forces ASAP. The latter have so far proved pretty ineffective when tested but maybe that could change with the upgraded and tragically belated high-level training. Again, the mistakes keep intervening--e.g. tonight's news chronicles the continued shortages of equipment those forces face; what in hell has the Pentagon been doing, and why don’t heads roll? Answer: monumental incompetence from the Oval Office down to and including OSC, though not including the field commanders and troops who are doing their best in “mission impossible.“ 

Plan B also includes a governmental structure that satisfies majorities in all three Ottoman provinces that were cobbled together in 1922 to make Iraq, at least sufficiently to marginalize violent minorities within each province. I can’t fault the constitutional experts who are laboring to do this.  

I agree with WBSI colleagues to speed up lowering the US profile and withdraw US forces as soon as feasible--which may be quite a while. But Dick should include in his Kerry speech a reaffirmation of the Powell Doctrine about overwhelming force when the US does act (my greatest disappointment in that fine gent is that he didn’t wave his arms and repeat his doctrine when Gen Shinseki was fired for urging the same).  

Dick, it isn’t ennui with the Israeli-Palestinian struggle, but rather a lack of what the French call interlocutors valables on the two sides regardless of what neat schemes Americans private and public may advance. Maybe the Kerry speech should be really brave and call for regime change in both places so the people there, whom we strongly support, have a chance to get out of the endless and bloody morass in which their leaders keep them. 

Participant   

  Linc, you make good points.  On the lack of equipment for the security forces, surely we could leave a lot of our stuff when we pull out!  

The Kurds are beginning to invade their old territory already, so you're surely right about the need for a government that can prevent a civil war.  But I'm not sure that we can engineer it any better than they can for themselves.  

Are you suggesting overwhelming force now?  Against whom? Or is that just a reminder for next time?  Some people I know think we should wipe out an entire city, but I can't see that it would stop the insurgency.  

I'm afraid that if there were regime change in both Israel and Palestinian Authority, it might be just as difficult.  What if Netanyahu were elected?  I think Arafat is ready to deal--Bill Clinton said as much tonight on 60 Minutes.  

Participant   

  I studied Dick’s “candidate” speech with great interest. A few days ago, when I joined the conference, I asked about the strategic aims of the US in the area. Like Dick, I also believe that the US invasion of Iraq had less to do with 9/11 than other aims of the US in the region. I don’t think anyone, even in the Bush administration, links the invasion of Iraq directly to 9/11.  However, if I was sitting in the President’s chair, or a candidate’s chair for that matter three years ago, I’d have had to ask where could I find the next foothold for the US in the Middle East, now that Saudi Arabia is destabilized.  

Iraq seemed the weakest government and the best piece of real estate for the US to establish new bases. A few years from now the so-called “war” will be less in our discourse. The legacy of this invasion will be permanent military, intelligence and information/disinformation bases of operation for the US in Iraq for at least the next 50 years.  

The fact remains that Iraq was invaded in a mere three weeks. That is incredible. A year from now the US will be well established in Iraq, and will be able to project its power in the horn of Africa, and points beyond faster and more effectively.  Iraq, as tragic as it is for its people, is just a stepping-stone.  

I think Pentagon planners are done with Iraq, strategically speaking. Yes, they have to deal with the day-to-day situation, which is not very demanding in comparison to any operation in Korea, or Vietnam, and not comparable at all to what the US had to do in WW II. They are planning for the next theatre of operation, probably in North Africa. 

Participant   

  Fred, you are wasting your time professoring.  You could be a White House/Pentagon guru. You always bring to our discussions a fresh and often disturbing perspective.  I'm sure you are right in pointing out that we went into Iraq because it was the weakest of the Middle Eastern nations, and surely we did intend to locate permanent bases there.  As Maureen Dowd in yesterday's NY Times made clear, the Bush administration had the same motivation for invading Iraq that Bill Clinton had for his encounter with Monica, they both did it just because they "could".  

You suggest that they wanted it for possible further actions in North Africa. Can you spell that out?  I have been persuaded that they did it to provide security for Israel. Is that what you mean, or were you thinking of our gaining control over other nations beyond those that represent a threat to Israel?  And what might be the larger plan there? 

Harlan Cleveland   

  Somewhat to my surprise, I found Richard Farson's draft for a John Kerry speech mostly congenial and persuasive.  I agree with Linc Bloomfield that it might well include a reaffirmation of the "Powell doctrine" (overwhelming force if we have to use force).   But the general purpose of limiting the current and future presence of the US in Iraq is basic, and sound.  

BUT:   this means that I don't agree with Fred's theory that Iraq will or should become an American base to "project its power in the horn of Africa, and points beyond, faster and more efficiently." That strikes me as old-fashioned imperialism: not only would it not work, but it would embroil Americans in continuing military efforts that would, "successful" or not, very soon exhaust the patience of American voters.  

The essence of American "doctrine" is that peoples have to learn to govern themselves, choose their own leaders, educate their own children, develop their own resources, work their own will, and live in a pluralistic world where (a) no one gets to tell them what to do, and (b) they don't try to tell others what to do. Projecting our "power" to bend others to our will won't work because most Americans will instinctively think that's an un-American way to behave.  

We'll have to act in accordance with this doctrine in Iraq. That has to mean encouraging Iraqis to take responsibility for their own destiny. It also has to mean arranging the outside assistance --for peacekeeping, for training Iraqi security forces, for rehabilitation and reconstruction--so that the outsiders (hopefully from many countries) are recognized from the outset as folks who want to work themselves out of their jobs, not hanker for a permanent colonial presence. 

Participant   

  Harlan, thanks for your support of my Kerry speech.  I am a supporter of Colin Powell's doctrine (which is more than using overwhelming force--it has to do clarity of goals, complete support of the American people, a firm exit strategy, and only then overwhelming force) but I'm unclear what you and Linc want Kerry to say about it.  I take it that you want him to talk tough at some point in the speech, but to whom? Against what group are we now threatening overwhelming force--al-Sadr's militias?  We surely don't have all of the other conditions for the application of Powell's doctrine in place in Iraq, or anywhere else as far as I know.    

Participant   

   I think Fred does us a great service by reminding us of the possibility (probability) of larger planning behind the scenes which has nothing to do with the stated purposes of the Iraq invasion.  That's what some of us have been trying to do by bringing up the Israel/neocon connection. But Fred's is more spectacular, somewhat teasing, redirecting our attention to North Africa. And he also gives us a different picture of a possible attitude in the White House, which disregards anything but our ability to use Iraq as another of our widespread network of bases from which we can influence world events. So as long as we can continue to establish a base in Iraq, and have our ex-CIA operative in power, the little skirmishes, losing a few soldiers and Iraqis a day, can be ignored while we plan greater adventures.  After all, they are peanuts compared to our losses in WWII and Vietnam: only 800 [to date] so far, as against more than 400,000 in WWII and 58,000 in Vietnam.    

Information and Media Influences

Participant   

  My reference to North Africa comes from news reports that I heard on one of the cable news channels that al-Qaeda has set up shop in Sudan, and possibly in Somalia after it was ejected from Afghanistan. The reports indicated that American Special Forces are back in Somalia and perhaps in Sudan in pursuit of al-Qaeda operatives.  

My reference to a more strategic vision in the area also comes from the fact that since the late 1970s the US does not have a place to operate in the area as good as it had in Iran between 1953 and 1979. For a quarter of a century the US enjoyed a very good base of operation in Tehran. I am most familiar with how the US influenced broadcasting, and education in Iran. But, the US military trained the armed forces and the police, and other security organizations as well, US universities also participated in many agricultural, health, and infrastructural building projects throughout the country.  

Let me depict a picture of broadcasting, and education. A typical middle class kid in Tehran in the 1960s woke up in the morning to listen to his/her favorite radio show broadcast at 7 AM on the national government operated radio network. This program was produced and recorded daily in a five-story building which took an entire city block in downtown Tehran. Not too many Iranians had access to this building, since it was the headquarters of the US Information Agency (USIA). The program was shuttled on audio tape to the government broadcast facility in northern Tehran to go on the air. This broadcast facility, as well as multiple production studios in another location in southern Tehran were donated by the US embassy to the Iranian government.  

Upon arrival at school this typical youngster in a typical day was most likely to see several instructional films on a variety of subjects produced in facilities at Michigan State University, Indiana University, or Syracuse University, then dubbed in impeccable classic Farsi in the    USIA Building in downtown Tehran.  

During recess at 10 AM our typical kid gathered together with his friends (I say his, because schools were segregated back then, and I have no idea what used to happen in girl’s schools) around a battery operated small radio (made in Japan, which cost $1.00 to purchase) to listen to the American Armed Forces Radio station operating at the eastern edge of Tehran for the most recent Elvis record. Paul Anka was also popular back then, so as Connie Francis. Connie’s voice is still in my ear, even after 40 years!  

The kid then rushed home quickly after school would let out at 4 PM not to miss Gunsmoke broadcast on the American Armed Forces Television station. Once AAFT was done with Gunsmoke, and continued its broadcast evening with soaps in which the kid had little interest, he would switch to the only other local TV station (privately owned) for a dosage of Annie O’kley Whirly Bird, Emergency or Felix the Cat cartoons. These shows, all produced in Hollywood, however were broadcast in Farsi, unlike Gunsmoke on AAFT which was in English.  

If this kid’s parents subscribed to either one of the two popular evening newspapers in Tehran he would likely to get an excellent dosage of national and international news. These newspapers, back then, however, did not have access to any of the wire services. The only teletype machines in Tehran were in the USIA building. On the second floor of the building, next to the wire service teletype machines, were sitting a cadre of 30-odd-year-old Iranians, all ready to translate the news as it came through, from English, French, or German to clear Farsi, and send it to Iranian newspapers (privately owned) as well as to the Iranian government national radio network free of charge!  

If this kid went to see a movie on a Friday (which many middle class kids did in the 50s and 60s) he would most like to find Around the World in 80 Days, the most recent Jerry Lewis and Dean Martin comedy or something similar all dubbed into impeccable Farsi by a cadre of technicians trained by USIA. If he was accompanied by his parents or another family member who were interested in something more entertaining or serious, they would see Cat on a Hot Tin Roof, Psycho or Pillow Talk, also dubbed into Farsi. I emphasize the dubbing, since it was a work of art into itself. Those Farsi sound tracks were made with great care, and precision both in translation voice-overs, and matching of sound effects and music to the original version.  

This typical middle class kid, upon graduation from high school, most likely, ended up in Berkeley, San Francisco, Boston, Carbondale, IL or Bloomington, IN; to attend some of the best universities in the world. More than 150 thousands of Iranian students studied in American universities in the 50s and 60s. Upon his return to Iran, this kid would occupy the top positions in the Planning Ministry, the Ministry of Finance, the Ministry of Higher Education….in cabinet meetings, often the discussion was if the Harvard version of economics was more akin to the temperaments of the Iranians to which was learned in Berkeley.  

All of this was lost, since Dr. Zbigniew Brzezinski thought it was better to build an Islamic belt from Turkey to Afghanistan to combat Communism in 1979.  

Baghdad could be the next base /of operation for the US in the region. It probably won’t be anything similar to the Tehran of the 50s and 60s.  But it will have many of the same components in education, and broadcasting, and perhaps military security apparatuses. 

Participant   

  Ah, the difference a close-up picture makes.    

Harlan Cleveland   

  Fred, thanks for that delightful description of growing up in Iran surrounded by evidence of the information revolution coming from the United States.  

I had some experience with the trends you were describing.  I met, and taught, a good many Iranian graduate students who came to the Maxwell Graduate School of Citizenship and Public Affairs at Syracuse University to study public administration in the late 1950s. Then in the 1970s I visited Iran several times for discussions (sponsored by the Aspen Institute) of development strategy, and saw the beneficial effects of the openness, in education and in communications, that had begun to prevail.  

Yet all the relationships you describe inside Iran, and the democratic urge of the large numbers of students who went elsewhere to study, seem to have been effectively suppressed by the ruling clerics since the revolution led by ayatollahs in the late '70s. Most of the students I got to know were so passionately against the Shah that they apparently failed to see the Islamist, mullah-led revolution as more dangerous to them than what it sought to supplant.  

Here's my puzzlement:  Why did the widespread and impressive educational and communications effort you describe amount to so little politically against the clerical leadership when push came to shove? 

Participant   

  Could it have been that the Shah was our guy, and they saw through the propaganda?    

Harlan Cleveland   

  Don't brush off all those bright Iranian students.  Sure, the Shah was friendly to the US, and certainly there was plenty of propaganda from all sides to see through.   But my question was: How come so many Iranian students, with all that education, failed to foresee the clerical regime change or guess how unfavorably it would treat people who were educated, especially in the "secular" West?    

Participant   

  I didn't brush off the students. Just the opposite--I credited them for being able to see through the propaganda.  Our relationship to the Shah was closer than friendly, wasn't it?  It's very difficult to predict what people will do when they come into power, as we found out with George Bush!    

Participant   

  I was off line when most of the above excellent exchanges took place. Just as well: the caliber of wisdom on this topic is way beyond my experience and expertise.  

Here is one thought, resulting from an hour or more of trying to absorb the above 137 comments.  

QUERY: If a Muslim nation was in our position in reverse (with our wealth and technology) and was trying to set us on their understanding of the path to "modern government", wouldn't they need far more understanding of our culture than they probably possess?  

The above thought set in as I continued to read all of the high quality ideas all of you have entered here. But with the possible exception of Farhad we have not had the first hand, in- depth perspectives of Muslim culture to guide us and to measure the validity of our many "solutions".  

With Harlan and Nick's (and surely some others’) contacts, would it be possible to add some additional Muslim perspectives, using contacts in the Council on Foreign Relations, the UN, and many others? I know we have thought of this before, but with a bit of editing the above record gives us far more credibility for such an invitation than we have had before. 

Participant   

  I have the following reaction to Fred's persuasive case for projecting into the future a permanent US strategic drive for influence and power projection in the larger Middle East. I happen to believe that whether there is continuity in current policy is first of all a matter of who wins in November; if Kerry wins and there is a modestly changed Congress, I anticipate a growing reversal to the current ME power projection script. Indeed, even if Bush wins, much recent American history suggests that there is nothing permanent about a US imperial concept of the current variety. Yes, of course there are continuities in US foreign policy. But they have to do with trade relations, cultural ties, and domination by an East Coast (Europe) perspective or by a West Coast (Asia) perspective (read Jim Hoge in the new Foreign Affairs for why Asia will be the new focus).  

In short, the Middle East does not necessarily figure in the next broad US strategic calculation, except at the tactical level: oil, Israel, and Islamist-based terrorism. Remember, until the neos brought their think-tank theorizing into high position in 2001, those important policy issues were for better or worse dealt with singly and not the overarching American mission.  Indeed, so far as I can see, all recent crusade-type US strategies have for well-known cultural reasons had a short shelf-life. The historical analogies include post-Wilsonian reversal of global democratization, post-Vietnam reversal of regional domino-ism, post-Somalia reversal of automatic humanitarian interventionism, etc etc … 

Conclusion: 1) Beware straight-line historic extrapolations, which are invariably wrong; 2) expect a return to a more realistic US "police" rather than "war" approach to Middle East terrorism; 3) hope that the usual periodic American swing against costly imperial-type behavior is not so drastic as to jeopardize needful action in support of real US interests in the ME region including political reform and economic/social/educational development efforts (not to mention a serious program for reducing oil-dependency by driving cars like my wife's Prius). 

Developing Institutions and Infrastructure in Iraq

Participant   

  Let me provide a bit of perspective, because I think it is helpful as we try to develop new institutions in Iraq, especially those that are political in nature.  

The Shah’s government did very well in terms of bringing economic prosperity to the people. The many thousands of students, later turned technocrats in the Shah’s system, were able to design and implement programs that lead into rapid economic development. If the question, in 1953, for the majority of Iranians who were poor (per capita income per year of $200) was how to afford a pair of shoes, in the 1960’s it was how to afford a car.  

That was a very impressive achievement by any standards. The infrastructure that MIT trained engineers put in place in Iran is still paying dividends after 30 or 40 years. For example, if the current regime can claim that it has electrified many rural communities, it is because of the hydroelectric dams that were built during the Shah’s time. There are numerous other examples; establishment of an automotive manufacturing system made Iran an exporter of busses, and other means of transportation in the Middle East. At one point, ironically, Iranian manufacturers were supplying boots to the army of the Soviet Union. Many of my friends managed a variety of different factories ranging from manufacturing TV sets to commonly used medicines.  

In contrast, the Shah’s regime was a miserable failure to introduce any meaningful political change in the country. His land reform project divested major land owners, who were his primary supporters from their land, and invested the land in the hands of hundreds of thousands of farmers. This provided his regime a short lived popularity. He also dispatched many young Iranians to villages in Literacy and Development Corps to help the new land owners. This in fact was a version of the Peace Corps.  

These reforms, including engaging women in the workforce, coupled with dizzying economic development made the Shah very popular between 1965 and 1970. Unfortunately, he failed to translate this popularity to meaningful political reform. The newly mobilized youth in various development corps, as well as the farmers who were made landowners did not have any home for expressing and projecting their political power. Quite the contrary, perhaps blinded by the economic development and his short lived immense popularity, he regressed from the two-party political system of the 1960s into a one-party political system, and declared: “Anyone who does not want to join this only party can leave the country!”  

Having lost the gentry through land reform, and being unable to create new political institutions to place the youth, the professional middle class--including the Western educated professional elite--and the farmer-landowner, the Shah became a lonely figure in the 1970s. This was the time that he heavily invested in military might. This was fueled by an extension of the idea of “Vietnamization,” during the Nixon administration, to the Persian Gulf, which invested the defense of the Gulf in the hands of the Shah. There was no weapon system in the US arsenal that the Shah could not buy in the 1970’s.  

There was, in short, a total lack of symmetry in political development with that of economic development, which rendered the technocratic Western educated elite virtually helpless. They left the country in droves, even before the revolution, as they could see that no level of economic development could save the situation from a total lack of political progress.  

More people left after the revolution. The brain power of those who stayed was used to support a devastating war with Iraq in the 1980s, and now it is being used to create a nuclear bomb. The entire focus of the current regime is on making a bomb. With absolutely no political institutions (not even the one-party system under the Shah) the situation is literally and politically explosive. The lid is kept on by massive repression which makes Abu Ghraib, in comparison, a picnic.  

Nor was the USIA entirely blameless in this situation. The US also failed to capitalize on the immense popularity of the American culture among the Iranian youth. One example, among many others, illustrates the point.  

Although thousands of Iranian high school graduates left to study in Italy, France, Germany, England, and the US, many more thousands stayed in Iran and enrolled in universities in Iran. Perhaps the most popular item among them was a textbook published in the US.  Biology, Physics, and Chemistry books published by McGraw-Hill and others, for example, were extremely popular among the Iranian college students. Problem was that the books were expensive, and the majority of students who had no source of income (as the economy was not robust enough yet to provide with part-time jobs for them as they went to school) could not afford them.  

In the five-story USIA building in downtown Tehran, there was one area to which everyone had access: the storefront Abraham Lincoln Library. Students could check out beautifully illustrated and extremely well written textbooks from the library, but the library would not sell it to them, even if they could afford it.  The KGB, however, provided the answer. They illegally reprinted American textbooks in Moscow, and provided thousands of pirated copies to Iranian students. There was always a brochure that went along with these books in which the date and place of the local Communist Party cell meeting was announced! The message was: The Communists are on the side of the people and will provide them with that which the capitalist denies them!  

By the 1970s the KGB had clearly won the ideological warfare in Iran. They filled the political vacuum created by the Shah. More than a third of my producers at the government-run Educational Radio and Television Network were self-proclaimed Islamic Marxists! My personal estimate is half of those who were producing programs as part of His Majesty’s propaganda machinery were Maoists/Marxists/ Leninists or belonged to the Castro/Che Guevara faction. And yes, the other group that filled the political vacuum were the activist militant Muslim clergy. Another 30% of my staff were Islamists or Islamic Marxists!  

In short, the lesson we learn from Iran is that the challenge in Iraq is developing meaningful political institutions. At the outset, they may not be “democratic,” as for example the city council might be in the average US town. But people in Iraq must feel that the institution is theirs, and the trajectory of its development is toward democratization as an ideal. Otherwise, the political vacuum will be filled with militant Islam very quickly and no amount of economic development, or military power can alter the course of events. 

Harlan Cleveland   

  Fascinated though I am this month with US "power projection" in the Middle East, I find Linc Bloomfield's forecast persuasive:  that the Middle East will not remain for the long term the centerpiece of US foreign policy.  

Indeed, historians looking back on 2001-2004 may be puzzled why we were so preoccupied with Iraq (a) while the Chinese, Indians, and others were eating parts of our lunch as practitioners and promoters of the "information revolution" and even (b) while al-Qaeda and its copycats were developing terrorist threats elsewhere for which we seemed to be ill prepared.  

The notion of Asia (and the Pacific) as a "new focus" of US foreign policy is probably an idea whose time has now come.   (Linc, you seem to get better delivery of "Foreign Affairs" than I do; I haven't yet seen Jim Hoge's writing on this theme.  But as you know, it's been a theme of mine for a generation or so.)  

What strikes me as the fresh angle is this:  For most Americans, until recently "Asia" mostly meant Japan and its looming industrial/information competitiveness.   But during the decade-long Japanese recession other sources of long-term educational development, economic growth and potential military relevance have been elbowing their way toward the middle of our radar screens--China, of course, and India (all those English speakers!), but also South Korea and some parts of Southeast Asia and even Central Asia.  Iran retains some inherited dynamism as Farhad Saba has just explained.   But otherwise, the least dynamic part of Asia just now is the relatively small corner we call the Middle East.  

In this conference, I seem to recall, we're focusing on "The Transition in Iraq."   Despite much bloodshed and many atrocities, Iraq is moving toward regime change on June 30.  After that, more and more of the politics about the governance of Iraq devolves on the many different kinds of peoples and leaders who will have to reinvent Iraq. That's only a first step toward  a US exit strategy.   But it should be a help that our strategy will have to do with exiting, not staying--helping, not masterminding. 

Participant   

  Social scientist Amatai Etzione, writing in the LA Times yesterday, argues that the transfer of sovereignty is illusory.  For example, suppose the court acquits Saddam. There is no chance, he says, that we would abide by that decision.  He goes on at some length making the case that we are really not giving up much authority to Iraq.    

Participant   

  One might conclude from Fred's comments about how the US might be viewing Iraq, joined by Harlan and Linc about the emergence of China and India as our main foreign policy business in the next decades, that Iraq is indeed small potatoes in the grand scheme of things.  We were certainly able to pretty much walk away from Afghanistan, maybe we can from Iraq as well.  Concentrate on the big fish.  

What is our real goal in Iraq?  Establishment of bases?  Installing an Israel-friendly leadership?  Creating a democracy as a model for the rest of the Middle East, as claimed?  Can we reach any of those goals?  

Participant   

  Militant Islam is clearly viewed by the US policymakers as a threat to future world stability. The objective in Iraq is to have a foothold in the area, to collect intelligence up-close, and deal with the threat.  As I mentioned before, after the "loss" of Iran, and destabilization of Saudi Arabia the US does not have a good base of operation in the area.  

A by-product might be a stable regime in Iraq, but that might not be required by the US at this time. Please, remember that British intelligence had a major presence East of Suez between 1850 and 1945 with very unstable governments ruling in the region. It is now the US’s turn to play the role on behalf of the West. A stable “democratic” government in Iraq is not necessarily needed for the US to combat virulent Islamic terrorism, although it is nice to have.  

Oil is not a major factor in the long term. As you might have noticed, “British Petroleum” has changed its name and logo to BP and its current ad campaign is about alternative energy. BP is at the leading edge of the turn from fossil fuel to alternative sources in the 21st century. If the West reduces its oil consumption from the Middle East, this will further aggravate economic instability in the region and will provide further support for Islamic militants.  

A US presence is needed to check militant Islam in the area as oil consumption is reduced in the next 50 years. 

Participant   

  The "anonymous" CIA leader who has just written a book highly critical of the war in Iraq, is apparently also recommending a massive attack on all Islamic militants.  Fred, did you have something like that in mind, or were you simply saying that our presence there with a major military base would be sufficiently threatening?    

Participant   

  In 1979 the American Embassy in Tehran was taken over by a group of so-called students. The staff were taken hostage and kept for 444 days. The Carter administration sent in three helicopters to a staging area south of Tehran, which bumped into each other upon take off and crashed and that was the end of the story. This is an unbelievable story. The Embassy of the mightiest country in the world is taken over by a handful of disorganized Islamic militants, and there is no retaliation. Amazing!  

The Iranian government has not dealt with Iran, in a serious way, for its hostage taking, for establishing and supporting Hezbollah in Lebanon (killing 200 US Marines among other murderous activities) for hosting al-Qaeda members when they need a sanctuary, for funding garden variety terrorist attacks against Israel and several other parts of the world, for funding and supporting the Moqhtada-al-Sadr insurgency movement in Iraq, for taking eight British hostages a few days ago, and the list goes on.  

Now this terrorist government, which, incidentally, has established the most lucrative international female smuggling and prostitution operation in the world, is in the process of making a nuclear bomb.  

A mere military presence in Iraq is not going to stop them unless they understand that the US and other Western countries are serious about putting an end to their terrorist activities. 

Participant   

  Fred: A phrase of yours above says: "unless they understand that the US and other Western countries are serious about putting an end to their terrorist activities."  It seems to me that the US’s ability to get Western countries (except for England) to provide serious military help in Iraq is unlikely.  It also seems to me that serious military success on the part of the US alone in Iraq is equally unlikely.  

I would be interested in two comments from you on:  

· Your opinion of my above comment 

· Is there any possibility of securing genuine support from Muslim leaders so that our war on terrorism is exactly that: a war on terrorism and not one that is increasingly seen as a war on Islam?  

Harlan Cleveland   

  Fred:  I'm afraid I have to agree with Don Straus's reaction to your almost-declaration-of-war on Iran.  

Certainly there is a stronger anti-terrorism case to be made for invading Iran than there ever was for invading Iraq.  But there is any number of practical reasons for not doing it.   The following three leap to mind:  

1.  There's no contemporary casus belli.  The hostage-taking was a quarter-century ago.   The clerics' Iran doesn't seem to have been any more complicit in the 9/11 attack on the United States than Saddam Hussein was.  

2.  We are militarily overextended with what we already have on our plate:  NATO, Korea, Afghanistan, Iraq etc.  It's all too predictable that neither the UN Security Council nor any of our European allies would join the US in yet another "preemptive war."  

3.  Suppose, only for a brief moment, that warring with Iran were deemed necessary and we didn't even care how many Iranians, let alone Americans, would get killed and wounded in the process.  Based on the experience of the past couple of years, the Bush Administration demonstrably lacks the competence to bring it off.  Or, to quote Herbert York's vivid charge in 1:43, it is "badly blinded by self-righteousness (read: chutzpah) or ignorance." 

Harlan Cleveland   

  May we return to Iraq?  

Even if next week's transfer of (limited) sovereignty goes off as planned, without paralyzing insurgent violence, most of "The Transition in Iraq" will still be ahead of us.  

Less than a week remains of this conference.  I am currently in Philadelphia to attend a board meeting and conference of Volunteers of America until Tuesday.  But there is enough down-time in the conference schedule to enable me to emit short bursts on a computer.  

So, starting tomorrow, I will try to summarize some judgments about our conversation.  I'm not so ambitious as to try to produce a consensus document, even edit Richard Farson's ghost-written speeches for Bush or Kerry.  But some propositions do seem to emerge from our time together--at least I think so now, before I try to formulate them myself.  

Meanwhile, during the next two or three days, I hope that participants (including those who may have just signed on or have been "lurking") will provide their summary views about the present and future of the transition. 

Participant   

  One design that is often proposed by commentators and other specialists is that the Iraqi government be constituted as a very loose federation of three virtually autonomous states--Shiite, Sunni, and Kurd. They would share oil revenues, which are unequally distributed geographically, through a loaded system of taxation. Kept under one overarching governmental entity, a civil war might be averted, and Turkey might not attack the Kurds.    

Harlan Cleveland   

  A three-way federation of some kind is probably an optimum outcome.  The Shia leaders will resist, or at least try to make sure that the federal government has most of the power (including most of the oil revenues).  But to keep the Kurds on board with Arabs in general charge, some federal solution seems foreordained.  

But I wouldn't assume that, no matter how much autonomy each substate is granted by a federal constitution, Iraq will escape a continuous struggle by "minorities" within each substate for equality and fairness.  Whenever, in ex-Yugoslavia or the ex-Soviet Union or elsewhere in the world, constitution-makers try to draw a political line around an ethnic group, they turn out to be one or more minorities which begin to feel discriminated against.  

Russians, suddenly finding themselves as minorities in Central Asian republics, find they have to send their children to local-language schools. Serbs, who used to be overlords in Kosovo, now find the majority Albanians attacking them. (In Israel, Palestinian Arabs complain about "second-class citizenship;" if a Palestinian state comes into being, Jews settled on its territory will likely find themselves objects of discrimination and so on.  Thus an Iraqi state fashioned by a federal compromise will be no heaven--with or without some mullahs in partial secular charge.  But by then the ructions won't be our problem, and that would be a plus. 

Participant   

  Harlan, I agree that we must return to Iraq. But please keep in mind, the current insurgency movement in Iraq is supported financially and materially (explosives) by Iran. This problem will not go away as long as the terrorist regime in Iran is in power. They will try to keep the situation as unstable as possible.    

Participant   

  Donald, in response to your questions in #142:  I think the US government should continue its efforts to persuade Germany and France that appeasing terrorist states is not in their best interests in the long-run. I am not sure what goes in the minds of German, and French decision makers these days. The US has to remind them (I am sure diplomatically) that neither of them made good decisions in the last 80 years; they brought disaster to the world twice, they caused the death of millions, and brought misery to many more millions. They are making poor decisions again, albeit of a different kind, in appeasing the terrorists.  

As far as our dialog with Islam is concerned, the short answer is yes. We can have a genuine dialog with Islamic clerics and resolve outstanding cultural issues (not political) between East and West. I say not political because we have to understand that reasonable educated clerics are not allowed to play in the political arena and are also victims of their terrorist colleagues. Ayatollah Sistani, for example, does not speak out as often as he should as long as Moghtada Al Sadr is wielding a gun in his face.

Our policy should be identifying intellectual progressive clerics who have the well-being of their flock in mind. There are many of them in Iraq, Saudi Arabia, Egypt and elsewhere. However, I know that such individuals feel utterly helpless, as long as Germany and France pump billions of dollars into the hands of militant Islamic regimes, and corrupt dictators in the region to appease them and gain short-term economic gain.  

We should set up a Manhattan Project type operation to free ourselves of Middle Eastern oil. This will provide Iraq, Saudi Arabia, and Iran a chance to face the reality that they are addicted to their oil revenue for which a very small group of people (not more a thousand) work and many millions subsist without being engaged in any productive work. 

This has had a major corrupting influence in the region, and has supported militants and dictators alike.  It has alienated progressive Islamic clerics, and millions of young people who do not lead meaningful lives and prefer to join the ranks of terrorists. Bin Laden is a perfect example: he has not worked one second for his wealth, which has made his life meaningless, and has chosen nihilism. 

Participant   

  As the least qualified of our active group, I will try a brief (and over-simplified) answer to Harlan's request.  

I would like to see a multi-national effort to approach civilized relationships in the ME. With full recognition of the UN’s weaknesses, I suggest that it is probably the best platform for such an effort--providing  that Middle Eastern participants outnumber the US/European members. The US contribution for such an effort should be more in money and less in direct military.  

Fred's Response 148 was slipped in while I was working on my 149. I happily yield whatever I said based on a general hope to  change military efforts for more realistic, long range efforts for political change. Fred, Harlan, and a few others are adding process based on first hand experience. 

Participant   

Allawi, the Iraqi prime minister, like the Saudi rulers, has unofficially offered pardons to cooperative members of what he calls the resistance.  But to get those pardons, they have to inform.  He thinks he will have Saddam in custody by the fourth of July.    

Participant   

  Iraq is a difficult place and we might surmise that Saddam was the way he was because he was the kind of leader who fit the reality of governing in a deeply conflicted country, secular and religious, unemployed and ambitious—a kind of Tito. So the suggestion is that the country will veer in that direction, with strong secularist tendencies. Its stability depends on regional issues.  

Bush will likely keep the US fingers in the pie, but declare victory "we got what we wanted, see, it was worth it." His posturing in Ireland hints at that approach.  

But the worst has been Bush's bully character, his desire to be a Churchill (or a Lincoln, and now a Hamilton--by his recent reading) without realizing that discernment of issues is key. Just the presidential definition of an issue and then demanding that otters follow is not leadership.  The result is that he will ruin any good policy. So we will go into the election with a muddled Iraq and a boasting President--who probably will lose.  

All conditioned by the obvious: wild cards, and there are plenty. This president has no sense of the need of common lives to be lived in hope and peace. He is a tool of end of empire folks who want to get as much as they can before it falls apart.  

The discussion here is showing that Iraq is evolving into a larger picture--where it probably belonged. Iran, the southern ex soviet republics, Pakistan, Israel, the ME problem of youth. And the decline of American presence vis-à-vis Asia. 

Participant   

  What are the wild card factors that will determine the success of the new government?  Will the insurgents back off after the turnover, or escalate?  What are to be the roles of bin Laden, Nader, Sharon, North Korea, Iran, Pakistan in shaping the outcome?  Will the government officials look good or bad if immediately upon their achieving sovereignty they establish martial law, curfews, lockups, etc.? 

Participant   

  Obviously a smart defensive move, but a sad state of affairs, to have to shift the date of transfer of sovereignty to one that the insurgents weren't prepared for. A low key photo op transfer in the green zone, with Bremer dressed in a suit, but wearing combat boots, sort of says it all. 

Well, it will be interesting to watch the developments over the next few days. 

Harlan Cleveland   

  The movers in this scenario (US, UK, new Iraqi government) have tried to surprise the insurgents, and have at least succeeded in surprising me, by conducting the planned transition two days early.  I agree with Richard that it was a smart defensive move. This tactical switch does not, of course, resolve any of the underlying problems, which we will want to review before closing our window on this messy scene.  

My conference obligations in Philadelphia for the rest of this long weekend won't enable me to write my own review of what we've discussed, until I'm back home June 30.  But I'll be grateful for final thoughtful summary comments from all and sundry during the next two days.  

Richard, can we hold this item open until the end of this week, to make possible an adequately reflective wrap-up--and also let us see what happens on the ground after today's sudden turnover?  

Participant   

  Yes, indeed we can--longer, if necessary, to assess the early effects of the turnover.    

Participant   

  I hope we do keep the conversation going. In some ways it is getting even more interesting. One speculation: the speedup was to get out of the way of a major assault. The move of the country toward Taliban-like power is unfortunate.  

I just read Infidels by Wheatcroft, published in 2002, a history of Islam-Christian conflict. Very even handed, he shows the symmetry of fear, despair and invective from both sides, each learning from the other. A powerful study, written by an English professor, and a wonderful comparative history of the unseen.  For example, the Aztecs identified with the Moors, and even borrowed festival ideas from them as a way of acting in culture while appearing to be Spanish. Highly recommend. 

Participant   

  It seems to me that Saddam’s arraignment, today, will change the subject to his regime and the atrocities he committed. It will also send a clear signal to Iraqis and others that the new government is serious about putting him on trial.  This trial, if done correctly, will solidify the new government, and makes it popular, at least among those who were brutalized by the old regime–and they are not very few. It also signifies the concept of justice, which is perhaps more important than democracy in the psyche of the Arab people. A just government can survive in that part of the world, even if it does not meet all the criteria of a democratic one.  

Another enemy of just governments in the Middle East is corruption -corruption of all kinds. The moment the first sign of corruption appears in the new government, it loses all legitimacy. It has to be cleaner than clean. 

Participant   

  In response to Harlan's request for our summary views: There will be a struggle between the Kurds, Shia and Sunni aided and abetted by sympathetic neighboring countries, for control of the maximum territory and resources they can obtain. A major question will be whether in the course of this struggle a new strongman can rise to rule using sufficiently brutal methods to enforce order. 

The international community will try to limit overt assistance from outside, and will do it's best to ensure that Iraq, even if it becomes a country of separate and antagonistic entities, (as is Lebanon), will retain a national identity. 

So long as the Israel-Palestine situation is seen to remain unsolved because of lopsided US support for Israel, one can expect continuing antagonism towards the USA from the majority of the population of Islam in general, and of the Middle East in particular. Withdrawal of troops from Iraq will not result in a reversal of that situation. Terrorist acts against US citizens will continue at a lower level. 

Unless the ordinary citizens of the United States are confronted with a severe effect on their standard of living, there will be no meaningful debate leading to a change in policy towards Islam and Israel. There will be very little support in the United States for a "Marshall Type Plan" for  the Middle East.  Within a generation, the major problems for the United States will be centered on India and China. 

With so many chances of being wrong, and so few of being right, I respectfully submit these expectations with due humility.  

Participant   

  Two most interesting entries, Farhad. The Saddam trial, if it comes off, will not begin until after the election, sometime in 2005.  I guess we can hope that things will hold together until then.  But I'm not sure that the trial will work quite as everyone expects, with a dramatic recitation of Saddam's atrocities followed by a guilty verdict and wide scale rejoicing at his execution.  My guess is that his lawyers will mount a serious defense.  One item they will no doubt uncover is that while he is accused of killing the Kurds with poison gas, the fact is that episode happened during the Iran/Iraq war, and while both sides used gas, the gas was of different kinds, and all the deaths were from Iranian gas.  There may be other distortions that the defense will be able to illuminate, so that it won't be a cakewalk for the prosecution.  And I would also guess that there will be a lot of positive sentiment for Saddam at the trial.  A huge percentage of the Russian people still adore Stalin, who murdered tens of millions of them.  So there may be a real division among the populace.  

Sandy, you may be wrong in your predictions, but if so you will have plenty of company, because there are a lot of us who see it pretty much the same way. 

Participant   

  Dick: You are right, both sides of the Iran/Iraq war committed unbelievable crimes. The Iranians sent thousands of children in front of Iraqi thanks (gave them an actual key to heaven!), used gas, and killed civilians, including Kurds. I hope the Iranian regime get its day in court too.  I am also sure that many benefited from Saddam’s regime, otherwise the extent of the insurgency movement might have been less. 

Participant   

  Sandy: I agree with your predictions. Unfortunately, the Muslims use the Arab-Israel conflict as an excuse to solve their own problems. Even if the conflict is resolved, antagonism toward the US will continue.    

Participant   

  Interesting how we distinguish weapons of mass destruction--nuclear, chemical and biological warfare --from "acceptable" weapons--flamethrowers, napalm, 2,000-pound bombs, land mines, rockets, firebombing, etc.  So far, chemical and biological warfare kills relatively small numbers of people, compared to the other techniques.    

Participant   

  It's probably a good thing for Bush that we won't see more of Saddam before the election.  I thought his self-possessed appearance in court would likely galvanize some supporters.    

Harlan Cleveland   

  Things are moving so fast, it's hard to keep up, let alone to comment.  In an interview with Charlie Rose tonight, a New Yorker writer in Iraq mentioned a current poll showing that 46% of Iraqis want Saddam Hussein brought to justice, but 41% think he should be "released."  The implication was that the trial of Saddam won't be a slam dunk--and, unless some other Iraqi leader takes center stage, that ratio might move even more toward the leader they knew.  No one he has met, this guy said, has said they are sorry for what was happening in Iraq under Saddam;  the "high expectations" from the liberation/ occupation have been "crushed;" and nothing good will happen until (a) an Iraqi leader emerges and (b) the Americans depart.  

Another interviewee on the same program (an expert with the Council on Foreign Relations) thought the trial might follow "the O.J. Simpson syndrome"--that is, the guilty party will somehow get away with it.   She also thought nationalism is much stronger in Iraq than most outsiders (who are over-impressed with the tripartite Shia-Sunni-Kurd analysis) believe.   But she was clear that most Iraqis would opt for a secular regime, and reject any effort to "make an Iran out of Iraq."  

Listening to all the experts these past few weeks, I feel as though I have wandered into a roomful of experts just before a horse race.  None really knows how it will all come out, but (except for me) everyone thinks s/he knows.  

Thanks, Richard, for at least a few days' lease on the life of this conversation.   Thanks, Sandy, for your sterling effort to summarize the situation as a whole.  I'll take a crack at that myself just as soon as I can escape long enough from listening to the experts. 

Participant   

  Harlan, I have been concerned about the “experts” who present their views, often without a factual basis. This is not only happening in politics, but in my field of educational technology (EDTEC) as well. EDTEC used be a research-oriented field. Researchers usually spent their entire career collecting and analyzing data. Once they gained seniority, or when they were recognized by their peers, in an award ceremony or a similar occasion, they felt at liberty to present their own opinions. Such views, usually seasoned with experience, were based on a lifetime of looking at data. What is more alarming is that very educated people in my field gravitate towards those who can speak or write very often, since they are not restricted by the problem of data collection and analysis!  Today, we have instant experts in many fields. Do you see this as an alarming trend? Am I being too nerdy, or snobbish?  

I think this is a basic issue in all of our discussions that needs to be addressed, regardless of our topic. It gets to the core of our thought process, and how we will address the thought process of people from other cultures (e.g. Islamic clergy). Where do we get our legitimacy? 

Participant   

  That last is a VERY profound question!  Thanks, Farhad.     

Participant   

  It would not be fair for me to attempt a wrap-up type comment, not having participated in this conference.  But I've read nearly all of it, and anyway, who said anything about fairness? 

Starting from where we were four days ago, I think we’ve been doing about the best that could be done. I'm impressed by the changes in leadership "on the ground", both civil and military.  

Our near-term goal should be to maintain a favorable trend toward election-time--theirs, not ours--backing off continually a bit at a time, if "they" will let us (they" being those having real power in the streets of Iraq).  

Longer term, everything depends on our election--not on the outcome, particularly, but on the public attitudes that build and reveal themselves during the campaign.  And that, I think, depends more on the media than it does on anything the candidates are likely to say or do.  Right now (because of the impending election) public attitudes mean far more than usual.  I feel we are approaching a fork in the road, and I hope we take it.   

Participant   

  For many years I was an invited speaker/participant at the week-long Conference on World Affairs at the University of Colorado in Boulder, along with sometimes 100 others.  The founder and director of the conference, sociologist Howard Higman, designed it to be a few plenary speeches, and dozens of panels so that each of us would be assigned to two or three discussions a day.  One rule he followed was to make sure that on each panel one of us would be assigned who was clearly not an expert in the subject.  Even though we had our own discipline of expertise, we may have known almost nothing about holy wars or pornography or child development.  We always wondered how we would wind up on those panels.  But the surprising thing was that often the non-expert was able to bring insights from his or her "unrelated" field or other experience that contributed very positively to the discussion.  I think the ILF works that way to some extent.  We discuss material where the leader is the only real authority or some subject where there really is no "authority", such as expertise in planning exit strategies after invading oil rich sectarian Islamic countries. The rest of us from various disciplines and leadership positions bring what our experience has taught us.  

I think, Fred, you were referring not so much to the ILF discussions as to the fact that we as a nation know so little about the nations and the religions we are dealing with, and in the vacuum caused by the absence of that knowledge, we tend to pay too much attention to a lot of people who are just shooting off their mouths. We’ve got to fix that, or we are in big trouble.  But I find it interesting and helpful to have economists and psychoanalysts and others commenting on our national predicament with the Middle East from their perspective.  So I can't help but be ambivalent about listening to non-experts.  We all need to interact with people who can put a bigger frame around the subject at hand.  

Participant   

  From what I understand, the soon-to-be-published book by "Anonymous" of the CIA calls for an all-out war on Islamist radicals, which I don't support.  But this article in today's LA Times by him seems to reflect much of what we have been discussing here.  Check it out:  

http://www.latimes.com/news/opinion/commentary/la-oe-anonymous2jul02,1,7151902.story?coll=la-news-comment-opinions 

Participant   

  Ray writes Response 167 "Our near-term goal should be to maintain a favorable trend toward election-time--theirs, not ours--backing off continually a bit at a time, if "they" will let us (“they" being those having real power in the streets of Iraq.)"   Of course I agree with Ray's wish as stated. But it will be a difficult goal to follow. Suppose the tables were turned, and another nation believes that our upcoming election is as important to world peace as we believe is the one in Iraq. And, following this, that nation feels as strongly as we do about one of the candidates and exercises its prerogatives to block that candidate if it is appearing to be in the lead?  My question is of course "unthinkable" to us, but I suspect less "unthinkable" to politically active Iraqi citizens. 

Participant   

  My guess is that if we err in our thinking about the subject of this conference it is in the direction of considering America as having the necessary power to accomplish a transfer of sovereignty, provide security for an election, and continue to determine and manipulate the nature of the government we have installed.  I'll bet we lack that power; 41% of the Iraqis watching Saddam in court were enthusiastic supporters.  The insurgents are not likely to run out of money, ammunition or recruits.  

There was one very positive development--Jordan's decision to send troops to work for the new government.  

I tend to think both elections, theirs and ours, will be determined by Osama bin Laden. If he attacks us in a big way, there may not be any elections in either country.  If we don't panic completely, it may just mean that Bush will be re-elected. 

Participant   

  One thing I sincerely hope the United States learns form the Iraqi experience is that victory over your opponent’s armed forces does not necessarily include victory over the population they have defended inadequately. You are very good at the one, but have not been very good recently at the other. You need to acquire a great deal more expertise about those populations and a great deal more willingness in your leadership to listen to those who understand the effects of certain actions on the attitudes of the conquered, and of the world. 

History shows us that long periods of peace and stability followed cruel and crushing victories, and very often produced great advances in the prosperity of the defeated. 

I wonder, in today's world of instant communications and simplified morality, if any nation, particularly one led by elected officials, can ever be sufficiently ruthless to crush all opposition and establish peace and stability over the long term.    

Harlan Cleveland   

  Amid many interruptions this weekend, I am rereading (I hope thoughtfully) the whole record of this Conference so far with a view to writing a summary comment--probably several comments.  It is a very rich cake to cut into.  Because of the interruptions, I have only made it through the first 100 comments, and my notes thereon will already require a good deal of writing.   So, with apologies, I won't burden this conference with summary comments until later this (fortunately long) weekend.  

But already I am grateful to Richard Farson and WBSI for providing this timely occasion to think hard about developments which may prove to be a watershed in both world affairs and American foreign policy.  

The obligation to be up to date each day on Iraq and its pervasive implications for so much else has kept me delightfully busy reading newspapers, watching news and pseudo-news on television, and getting acquainted with Web-based sources that seem infinite in range and variety.  So I'm very glad indeed to have been with you, as a somewhat immoderate moderator, for these five weeks (and a bit more).  I'll deliver more substantive comments during the next couple of days--and late nights.  

Participant   

  Believe me, the pleasure is ours, Harlan.  I just returned from seeing the documentary film The Control Room, a behind the scenes look at the journalists, particularly those of Al Jazeera, which covered the Iraq war. It is grim and disturbing, and presents a most interesting picture of the impossibility of getting an objective view. 

Participant   

  Dick, that is a major problem in today's world. We get our news in sound bites of less than a minute, usually heavily biased and in support of a single point of view. There is no way that the average Joe or Jane can understand the infinitely grey imponderables of any given situation.  I certainly cannot. 

All I am able to do is to try to read sufficiently widely to understand what systems contribute to commonweal and liberty and what systems tend to do the reverse. I then back the former against the latter. I only worry when those I support appear to be affecting their basic instincts for good by the methods they use to promote it.    

Harlan Cleveland   

  I've now reviewed the whole record of our conference, with pleasure and (intellectual) profit.  There have been several comments, at the beginning and toward the end, about experts and generalists.  None of us in ILF is really an expert on the whole range of issues involved in "The Transition in Iraq."  That means we all are participating as "generalists" in trying to figure out how we (Americans) got into this mess and what we may have to do to make the best of it.   That puts us in league with all our fellow-citizens, who have to decide what to do next with their influence and their votes.  

Sandy Mactaggart, you have participated so actively from the outset that you get to take your pick: to struggle with our dilemmas as if you were a citizen of the United States, or stand off and comment as if, as a Canadian, you are a foreigner. Having reviewed the record, my hunch is you are in some sense both.   

In any case, though each of us knows more than others about some aspect of this whole schmeir, none of us can possibly be an "expert" on all of it.  So none of us, it seems to me, need be diffident about having a view on The Transition in Iraq. Whatever each of us thinks, we may (in our "generalist" capacity) be thinking and expressing what a sizeable popular majority thinks, or is willing to do, about it.  

I will be following up tomorrow (Monday, July 5) with an effort to synthesize our conversation in four categories:  (1) how we got into this mess;  (2) how we might extricate ourselves, with an outcome we're willing to live with;  (3)  the broader context of American foreign policy in which decisions about Iraq had better be taken;  and  (4) the implications of all this for US "domestic" politics.  Happy Independence Day! .....Harlan. 

Participant   

  Bob Goldstein, former top exec at Federated Department Stores, forwarded this article from the Washington Post.  Now we can see how a professional speech writer does it for Kerry.  

A Realistic Path in Iraq by John F. Kerry  

   Like most Americans, I want to believe that this past week's events--the transfer of sovereignty and the appearance of Saddam Hussein before an Iraqi court--will place us on the road to success. But there is still no sign of a strategy that will get us there. We have transferred sovereignty, but Iraq still lacks the capacity to provide security and essential services. To give democracy, pluralism and regional peace a chance, we need a policy that is effective--a policy that finally includes a heavy dose of realism.  

Our foreign policy has achieved greatness only when it has combined realism and idealism, our sense of practicality and our deep commitment to values such as freedom and democracy. Look back at NATO and the Marshall Plan, the enduring creations of the Truman administration.  

Our military performed brilliantly in the war's first mission: ending the regime of Saddam Hussein. And all Americans share President Bush's desire for Iraqis to live with the blessings of democracy and security. But we are a practical people, and we know that all the rhetoric we've heard hasn't been accompanied by a realistic plan to win the peace and bring our troops home. We know that a chief of staff of the Army, Gen. Eric Shinseki, was right when he argued that more troops would be needed to establish security and win the peace in the weeks and months after Saddam Hussein's fall. And we know, especially, that we should have brought more friends and allies to the cause.  

The point here is not to revisit history but to forge a new policy based on what we know and on what will be most effective. We still have an opportunity to prevent Iraq from becoming a failed state and a haven for global terrorists and Islamic extremists. We can still succeed in promoting stability, democracy, protection of minority and women's rights, and peace in the region, even at this late hour, if we construct and follow a realistic path. But if we are to reduce the overwhelming military and financial burden America is bearing and maximize the chances of success, we will need help from others. Getting that help will require not only convincing our friends and allies that we share an interest in preventing failure but also giving them a meaningful voice and role in Iraqi affairs. That is the only way to forge real cooperation, and it is long past time for this to be done.  

In recent months the Bush administration has taken some of the needed steps. It has worked through the United Nations to legitimize the transition to an interim Iraqi government and to call for troop contributions and financial assistance. But we need a more far-reaching plan if we are to win the substantial help that is required. We have to move our allies beyond the resentment they feel about the Bush administration's failed diplomacy so they can focus on their interest in fighting terrorism and promoting peace. The best way to do that is to vest friends and allies in Iraq's future.  

On the economic front, that means giving them fair access to the multibillion-dollar reconstruction contracts. It also means letting them be a part of putting Iraq's profitable oil industry back together. In return, they must forgive Hussein's multibillion-dollar debts to their countries and pay their fair share of the reconstruction bill.  

  We should also give them a leadership role in pursuing our wider strategic goals in the region. As partners, we should convene a regional conference with Iraq's neighbors. Such a conference would have two goals. First, it should secure a pledge from Iraq's neighbors to respect Iraq's borders and not to interfere in its internal affairs. And second, it should commit Iraq's leaders to provide clear protection for minorities, thus removing a major justification for possible outside intervention. Together, we should jump-start large-scale involvement with an international high commissioner to coordinate economic assistance and organize and implement these diplomatic initiatives.  

Then, having taken these dramatic steps, we could realistically call on NATO to step up to its responsibilities. Our goal should be an alliance commitment to deploy a major portion of the peacekeeping force that will be needed in Iraq for a long time to come. Just as NATO came together to contain the Soviet Union and bring peace to Bosnia and Kosovo, with the right kind of leadership from us NATO can be mobilized to help stabilize Iraq and the region. And if NATO comes, others will too.  

Inside Iraq, the overriding need is for security, and the essential participants are the Iraqis themselves. The missing ingredient in this quest so far is a political accommodation among Iraqis. Each Iraqi group--the Kurds, the Shiites and the Sunnis--has to feel it will have safety and a fair share in Iraq's future. Yes, let the Iraqis move forward with their schedule for elections and the writing of a constitution, but all must realize that the results of these elections and the constitution will hold only if the parties know they can protect their basic interests. Helping Iraq come together this way, by peaceful negotiations and not by civil warfare, is the realistic way to secure the loyalty of Iraqis to their new state, and the best way to give them a future to defend. And it will strengthen our efforts, and those of others in the international community, to overhaul the program to train and build Iraqi security forces that have the will and the capacity to fight against the insurgents and terrorists. In this context too, Iraqi reconstruction of Iraq with international assistance will have a chance.  

Success in Iraq must be separated from our politics. It is too important to our troops who are serving there and to the security of our nation. I hope President Bush will fashion policies that will succeed. But today we are not pursuing the most effective path. It is only by pursuing a realistic path to democracy in Iraq that we can connect our ideals with American common sense. Only then can we heal the wounds between our allies and ourselves and only then can we muster the might of our alliances to isolate our enemies and win the war on terrorism around the world.  

(The writer, a  senator from Massachusetts, is the presumptive Democratic nominee for president.)  

Participant   

  Kerry is obviously relying heavily on his ability to renew our relations with former allies.  So, to him, internationalization appears to be the only way to stability.  It's surely the only way to get the troops and money, because I don't think Americans will support a draft and the long term expenses for doing it alone.  And he's willing to bring a lot more foreigners in to reap the spoils. A high commissioner to oversee. So much for sovereignty. I wonder how all that will play with the Iraqis.    

Participant   

  For some reason, my email in the last few days has logged several well written pieces calling for an all out war on Islamist radicals, in all the Arab countries at least. Crushing. Destroying.  Completely changing the entire culture of Islam. The argument is that as long as those nations remain unable to compete with us, the hatred will mount, and they will get the nuclear bomb, and use it. So we have to make them more like us, so that they can develop the knowledge and skills to have advanced economies.  

Whatcha think, Sandy? 

Harlan Cleveland   

  Thanks, Richard, for putting the Kerry piece (from the Washington Post) into this conference.   The line he is taking is strikingly close, as far as it goes, to the consensus that seemed to be forming among those participating here.  

The call for all-out war against the Islamists (your Response 179), on the other hand, sounds like a proposal that we should act more like the Islamic radicals.  Are your e-mails coming from Dick Cheney's office?  I'm just now drafting a review of our "Transition in Iran."   It will emerge in several comments to follow. 

Participant   

  As an amateur here, I suggest that a lot of confusion is the result of telling ourselves that we are "bringing" democracy to Iraq. I suggest that democracy is not portable from one country to another--especially at the instigation of the "other" country. What we are doing may with luck turn out well, or be a bloody mess. It may also have some features with antecedents in democracy. But I believe that our thinking would be refreshed if we gave this process another name.    

Review of Conference Contributions by Harlan Cleveland

Harlan Cleveland   

  Summary Comment #1: As we opened this conference, my first question was "How did we get into this mess, anyhow?"  I can't find in our resulting literature any comment in defense of the decision to go to war in Iraq.  But there has certainly been a great deal of discussion about it.  

After reading General Zinni's "10 ways we botched Iraq,"  the description in the about-to-be-published Anonymous book ("an avaricious, premeditated, unprovoked war") and Herbert York's characterization of it as "a vigilante-style action," I came to regard my own earlier critique, "an unnecessary war," as rather pallid by comparison.  

Columnists thoughtful enough to be swayed by evidence, such as Tom Friedman, David Brooks and George Will,  favored the war decision at first (as did a majority of the US population), then turned against it.  Linc Bloomfield provided the apposite quotation: "Heaven has no rage like love to hatred turned."  

We may have to leave the long-term consequences of this adventure to the historians.   At least I both hope and believe that Nick Johnson's prediction--that we "can't regain even the measure of international respect we had in 2000 in anything less than a generation"--is unduly downbeat.  Yet the net effect of the war in Iraq on our international relations is simply appalling, as the roundup of serious public opinion polls (provided in a sterling contribution by Dan Yankelovich in absentia and summarized in Response 55 and Response 56) makes all too clear.  

The impact on public attitudes in Europe and "the Muslim world"--crucial segments just now of what our Founders called "the general opinion of Mankind"--is even more serious than the reluctance of so many governments to cooperate with the US in so many ways.  Governments can and do change their minds and their behavior much more rapidly than bodies politic typically do.  

Our consensus about the unwise decision to go into Iraq did not extend to the earlier adventure in Afghanistan.  But my guess is that if we took our own ILF internal poll, it would find most of us thinking it made sense in the light of 9/11 to chase after al-Qaeda and elbow the Taliban aside.   The argument that the Taliban lacked the power to control or deliver Osama bin Laden shouldn't have dissuaded, and didn't dissuade, the US from moving on Afghanistan.  What was lacking in Afghanistan was (as in Iraq) realistic planning for an extended and expensive postwar effort.  And this mistake was compounded by the decision to focus on Iraq at the expense of intensifying the pressure on al-Qaeda.  

The international fallout of the mostly unilateral decisions that produced "the mess we are in" contrasts dramatically and sadly with the instant, almost universal "rally 'round the United States" reaction in world opinion (including the opinions of governments) to the 9/11 attacks.    For the US government to have blown that golden opportunity to keep building international institutions with "the capacity to act" ran directly counter to what the US Executive Branch, under both political parties and with mostly bipartisan support in Congress, had been trying to do ever since the Second World War.  

Participant   

It is interesting to note that the first major decision by the new Iraqi government, to grant amnesty to certain insurgents, has been put on hold indefinitely, due surely to US disapproval.    

Harlan Cleveland   

  Summary Comment #2:  My second question (in Response 1 of 29 May) was:  "(b) how and when can we get out of Iraq with a modicum of grace and a minimum of casualties--leaving behind an Iraq that is clearly better than the Iraq of Saddam Hussein, and preserving our own self-image as a "city upon a hill" for human rights and democratic values?"  

Sandy Mactaggart plunged right in, suggesting the question accepts that the US will be "unable to stand the political cost of dripping casualties . . . unable to impose the casualties and use the implacable firmness that alone has historically proven necessary to combat determined and equally ruthless guerilla activity."  Challenged to produce an extrication strategy, he first outlined what President Bush had said about that (turn over political control to the Iraqis soon, get out as soon as requested),  and added other points the US hasn't yet got around to: don't worry about Iraq's internal infighting, restrain the direct involvement of neighbors, and "use the power of capitalism" to promote prosperity.  

None of the US participants either disputed or signed onto Sandy's doctrine that democracies aren't cut out for ruthlessness.  (Like so many judgments about fundamentals, the answer is "it depends."  It would not be easy to find examples in history of actions more ruthless than our World War II carpet-bombing in Germany and our atomic bombs dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki--all justified by military necessity and ratified by popular acceptance.)    But Sandy's agenda for extrication from Iraq led to a lively debate and some interesting ideas about what to do next in Iraq.  

On getting our troops out, we all agreed , then disagreed about when. "Get out this summer,"  or "Stay the course"?  Strong and experienced voices, including Herbert York, Nick Johnson, and Richard Farson, were for withdrawing soonest. The rationale for this position is strong, in principle:  in Farson's words, “Our getting out of Iraq is more likely to reduce terror than our getting into it has been."  Practice is more complicated: the York agenda (go into garrison mode right away, put our troops into a UN peacekeeping command, and make special arrangements for Kurdistan) would predictably take some time to work out.  

Even those who thought US troops would need to be in Iraq for a while seemed unwilling to "stay the course" if the course continued to be as amateurish and changeable as the Bush administration's Iraq policy.  So we juggled action agendas; it's probably fair to say that the closer we got to the exercise of "soft power" (repairing infrastructure, economic and educational development), the wider our consensus grew.  

More about handling postwar Iraq follows in Summary Comment #3...  

Harlan Cleveland   

  Summary Comment #3:  In our discussion about postwar Iraq,  one recurring question was whether much or anything can be done about Iraq, or anything else requiring support or acquiescence from other Arab countries, without first settling the very long-running dispute between Israel and the Palestinians.  

Some thought "the road to peace in Baghdad lies through Jerusalem."  Others were skeptical that anything could be agreed just now about Israel-Palestine without a change in leadership--on both sides.  

The US intermediation in the waning days of the Clinton administration was turned aside by Arafat, and none of the Arab countries seemed then (or ever?) to want anything but a continuing stalemate which justifies hostile attitudes toward Israel.   And at present (especially in a presidential election year) the idea of serious US arm-twisting in Israel by a government of either major party in US politics is taboo as a subject for political debate.  

So it seems that other issues in Middle East politics can't depend on some real progress soon on the Israel-Palestine issue; that would mean zero progress on anything else.  There is no consensus on how to tackle this question, which is still being debated in ILF, but the "road through Jerusalem" does seem blocked for the time being.  

Israel's possession of nuclear weapons, an obvious sore point with all Arab countries,  might be a separable issue.  Douglas Strain came up with the intriguing notion that Israel might agree to denuclearize if its security were formally guaranteed, for example by its joining NATO.  Helping Israel move toward abandoning nuclear weapons would be broadly consistent with US advocacy of nuclear nonproliferation.  

My guess is that the "carrot" of Israel joining NATO is not remotely available.  Even (or especially?) if the US advocated it, Israel would be too touchy an issue in the politics of too many European members of NATO.  

But a suggestion by our Canadian colleague Sandy Mactaggart might be pursued: to involve NATO in a security-guarantee role in the Middle East.  We didn't discuss this further, and the question is obviously complex: whose security would be guaranteed, in return for what undertakings for how long, with whose forces, where deployed? an item for a future agenda?  

Participant   

  Harlan, thanks for the clear and concise summary of the discussion. I hope we can have a discussion on the future of the Middle East, which would include a discussion of all the outstanding issues, including the role of NATO, Islam, and Israel, among other topics.  

By the way, I am not sure if you remember that in the 1950s Iraq, Iran, and Turkey (I am not sure if Pakistan was on this or not) formed an alliance with the US and Great Britain called Central Treaty Organization (CENTO). I think it was dissolved in the 1960s as Iraq gravitated towards the USSR. Why not revive CENTO? 

Participant   

  Harlan, once more it is a privilege to converse in a conference moderated by you.  I am printing out your summary, including the piece by Kerry, for the edification of my son who has just arrived in Scotland from San Francisco. He, like one of my two daughters, is a United States Citizen. I myself am a bit of a hybrid, I was born and brought up in Scotland until the war, when I was evacuated to Canada at age 12, and as a younger son remained, although my formal education from age 16 onwards was entirely in New England. I married an American. 

I suppose that if asked to pick, I would think of myself as a citizen of Atlantis with great sympathy for the attempts of the United States to create a better life for the world. I believe that your greatest asset is that you are a country with a conscience.    

Harlan Cleveland   

  Summary Comment #4 (and last):  In our discussion about postwar Iraq, several issues were mentioned but not considered enough to draw collective conclusions.   But they are recorded as items well worth further consideration in the International Leadership Forum:  

       >  Farhad Saba,  an Iranian living in California who once ran Iran's educational  broadcasting service, favored us during the conference with a fascinating description of the extent to which young Iranians were once exposed to the outside world, and especially to US culture and values, through the efforts of the US Information Agency (USIA).  Those programs are of course not operating in Iran since the 1979 ayatollahs' revolution. But comparable "information power" is relevant to American foreign policy in many other countries--and might be relevant again with a turn of the political wheel in Tehran.  

       >  A stimulating feature of the "Transition in Iraq" conference were drafts of policy speeches for President Bush and Senator Kerry.   The ghostwriter:  Richard Farson.  That unusual form of comment helped illuminate issues in a pseudo-practical way that on some issues enabled participants to come together (especially in the case of the Kerry draft) on a way of thinking about policy that had seemed elusive in the abstract.    Trying to draft action papers for the real-life actors may well be a valuable way of bringing ILF policy arguments down to earth in other fields.  

       >  A creative suggestion was made by Saiful “Kamal” Islam--a theoretical physicist and economist from Bangladesh who lives in Europe--about the composition of a UN peacekeeping force for Iraq.   He thought it might best consist of troops from predominantly Muslim but non-Arab nations--notably Bangladesh, Indonesia, Malaysia, and Turkey.  (He omitted Pakistan, "perceived as an American ally.")   We didn't have a chance to explore either the military potentials or the political complexities of such a UN force--for example, Malaysia has had some good experience with blue-helmeted contingents, Turkish troops couldn't be used in Kurdish areas, some Indonesian military were in conflict with UN peacekeepers in East Timor--or even whether India, which contains the world's second largest Muslim population, should be added to the list.  But this was nevertheless a good example of fresh thinking in the free environment of an ILF teleconference.  

       >  I am impressed with the potential utility, for policymakers and also for outside kibitzers, of  "planning games"--adapting for broader policy discussion techniques that have proven so useful in military planning and more recently in diplomatic planning as well.  Lincoln Bloomfield, MIT political scientist emeritus and now a member of ILF, is one of the prime inventors of international policy gaming, and might be consulted about whether and how to adapt this technique to policy issues on the future agenda of WBSI/ILF.  

       >  In references to our ultimate objective in Iraq,  an interesting and important distinction was made between "just" and "democratic" governance. That's a practical issue of political theory which merits an in-depth exploration in ILF.  A related question, mostly not discussed here, is whether and how democracy is "portable" (Don Straus's word) to other countries.   (For the record, I don't think we can export our political institutions, but we can, do, and should export the fundamental idea that the people are ultimately the rulers.)  

       >  Several participants tried to put "the transition in Iraq" into larger frames: democratic prospects in the Middle East;  the effect of the Iraq war and its aftermath on oil supply and demand; the impact of Iran on the war, and of the war's outcome on Iran; the role of Saudi Arabia in spreading fundamentalism to Muslim countries; the comparative importance of what's happening in China and India;  the changing roles of Germany and France; the future of Central Asia; and the idea that the invasion of Iraq was a calculated step by the US to develop a base for long-term force projection in the Middle East and beyond.  This conference was neither large enough nor long enough to do more than touch on any of these interconnections.   Some of them are surely candidates for future ILF attention.  

       >   The upcoming US presidential election, now just four months away, has been a large and mostly invisible elephant in this conference. The two letters from John Kerry, one imaginary (1:124) and the other a real-life op-ed article (1:183), did raise interesting questions about what differences in Iraq policy a Democratic victory might bring. A nightmare scenario was also suggested: professional terrorists, inspired by the way their Madrid bombing helped change the face of Spanish politics, might try something dramatic shortly before our election--counting on the "rally 'round the president" effect to keep in office their preferred target, President Bush.  

 ENOUGH of these miscellaneous afterthoughts!  WBSI will hold this conference open until next Monday, July 12. That evening, Lois and I will dine out--not to mark the end of this absorbing multilogue, but to celebrate our 63rd wedding anniversary.

Concluding Thoughts on Shifting Governance from Iraq

Participant   

  Richard, you ask what I think of the suggestion that we attempt to bring Islam into the modern world by crushing force. 

I think first that it is impossible to "crush" so many billions of a faith that pervades the everyday life from before dawn until after dusk. Secondly, I do not think you can "impose" a modern way of life by force. If there is one thing Iraq should have taught us, it is that security and the respect for law, is the most desired and important element in any society. Nothing productive can be done without it. 

The time-honored method of ruling a conquered enemy is to eliminate the top leadership, and to fill their places with the second-tier officials because they know how to maintain order and have the infra-structure to do it. If the second tier doesn't do it, you move to the third, but you keep the infrastructure. 

By turning the governance of Iraq over to the Iraqis you are at last starting to do this, but to the extent that you do not permit the new government to make itself popular with the citizens it is to govern, it will be seen as a puppet and will fail. 

If you can let Islam cleanse itself of its extremists, then you will have an opportunity to revert to the policy of bringing health prosperity and education to a peaceful population. That is how the United States has been so successful in spreading its global influence. You should help them to do this by allowing the new Iraqi government to grant amnesty to those who killed members of a very unpopular occupying force, so long as it does not apply to future killings of a security force which is there at the invitation of that government, and can be asked to leave at any time. What better way have you to prove the independence of the new government and your own magnanimity? It is only when you forgive the perpetrators of your losses that they may begin to forgive those who caused theirs. But that won't buy you any votes at home.    

Participant   

  "But that won't buy you any votes at home."  I'm not so sure of that, Sandy.  Perhaps not enough to win an election, yet, but there is a rich ground-swell of recognition of the failure of alternative approaches and, I think, a readiness to consider others such as that you have described. 

Participant   

  While reading Harlan's wonderful summary statements I was tempted, as would be any engineer, to draw a diagram--a structural diagram of decisions and/or concepts requiring support from underlying ideas in order to maintain their stability.  At many points Harlan spoke of future avenues deserving of exploration by the ILF.  Each of these is a supporting beam for something.  If several of them were assembled it would be deserving of attention by those who will be making decisions next year.    

Participant   

  Judging from the material crossing my desk, there seem to be three quite different reactions to the difficulty the US is having in Iraq.  On the one hand, there is considerable support for the idea of withdrawal, as early as possible.  I think that seems to be the sense of this group.  Then there is the stay the course attitude reflected both by the administration, and in general, by the Kerry campaign.  And then there seems to be a reaction of escalation--indicating that we must not only clearly defeat the Iraqis with overwhelming force, but all Arab/Muslim radicals, and even their culture that spawns such thinking. Clearly, the Iraq invasion has set the stage for some shifts in our approach to international affairs, and I'm afraid we are in for a long debate on it.  

Sandy, I appreciate your wise response to my question.  I'm afraid the US feels it cannot risk backing off from control. What is interesting to me is that the administration has put us into a situation where none of us can clearly articulate a series of moves that would be good for all parties.  Your strategy is no doubt correct, but we have already disbanded the infrastructure, and the government is our puppet.  

I really doubt that the insurgents will back off.  I have yet to hear anyone explain to me how this differs from the French in Algeria. I do know that the research shows that since 1980, almost all insurgencies that involved suicide bombings have succeeded. Are there good examples of how one nation took over another, continued to face thousands of resistors for years of daily attacks, and then brought about peace and domination?  I'm not a history buff, but I certainly don't recall any examples from my own memory. There certainly weren't any in WWII. 

Participant   

  In response to Richard’s Response 192:  There is a fundamental difference between how the US and the ex-European colonial powers are viewed by some policy makers in the Middle East. Those who have kept their objectivity realize that the French in Algeria were a colonial power. They were there to colonize Algeria. Among this category are Iraqis who are ruling in Iraq today, some of whom, by the way, speak the English language with a British accent. They understand how President Wilson viewed colonialism as he confronted European powers after WW I.  

Other policy makers, including Islamic militants, see the world from a Marxist point of view and do not draw this clear distinction. If Marx only knew that some of his most ardent supporters are fundamentalist religious leaders… 

The reality on the ground, and the danger for the US in Iraq, is to become a colonial power. Let’s see if the current ceremonial transfer of power will become a real one. 

Participant   

  I take it then, Fred, that the result depends upon whether the Iraqis, and others in the Middle East, can believe that our intent is not to colonize, but only to free them from the grip of a cruel despot. I wonder how many people believe that. I'm afraid that even among ourselves in this conference, we are unclear about the intent of the invasion.  I don't think that the architects of this invasion were worried about WMD, but more interested in regime change--not only in Iraq but in several other Middle Eastern nations--actually all of those now under the control of authoritarian regimes hostile to Israel. And the goal was not just to remove the regimes, but to install democracies (and free market systems). I think they believed that was the only way to create "stability" in the Middle East, meaning security for Israel, and an acceptance of a US presence in the area. My guess is, paradoxically, that the perception of the Middle Easterners of our true intent is more accurate than the current perception of it in the US.  Could that be possible?!  

Now that isn't colonialism, but I would think that in some ways it is more threatening not only to         the governments of these nations, but to their clerics, and to their people, because it is more comprehensively and ambitiously imperial.  We are not just after their riches, but their souls. 

Participant   

  Harlan, I must say that your summaries are so beautifully done, and so helpful a review of 

our deliberations, that you have set a new standard of excellence in the leadership of our conferences.  I'm afraid not many of us have the ability to do what you did, and I know all of us are appreciative.  But rather than serving to conclude the conference, it makes me even more interested in clarifying the fundamental issues, which I'm glad we have another few days to do. Well, that's the way all such discussions should work, I think.  

Participant   

  I think of myself as a positive person, trusting in human nature, seeing cooperation where others see competition, looking always for the silver lining in the dark clouds.  But I must confess that our current situation does pose a challenge to retain that attitude. The positive scenarios we have developed in this conference seem to me to be if not whistling in the dark, at least rather unfounded optimism. The scenarios proposed by Bush/Kerry seem misguided. The grand scenarios about war with Islam seem apocalyptic. Homeland security measures seem misplaced or idiotic. I suppose my negativity comes mainly from the fact that we can't have a national debate on the motives of the terrorists, so can't figure out what to do about reducing terrorism.  Nobody even talks about how to prevent or reduce it through non-military actions. But at the same time people predict a major attack this summer.  And I worry more about the average American's reaction (and the administration's reaction) to the attack than the attack itself. The Iraq war is such a colossal mistake, but there doesn't seem to be any realistic exit.  

Where did I put those rose-colored glasses?  Can someone help me? 

Participant   

  Bill Clinton, in an interview with Jim Lehrer tonight, urged seeking a settlement of the Palestinian/Israeli conflict because it would eliminate half of the rhetorical reasons for terrorism.    

Participant   

  I wish to add my compliments to Harlan for his outstanding leadership of this In-depth conference. I continue to be concerned about the denuclearization of the Middle East in particular and the world in general. I was interested in Farhad Saba's mention of the "CENTO" organization.  Maybe we could construct a new organization of those nations who have the most to lose if nuclear war should break out.  In any case there seems to be agreement that there is much left to do if we are to limit war and violence for our own survival.  

Participant   

  I agree that the United States might behave in Iraq, and perhaps in other places in the Middle East, as an imperialist. But that is because she has not learned how to present the case for democracy to non-democratic countries in a non-threatening form.  

Democracy is a natural form of government. Yet, with our fantastic talent in advertising message design, movie making, and other forms of popular culture, the United States has failed miserably in describing democracy to other people of the world in an understandable language.  

The Russian Communists were much more successful in presenting their ideology to the illiterate people of the Middle East, as well as those who had more education. Islamic Marxism is the prevailing idea among radical Muslim clerics. Can you imagine that? What would be easier to wed: Islam with democracy or Islam with godless Marxism-Leninism?! Yet, young and old Muslims in the Middle East see a natural affinity between their being poor and the ideas of Marxism, and no affinity or need for democracy to bring about economic opportunity and freedom to their people. 

Participant   

  I agree, Fred.  While our poor, in general, are incomparably better off than the poor in most 

of the poverty stricken world, the messages sent by the US media probably fail to inspire confidence in our system.  And for several decades we have been in a political mode that may seem to outsiders, as it does to some of us, to disregard the plight of the poor.  So with our crime-ridden ghettos, our growing disparity between rich and poor, and our predominant conservative message that it's the poor people's responsibility to pull themselves out of poverty, small wonder that Marxism sells better!

 The reason our lower classes don't revolt against the growing disparity with upper classes is that they think they will eventually get there. Many in the lower and middle classes already identify themselves as being members of a higher class.  That's the American dream at work. But I guess it doesn't sell to the poor around the world.    

Participant   

  It would sell better if we did a better job, here, of reducing the extreme range of the disparity between rich and poor, then we'd have something to talk about!  I'm so unaccustomed to agreeing with so much of what Dick says that it comes hard; but yes, yes, yes. 

Participant   

  The scathing Senate intelligence report on how we got into this mess hits the CIA hard, but postpones its report on the possible pressures exerted on the intelligence community or misleading statements made to the public and to the Congress by the administration until after the election. The NY Times reports that Chalabi ordered his intelligence network of 75 operatives in Iraq (we had none) to supply incriminating evidence to support an invasion, which they did by falsifying.    

Participant   

  Afghanistan has pretty much disappeared off the public's radar screen, pointed to with pride occasionally by the administration as a success story, and because it is held up as a model for what should happen in Iraq, you might be interested in seeing just how bad it is over there. 

A most interesting picture is presented in Christina Lamb's piece in today's NY Times:  

http://www.nytimes.com/2004/07/09/opinion/O9LAMB.html 

Participant   

  Richard, I read Christina Lamb’s story from Afghanistan. It sounded like a tourist's view of the country. She is obviously either unaware of the major development projects that are under way, or has chosen to ignore them. Just walking on the streets, visiting bars, and hotel lobbies (which, by the way foreign correspondences do most of the time) does not do the trick. She has to step into schools, hospitals, banks, and hundreds of development project offices and talk to real people. But, she probably does not speak Farsi, and doesn’t know much the history of Afghanistan either. These are major limitations.  

Just to give one example, the Sister Schools of San Diego has a project in Jalalabad. They invited 5 Afghan teachers to San Diego last year. We worked with them for a couple of months here, and established the means to support them. Several of our students support these five teachers on a regular basis. San Diegans support the Sister Schools with very small to very large donations. This is a very small project, among a thousand others, that is going on in the country right now. By the way –these teachers, all five of them, were women, and were very motivated to get back to their classrooms. They were banned under the Taliban to teach.  

Has anyone seen any story about this (or any other US university working in Afghanistan for that matter) in the news media?  If major "news" media refrain from reporting development projects, and present a vision that does not match the reality on the ground they loose their credibility. Personally, I have not watched Peter Jennings or Dan Rather since 1995. 

Participant   

  Once again we find that it is impossible to get a truly objective view.  Thanks for that encouraging bit of counter information, Fred.  I can tell that Brokaw is different from Jennings and Rather. 

Participant   

  Is it possible that the major learning from this conference is that there is no strategy to exit Iraq that isn't going to lead to a very difficult scenario?  If we were to declare victory and leave now we would not only leave a mess behind, but would endure loss of face in the international community and have to live with a sense of cowardly failure as we did after Vietnam.  But then, we may have exactly the same problems if we stay for years.    

Participant   

  Without wanting to sound like Kerry and Edwards hugging each other, may I say that I have found this discussion as good as or better than other such that one has seen in different venues, as they say in Athens. And of course Harlan's summaries have been masterful, as befits a master.  

Where do I come out? No wiser than anyone else, but clinging to the old 19th century maxim that God looks after drunks, little children, and the United States of America. I am also encouraged by Churchill's comment that the US invariably does the right thing--after trying everything else. Bush has skated perilously close to the edge of that maxim. But in his panic he is now eating at least some of Kerry's lunch by taking more seriously the obvious value to the US of the UN, allies, and other such political software. A similarly sobered Bill Buckley says approvingly that the neoconservatives will disappear.  

The outcome in Iraq is still on a knife edge. But if the reported schism is real between Sunnis who want to be sure they get some power and fanatical imported Islamists who want a return to the 8th century, at last there may be hope that Iraqis will start to own the situation instead of it being owned by their damaged liberators. In other words, as we speak the chief moving parts of the problem may be shifting.  

In my professional dealings with Iraqis in recent years I always found them to be very different from most Middle-Easterners in their educational level, technologic skills, and genuine toughness. American bona fides may be severely discounted in Paris, Berlin, and the Arab street (they always were in the latter). But if one good thing has come out of this mess, it is that, behind the media's focus on casualties, some good people have been trying to help Iraqis formulate new concepts and structures of governance and civil society. We can only hope that there remains enough of a base, even after 35 years of murderous tyranny, those efforts will succeed after the infidels depart. 

Harlan Cleveland   

  Having already posted a four-part "summary," I'm not sure that I still have "standing" in this court.   But before the guillotine falls tomorrow, I'd like to react to a few of the many angles we haven't adequately explored here.  

[By the way:  to accommodate a few friends and colleagues who are not Fellows of ILF, I have pulled out (cut and pasted) my Summary Comments #1 through #4 into a separate file in Microsoft Word.   If anyone would find these summaries useful apart from the transcript of the whole conference, let me know by e-mail (my address is harlancleve@cs.com), and I can readily send them to you as an e-mail attachment.]  

Many thanks for your many kind comments on my "moderatorship" and on the Summaries.    You've all done a lot of writing in various contexts, and you therefore know that a writer can never get too much encouragement!  

A few notes will follow on some of the more recent comments. 

Harlan Cleveland   

  Back in Response 167, Ray Alden commented that, just now, "public attitudes mean far more than usual."    I strongly agree, but I might not attribute this condition quite so heavily to the happenstance that 2004 is a US presidential election year.   It's also, perhaps mainly, a consequence of the ever-faster spread of knowledge--not only through the Internet and TV and radio, but through the innumerable informal networks by which "the word gets around."  

This is why, even if we weren't having an election, the always temporary holders of public office--and the voters too--should be taking very seriously the yawning chasm (documented by Dan Yankelovich in this conference) between current American and other countries' public opinions.   Fortunately, there is a chance this fall for Americans to change both the course and the climate of world affairs.  

There have been several comments suggesting that the media are hauling us and others around by the nose. For that slice of "the others" whose only source of information is Al Jazeera, maybe that explains something.  But people like us, who have multiple sources of news plus the huge new variety of facts and ideas on the Web, we don't have the excuse that we can't learn what's going on.   Indeed, as I listen to the radio and surf the Web, what I find dangerous to my mental health is to follow too closely the sources I find most congenial (like PBS and NPR), and forget to check in on what Rush Limbaugh, Pat Robertson, and other such voices are saying that are also tributaries to public-opinion trends.  

This whole subject, like so much that we discuss in ILF, is alone worth a month of discussion. 

Harlan Cleveland   

  One theme I hope we can crush is the idea that the US should somehow use its overwhelming power to "crush" and "destroy" the Arabs who don't agree with us.  That's a policy uncomfortably similar to the "war on terror"--that is, it spreads the guilt for our frustrations so wide that it (a) risks getting us caught in a permanent war with no way to "win" and no exit strategy; (b) diverts our eyes from the main task, which is to deal with those (al-Qaeda and identifiable copycats) who really are trying to develop the means to attack us;  and (c) sets against us all kinds of Arab "silent majorities" who might otherwise come to realize that the terrorists, using perversions of Islam and Arab nationalism, are against them too.  

Harlan Cleveland   

  Fred raised the question (in Response 186) of reviving CENTO.  I watched from inside the government that effort to build a Middle East regional organization as a Cold War instrument.   As far as I could see, nobody ever figured out what it could or would do.  It did nothing demonstrably relevant, and eventually vanished.  

I'll spare you my jaundiced view of most of the international regional organizations which were developed for one reason or another after World War II.   Most turned out to be overstaffed and under-employed.  This was partly because the key Cold War issues in which they were supposed to interest themselves were not regional in character.  It was also because, as I said  I was learning when I was helping invent UN peacekeeping operations in the 1960s, "courage is directly proportional to distance from the problem."  

There may be a place for wider regional expressions of the need to keep the peace and promote better lives for more people: "wider," because the narrower the grouping the less courageous, and therefore the less helpful to each other, they will be.  

But under present conditions, much of the initiative will have to come from the regions, sometimes with US participation but not overt "leadership" --which is why the European Union, APEC (the Pacific grouping) and the Southeast Asia grouping are, with all their troubles, showing signs of life these days, while the Arab League and (the African) AAU are not.  

(AAU has just agreed, after impressive political drama, to dispatch the pitiful number of 300 peace-keeping troops to the Darfur region of Sudan, where a million or more black Africans have been ravaged and displaced by actions, direct and indirect, of the Arab-dominated government of Sudan.) 

Concluding Remarks  

Harlan Cleveland   

  Some end-notes:  

Thanks, Sandy (Response 187), for calling the United States "a country with a conscience."  Such a country shouldn't have a government without a conscience for too long.  Thanks also for your wise distinction (Response 189) between amnesty for past opposition, but not for insurgency from now on.  

You added "that won't buy you any votes at home."  On that, I resonate with Ray Alden's guess (Response 190) that "there is a rich groundswell of recognition" that what's been tried hasn't worked and there may thus be openness to suggestions such as yours.  

I'm also grateful to Farhad Saba for reminding us that "democracy is a natural form of government."   Whatever the institutional expression, there is something "natural" abut the idea that ultimately the people call the shots.  For the US Founders--at least, those like Madison and Jefferson who were literate on paper about what they were trying to build--this was bedrock philosophy.   And despite the sluggish progress in putting that idea into institutions and relationships over two centuries and more, it has served remarkably well.  Many other peoples have noticed and tried to replicate comparable ideas about freedom and democracy--even though, as Fred says, we seem to have trouble describing democracy to others in "understandable language."  

And thanks to Linc Bloomfield for providing an upbeat conclusion (Response 207):  that underneath the headlines on more exciting aspects of the Iraq story,  "some good people have been trying to help Iraqis formulate new concepts and structures of governance and civil society."  It's certainly too early to judge whether the "good people" have been persuasive enough or their Iraqi counterparts have been receptive enough.    But it would be nice if despite the lies and misjudgments and planning failures that got us into "this mess," something constructive could come out of it after all.  

Thanks, finally, to Richard Farson for making all this possible, and to all participants, even to lurkers, for a stimulating ride on a road not yet charted.  It has not been easy, but it's been fun. 

<END>

PAGE  
89

