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INTRODUCTION 

The 2003 Dwight D. Eisenhower National Secunty Conference was held Sep
tember 25-26, 2003. Conference participants worked 10 accomplish several ob
jecuves: 

• " ... help promote ... a common knowledge and understanding of 
the critical issues of our time. "-Dwight D. Eisenhower, july 
1948 (broadcast entitled "The Veteran Wants to Know"); 

• provide a broad and unique forum to discuss and debate contempo
rary and fmure national security issues; 

• examine and advance ways to more effectively focus the instmmems 
of national power; and 

• contribute to the ongoing national security dialogue while broaden
ing the expelience of mid-level and semor Army leaders through 
exposure to diverse issues, institutions, and perspectives. 

The co-sponsors of this conference were the Woodrow Wilson International 
Center for Scholars; the Mcdill School of journalism, Northwestern University; 
the Center for International Security and Cooperation (CISAC), Stanford Univer
sity; the International Crisis Group; the Director of Net Assessment, Office of the 
Secretary of Defense; and the U.S. Army. This two-day conference was held in the 
Ronald Reagan Building and lnternational Trade Center, Washington, D.C. 

Five addresses and four panel dtscussions challenged the more than 500 who 
attended. joseph N)re, Ph.D., dean of the john f Kennedy School of Government at 
Harvard University; Philip Menill, chaim1an of the Export-hnpon Bank of the United 
States; Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld; Honeywell Chief Executive Officer 
(CEO) David Cote; and Ambassador Richard Armitage, deputy secreta!)' of state, all 
addressed the conference. 

Panels were as diverse as the)' were lively and engaging. 
The first panel covered the topic of state failure. The Woodrow Wilson Inter

national Center for Scholars sponsored the panel, and its director of international 
studies, Robert Litwak, Ph.D., moderated. Panelists included Dr. Charles 
Krauthammer, syndicated colummst, the Washrngton Post; Chester Crocker, Ph.D , 
james R. Schlesinger professor of strategic studies at Georgetown Umversity; David 
Gordon, Ph.D., director of transnauonal issues at the ClA; and Ambassador Wendy 
Sherman, principal, the Albright Group. 
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rhe second panel explored the topiC of the medta's role in reponmg and mflu
cnung world events. The Medtll School of journalism sponsored the panel and 
Professor Roy Gutman moderated. Panelists included Doug Farah, the Washington 
Post; Dan Murphy, the Christian Sdcr1ce Monitor; Steve LeVme, the Wall Street)our
nal, and llisham Melhem, the Lebanese daily, As-Safir, and Dubm-based Al-Arabiya 
teleVISIOn. 

The third panel attempted to draw predicuve lessons from three case studies 
of recent nuclear proliferauon rhe Center for International Sccurit} and Coopera
uon sponsored the panel and CISACs Scott D. Sagan. Ph D, moderated Panelists 
were George Perkovich, Ph.D, vtcc prestdent for studtes at the Carnegte Endow
ment for International Peace. Polly (Mary) Nayak. semor advtsor, Abraxas Corpo
rauon, and Daniel B. Pom·man, pnnctpal, the Scowcroft Group. 

rhe final panel explored the timely subject of poliucal and militarr challenges 
m Iraq. The International Crisis Group sponsored the panel and Ambassador Nancy 
E. Soderberg moderated. Panelists included Barham Salih, Ph.D .. regional achnin
Jstrator, Sulaimania, Iraq; Rafceuddin Ahmed. former special advisor to the UN 
secreta f)-general on Iraq; Farced Yassecn, Ph.D., advisor to Adnan Pachacht, mem
ber of the lraqt Govemmg Council: and Ambassador James Dobbms, dtrector of 
the International Secumy and Defense Pohcr Center, RAND C.orporauon. 



SUMMARY 

NATIONAL POWER IN AN UNPREDICTABLE WORLD 

At the 2003 conference, discussions among the participants centered on the 
theme, National Secu1ity for the 21st Century-National Power in an Unpredictable 
World. Dialogue began with a theoretical analysis of the concept of "soft power" 
and its potential applicalion to assuage unpredictability and continued through 
topics ranging from the media to business, to intelligence, and to diplomacy. The 
conference closed with a heated, though thoughtful, discussion of the challenges 
posed by American involvement in Iraq. 

Day One 

joseph Nye, Jr., Ph.D., dean of the john F. Kennedy School of Government, 
Harvard University, opened the conference by arguing that "power dtstribution 
today is like a three-dimensional chess board," with classic military issues on the 
top, economic issues in the middle, events and issues that cross state boundaries 
on the bonom board. With this concept he intimated that military strength is a 
necessary condition of power, but not a sufficient condition. On the other hand, 
he also agreed with the underlying basis of current policy, stating "the privatization 
of war represents a dramatic change in world politics, the U.S. was correct in 
altering the National Security Strategy in September 2002 to focus on ten·onsm 
and weapons of mass destruction." 

In the opening panel discussion, Robert Litwak, Ph.D .• moderated a lively 
discussion of divergent views about failed or failing states. On one end, Ambassa
dor Wendy Sherman felt. in most circumstances, failed or failing states warrant 
U.S. strategies for suppon. On the other, Dr. Charles Krauthammer argued that 
only our direct national interests should command direct, national actions. In his 
opinion, most failed states and humanitarian crises, though sad, do not necessalily 
jeopardtze our national secunty. 

President and chairman of the Export-Import Bank of the United States, Philip 
Merrill, spoke eloquently about the power of our nations economy and how the 
economy could be better used as an instrument of national power. He argued that 
we have yet to make sufficient use of our economic assets and wealth to advance 
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nauonal mterest and ease the burden on our military. Supporting this claim he 
said, "It is worth noting that the military power of the U.S. pales in comparison to 
our economic power." 

In what may be a first for a national security conference of this caliber, the 
afternoon panel brought together four distinguished field reporters to provide a 
fresh and independent view of items that are high on the national agenda, as well 
as information that the public did not expect on maners they should want LO be 
aware. Professor Roy Gutman moderated this panel of journalists whose travels 
have covered most of the world. Gutman laid out the basis for discussion by hy
pothesizing that "Since the end of the Cold War, states that used to be on the 
periphery are no longer. There is no periphe1y in the new world disorder. " His 
panelists agreed or disagreed to varying degrees, while each highlighted challenges 
in his region of expertise. 

Introduced by Army Chief of Staff General Peter Schoomaker, Secretary of 
Defense Donald Rumsfeld delivered the conference keynote address and fielded 
nearly 20 questions from the audience. He lauded the administrations handling of 
the Iraq war and the ongoing reconstruction. He argued that there is no compa
rable experience in history, even in postwar Germany, postwar japan, Kosovo, or 
Bosnia, where things have moved so rapidly. In the question-and-answer session, 
he fielded queries ranging from civil service reform to our strained relationship 
with European allies, to the size of our military force . 

Day Two 

The second day of the Eisenhower National Security Conference further ex
plored different facets of national power. It opened with an address by Honeywell 
CEO David Cote. His presentation covered three major points: how he runs such a 
large and diverse company, his perspective of how business should fit imo a well
functioning society, and how the world is evolving (from a business standpoint) and 
its implications for national security. Much of his thought centered on the leadership 
d1mension of changing a large organization and its parallel to the military transfor
mation. He said the challenge for high-level leaders is to "figure out what decisions 
should be made locally and what decisions should be d1iven centrally. Too much 
local is anarchy, too much central is paralysis." He also focused a portion of his 
address on our growing economic interconnectedness with the European Union. 

Later that morning, Scou Sagan, Ph.D., moderated a panel of expens that 
covered four case studies of nuclear proliferation and what lesson we should 
draw to help diminish the "proliferation prediction problem." The panel argued 
that there may be no more important and daunting a question for our national 
security than how well we understand the status of current and potential nuclear 
weapons programs in other states. George Perkovich, Ph.D .. argued that our 
desire for "tactical intelligence" (What do they have now? How soon can they 
bomb us?) hinders what is truly important: "strategic intelligence" (Why do they 
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want nukes? What are the reasons a country feels the desire to proliferate?). All 
seemed to agree that we need to be respectful of the fact that the behavior and 
tactics of intelligence officials and analysts will always inOuence the behavior of 
what is being studied. 

No national security conference held in this era could be complete without a 
d1scussion of the current operation in Iraq. Ambassador Nancy Soderberg assembled 
the final panel to do just that. She focused her panel's discussion on specific politi
cal and military challenges facing the United States and the world. Although the 
panelists did not anive at a common consensus, the discussion was both enlight
ening and thoughtful. Barham Salih and Farced Yasseen, both from Iraq, argued 
that life in Iraq is much beuer than what the TV news shows and that progress is 
being made daily. Ambassador james Dobbins argued that all the discussion boils 
down to two issues: how quickly and how substantially to share power with the 
world and how quickly and how substantially to transfer power to the Iraqi people. 
On one point, all seemed to agree with one of the panelists who stated that the 
terrorists and the antidemocratic forces understand that the fight in Iraq will rede
fine the future of the Middle East. The stakes are very h1gh. Do not be surprised if 
it gets worse before it gets better. 

It is a testament to the military organizers of the 2003 Dwight D. Eisenhower 
National Security Conference that the final event of the conference was an address 
by a State Department official. Deputy Secretary of State Richard Armitage gave a 
powerful closing speech to wrap up the conference and tie in all aspects of our 
national power. He stated, "The power of a nation has never resided-and never 
will reside-solely in military might. After all, a soldier can only stand there ... for 
so long. particularly when he or she comes from the all-volunteer force of a demo
cratic society." Armitage brought the conference to a close with a linkage to Nyes 
opening remarks. He said, "At the end of the day, that American soldier, standing 
there with tenure on the land, has to stand for more than the power of a magnifi
cent gun; the soldier also has to stand for the power of our ideals." 

Full transcripts and video and audio presentations from the conference can be 
found aL hLLp:l/www.eisenhowerseries.com. Themes and schedules for ruture events 
also are located at this web site. 
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CONFERENCE CHARTER 

NATIONAL SECURITY FOR THE 21ST CENTURY

NATLONAL POWER IN AN UNPREDICTABLE WORLD 

The definition of national power continues lO evolve and change. The United 
States possesses unchallenged dominance, yet its actions are constrained by an 
increasingly interconnected world. Elsewhere, the evolution of international and 
regional organizations continues to erode the Westphalian definition of national 
power. Global interdependence constricts all nations alike. Some view this envi
ronment as lackmg st rucLUre and, therefore, unpredictable. Is it? Or, must we identify 
the emerging trends of this new, unnamed era? 

The end of the Cold War, the explosion of information technology, and the 
expansion of the global economy provide unprecedemed challenges for national 
security. National security organizalions, policies. and relationships must trans
form to meet these challenges and exploit emerging opportunities. A continuing, 
open dialogue among these organizations is essential. The Dwight D. Eisenhower 
National Security Series and Conference strive to contribute substamively to this 
dialogue. 

The conference is the culmination of the annual Dwight D. Eisenhower Na
tional Secmity Series, a year of programs and activities that addresses the critical 
security issues of our time. Participants and audiences include a wide range of 
current and former national security policy makers, senior military officials. con
gressional leaders, imemationally recognized security specialists, corporate and 
industry leaders, and the media. 





OPENING ADDRESS 

THE CHANGING ROLE OF NATIONAL POWER 

joseph S. Nye, Jr., Ph.D., Dean, john F. Kennedy School of Government, 
Harvard University 

Introduction by: Susan Eisenhower, President and Chief Executive 
Officer, The Eisenhower Institute 

Summary 

Susan Eisenhower, President and CEO, The Eisenhower Institute 

• The theme of National Power in an Unpredictable World is similar lO the 
debate that faced President Dwight D. Eisenhower and his own policy team a half 
century ago. 

l. just like then, now we question what role the United States should 
play in assuring not only our own national security, but also international security 
and stability. We also question what means of national power could or should be 
applied to achieve U.S. policy goals in that role. Then, as now, policy makers were 
aware that the nature of national power was shifting and new approaches for its 
applications were necessary. 

2. During the early Eisenhower years, the battle hand-off of the task of 
maintaining international security and stability passed from Great Britain to the 
United States. Domestically, a bitter debate raged over whether this was an appro
priate role for the United States. 

3. Even as the United States discussed what its role should be, it dis
covered a fundamemal change of national power was under way. The advent 
of nuclear power called into question the ability of great powers to apply their 
habitual measures and political powers-including military force. Then, as 
now, the United States grappled with the difference between power and capa
bility. 

• The group that has been brought together for this conference merges the 
worlds between which Dwight Eisenhower moved so comfortably-that of civil
ian life, military life, and academia. 
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joseph S. N}'e. Jr., Ph.D., Dean, john F. Kennedy School of 
Government, Harvard University 

• What is power? The dictionary definition says it is the capacit)' to do things. 
Basically, it is the ability to get the outcomes you want. More specifically, it is the 
ability to influence the behavior of others to get the outcomes you want. There are 
several ways to do this: coerce with threats, induce with payments, or anract and 
co-opt. 

l. Behavior can be affected without coercion. People may follow a move
ment or teachmgs because they believe in the legitimacy of the objective or out of 
respect for the moral authority of an individual. 

2. Practical politicians and ordinary people often find it difficult to son 
out the motivations behind behavior and, thus, often turn lO a shortcut, which 
simply says power is the possession of capabilities or resources that can influence 
outcomes. These resources may include a relatively large population. territory. 
natural resources, economic strength, or social stability, to name a few. The vinue 
of looking at power in terms of resources rather than behavior is that it is con
crete, measurable, and predictable. Power in this sense means holding the hrgh 
cards m a card game. The problem with this approach is that sometimes we do 
not get the outcomes that the resources seem to demand. 

3. There is a paradox of unrealized power when one defines it in terms of 
resources. In more tangible examples, Vietnam was weaker by many measures 
than the United States; the United States was the world's only superpower on 
September 11. 

4. Convening resources into realized power to obtain desired outcomes 
requires strategy and leadership. Yet inadequate strategies and poor leadership 
often emerge, such as the examples of japan before World War II or Saddam 
Hussein in 1990. 

5. Measuring power is difficult. Measuring power in terms of resources i.s 
imperfect, although useful. lt helps to know not only who has the high cards, but 
one must understand the context and the game bemg played and that the value of 
the cards may change. 

6. The classical definition of power places a great deal of emphasis on 
military power. Renowned British historian A.J.P. Taylor argued that the tradi
tional test or a great power in international politics was its strength for war-war, 
the ulttmate game where cards are laid out on the table and one can see who 
really has what. But technologies change over time. and this changes rhe sources 
of strength for war. 

• Looking at the world in the context of todays global information age, the 
distribution of power is far more complex than in the past because the contexts 
are so variable. 1t can be described in terms of a three-dimensional chess game. 

l On the top board of class1c military issues. there is a umpolar distnbu
tion of power. The United States IS the on ly superpower and will likely remain 
this way for several decades. 
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2. On the middle board of state economics, the distribution of power is 
already multipolar. As the talks in Cancun demonstrated, the United States can
not get a trade agreement, which is the outcome that it wants. without the agree
ment of the European Union, China, and developing countries. 

3. The bottom board consists of transnational issues that cross borders 
{1Utside the control of governments, such as international crime, terrorism, and 
the spread of infectious diseases. Here, power is widely distributed and chaoti
cally organized among state and nonstate actors. lt does not make sense to speak 
of unipolarity or an American empire at this level. 

• It is a mistake to focus only on military strength on the top board-to 
mistake what is necessary for what is sufficient. Although military power is essen
tial, if one is playing three-dimensional chess in a single dimension, eventually 
everyone will lose. 

• Science and technology have added dimensions to military resources. In 
the nucl.ear age, the United States and the Soviet Union possessed similar might 
in the past age of the superpowers. Science and technology and the information 
revolution helped the United States surge ahead as the world's only military 
superpower. Although the progress of science and technology strengthened the 
United States in one dimension, it also had contradictory effects. Technological 
changes have increased the political and social cost of using military force in 
conquest. 

• Modern technologies and communications have led to the rise and 
spread of nationalism, and social changes within the great powers have raised 
the cost of military force. Contemporary analyst Robert Kagan has pointed 
out how these social changes have gone even further in Europe than in the 
United States. 

• In a global economy. the United States must consider how the use of force 
might jeopardize its economic objectives. During the 19th centUJy, when the United 
States wanted to force Japan to open its markets, Commodore Matthew C. Perry 
threatened the use of military force. That idea today is dearly unthinkable. In 
another example, during the l 930s, Japan worked to colonize its neighbors as a 
way to increased power. It is difficult to imagine Japan LOday trying to use military 
force to conquer us neighbors. 

• Military power does play some role in world politics today. but the con
text in which it is used is different. Technology has allowed the use of force by 
nonstate actors in a way that has not been used in the past. This is seen with the 
rise of a new terrorism, defined as the deliberate auack on noncombatants with 
the objective of spreading fear and intim1dauon, like the attacks September 11. 

1. Two developments have made terronsm more lethal and difficult to 
manage. First, at home, our highly technological, modern civilizations have much 
more complex and efficient, yet fragile and vulnerable, systems. Second, the de
mocratization of technology makes it inexpensive and more accessible and allows 
terrorists to organize and communicate, particularly with the Internet. 
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2. These technologtcal challenges are notltmued to lslamtc terronsts. 
They pUL destructive capabihues that once were limned to governments and 
armies mto the hands of deviant groups and other indtvtduals. 

3. A destructive individual like lli tler required the apparatus of a to
talttanan government. Now it is done without the instruments of government. 
This is the privatization of war and represents a dramatic change m world 
pohttcs. 

• The United States was correct to aher Hs national secunty strategy to 
focus on terronsm and weapons of mass destruction. However, the Bush ad
mtntstrauon has focused too heavtly on hard power and not enough on soft 
power. 

I. Hard power is the abtlity to get others to do what you want by threat
ening them with inducements. It is quite tangible. 

2. The second face of power rests on the ability to co-opt people rather 
than coerce people. Soft power is not the same as influence: it is one source of 
influence. It is attractive power. 

3. Soft power rests on mamly three resources of a nauon its culture, 
in places that culture is auracuve to others, its political values, when 1l li\·es 
up to them at home and abroad, and its foreign policies, when they are seen 
as legtumatc and having moral authority 

4. American polictes and culture may not be auractive to different 
groups at the same time. 

5. Skeptics object to soft power because they think of power narrowly 
in terms of command or as an act of control. This ignores the structural phase 
of power Soft power is not weakness. Governments need to ensure that their 
own acttons and policies reinforce rather than undercut soft power to make it 
cffecti\·e All power depends on context, and that means there wtll be more 
soft power where there arc wtlltng interpreters and receivers 

6 When American pohctes lose lcguimacy in the eyes of others. alti
tudes of dtstrust Lend to fester and further reduce our leverage. 

• Beneath the surface structure of world politics, there have been pro
found changes. September ll was ltke a nash of lightning on a summer evening 
that illuminated those changes brought about by globalizatton and the de
mocratization of technology. 

• We have been far more successful in the domain of hard power, where 
we've mvested more and tratned more, and we have a clearer idea of what 
we're doing. We have been less successful m the areas of soft power, where 
our publtc diplomaC) has been madequate and our neglect of alltes and insti
tuuons has created a sense of tllegtttmacy that has squandered our attracuve
ness Amenca's success will depend upon our deeper understandmg of the 
role of soft power and developtng a bcuer strategy lOuse hard and sofL power 
to retnforce each other. 
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Analysis 

In his remarks, Joseph Nye discussed the evolution of national power in 
today's changing world and how methods of applying that power must also 
change. Specifically, he encouraged the greater use of what he calls soft power: 
the elements of national power that produce desired change through persuasion 
and example, not those elements that force change through coercion or mon
etary inducement. 

Nye provided two arguments for more emphasis on soft power. He first stated 
that using hard power-especially military force-is fraught with disadvantages, 
the most obvious of which are human and economic costs. In today's complex, 
technology-dependent, and multipolar world, the use of hard power increasingly 
may produce broad, adverse consequences, even for the "victor." His complemen
tary second argument was that soft power can produce many of the same effects, 
but without all of the disadvantages. According to Nye, this approach has proved 
effective in many silllations for some countries and could be effective for the United 
States. More than ever, Nye claimed, soft power is the more effective answer to 
threats posed by democratization of technology, which has led to privatization of 
war by increasingly lethal, nonstate actors. 

Nye finished by grounding his points in current policies designed by the Bush 
administration to win the war on terrorism. Though applauding the shift in na
tional security strategy, he believed that current overdepcndence on hard power to 
implement that strategy-though successful in achieving shon-term goals-has 
squandered America's influence with much of the world. For optimal success, Nye 
would have the United States draw upon traditions of diplomacy and rebalance 
the mix of soft and hard power in favor of the former. 

Nye is renowned as both an analyst of and proponent for soft power. In
deed, some give him credit for coining the term, at least in its most common, 
modern usage. At a minimum, he has been an avid supporter of the concept for 
well over a decade. In some ways, his address during the Eisenhower Confer
ence simply represented an adaptation of his central argument to fit the current 
strategic environment. However, the argument for soft power's value does not 
depend on the changes in the world since September ll, 2001. In the face of 
conventional wisdom that "everything has changed" since that terrible day, though, 
few question the emphasis on change. Nye wisely has been calling for the more 
effective use of soft power for more than a decade; the fact that policy makers are 
now giving funher consideration to his argument because of the new strategic 
realities may not be entirely logical, but, nonetheless, may produce some posi
tive results. 

He called for a mix of hard and soft power and would likely agree that as a 
diplomatic situation changes, so, too, would the temporary ascendancy of one 
type of power. In the most violent and critical regions of the world, balancing the 
two is especially crucial. By its very nature, effective application of hard power 
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creates dramatic results, some positive and some negattve, some intended and 
some unintended. Soft power is no different, though often more subtle. When 
selecting the political tools of choice, care should be given to consider the out
comes and interactions of both. 

Finally, Nye noted that in the Middle East, hard power is a necessary re
sponse to the committed terrorists, but soft power is necessary to remove their 
recruitment base. His optimism is based on indications that there is broad-based 
attractiOn to U.S. and Western culture. There also are confirmed modernists and 
traditionalists in the region and, most important, as a target of our soft power, 
many between the two poles. The Middle East IS much like nearly all cases of 
cultural diffusion: The receiving members of a culture disagree about how selec
tively to adapt invasive cultural artifacts, usually with preference toward mate
rial rather than nonmaterial opportunities. The very attractiveness of Western 
culture creates polarization in traditional societies. By being successful at spreading 
our culture to many, we guarantee at least short-term success for terrorist re
cruiters eluting transitional periods, when traditionalists can be expected to fiercely 
defend what they correctly perceive as a threatened way of life. All we can do is 
balance hard and soft power, increasing soft power when and where it becomes 
prudent to do so. 

TransCJipL 

ANNOUNCER: Ladies and Gentlemen. Welcome to the 2003 Eisenhower 
National Security Conference. Please welcome Dr.Janne Nolan, adjunct professor, 
Security Studies Program, Georgetown University. 

JANNE E. NOLAN, Ph.D: Thank you very much. Welcome to the 2003 
Eisenhower National Security Conference. It's a great honor to be here to 
participate in this great event. And to be part of this culmination of a yearlong 
effort sponsored by the U.S. Army along with a number of co-sponsoring 
institutions, which I'll identify in a minute. All of us here today owe a very great 
tribute to the U.S. Army and its leadership for conducting this discourse that 
brings in such a great diverslly of expertise and backgrounds through its planning 
process. Represented today are the Woodrow Wilson International Center for 
Scholars; the Medill School of journalism from Northwestern University; the 
Center for International Security and Arms Control, Center for International 
Security and Cooperation-forgive me, I wem to Stanford and was part of that 
program; it used to be called the Cemer for International Security and Arms 
Control-the International Crisis Group; and the DirecLOr for Net Assessment, 
the Secretary of Defense. This eclectic array of scholars and practitioners 
represents truly the Army's abili ty to see forward and to provide a vision lO the 
kinds of challenges that we all face as Americans. 
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To see the synergy among the mcd1a, 
business leaders, journalists, the 
scholarly community, and espec1ally the 
mtlitary community, as we face a world 
that is shifting in paradigms, the United 
States has obviously dominant power but 
faces mcreasing risks and evermore 
fracuonauon m the international system. 
Before I move to introduce our Army 
chief of staff and to go on with 
admm1stmuve comments, I'd like to take 
a second to recognize the people who 
arc not here because they are overseas 
scrvmg our interests and defendmg 
security all over the world-if we could 
just take a moment of silence. 

Thank you. 

I moment of silence! 

Thank you. 
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}anne E. Nolan 

One of the key features of the E1senhower Senes and Conference is the 
fact that 11 has an annual theme. And as you'll see from your conference 
material, the annual theme th1s year is National Security for the 21st Century
National Power in an Unpredictable World. This conference series has brought 
together the kind of people who can help us to think through these very 
complex challenges. 

I need to make a couple of aclmm1strauve announcements before I move to 

the formal mtroducuon. F1rst of all, our success in today$ event depends on your 
paruc1pauon. In tum, that means that wh1lc all questions arc welcome, please 
wan unul someone comes to rou wnh the m1crophone before you start to speak. 
Please 1denuf) }'Ourself Please speak up, as l have been told to do. And please 
turn off your cell phones. 

Let me now turn to introductton of General Pete Schoomakcr. As I'm sure 
you all kMw, General Schoo maker became the 35th Am1y chief of staff m August 
of 2003. He is hardly new to any of the members of this audience or to the military 
leadcrsh1p and to the U.S. Army after 31 years of distingUished scrv1ce. He came 
back at the request of the secrctar} of defense. He is an outstandmg leader, an 
outstandmg commander, an outstandmg v1s10nary And hes known particularly 
for h1s unprecedented experience tn JOint operations. In Spcc1al Forces. but 
elsewhere, a kind of jomtncss and JOint perspecuvc that IS un1qucly suned to the 
sccunty challenges of the 21st century 

Please join me in wclcommg General Schoomaker. 
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GENERAL PETERJ. SCHOOMAKER. 
Well, thank you and good morn1ng, 
everyone. And welcome. Thank you, Dr. 
Nolan for those kind words and your 
generous introduction. 

The Army is proud about its 
conunued association with the D'' 1ght 
David Eisenhower National Secunty 
Scnes, and we are glad to co-sponsor 
th1s capstone event of the senes, the 
Eisenhower Conference. The quahty of 
our chstinguished speakers and guests 
underlines the unportance of the 
conference. And its good to sec all of 
you here. 

I understand that we have a 
greater than average turnout thts year. 
I appreciate everyone takmg the ume 
out of h1s or her busy schedules to 
attend because I think you wtll find It General Peter). Schoomahrr 
both rewardmgand 1mponant. We arc 
mdebted to each of the partners for their continued dedtcallon to the 
broadcnmg of the national secunty cltalogue and helping to redefine or refine 
our understanding of the tremendous challenges our country faces. Our 
strength as a nation is a product of the democratic, economic, cultural , military, 
and other accomplishments of past leaders, who have invested their ttme and 
energy 11110 our great nation . Our charter for th1s series ts to perpetuate 
Prestdent Etscnhower's endunng legac}' of leadershtp and to help promote a 
common knowledge and understandmg of the cntical tssues of our ume. We 
arc cspcctally grateful to the Etsenhower famtly for thetr conunued mvolvement 
and gractous support. We apprectatc thctr consent in nammg thts conference 
in honor of the 34th pres1dcnt of the United States. 

It is now my great pleasure and honor to imroduce Ms. Susan Eisenhower, a 
well-recognized and widely consulted scholar of United States-Russian relations, a 
best-selling author, and a much sought-after speaker for insights across many 
disciplines. She is well respected as an expen, and we are ptivilcged to have her join 
us here today. Ladies and gentlemen, please JOin me in a warm welcome for Ms. Susan 
Eisenhower. 

SUSAN EISENHOWER· Thank you, General Schoomaker. llonored guests. 
Its a great pleasure for me to be here and a privilege. Thts IS the second 
Etscnhowcr National Secunt)' Conference, and I must say last year's was a 
tremendous success. And this }'Car promtscs to surpass all our expectations. I'm 
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Susan Eisenhower 
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a great believer in the importance of 
bringing together practitioners and 
theorists for a reasoned debate on 
critical issues. The series has done just 
that and more. Once again , the Army 
has brought together leaders from 
industry, government, academia, and 
the media to tackle the key questions 
in our national security debate. And 
this promises to be an invigorating two 
days of discussion. My family and I are 
deeply proud that the Army has chosen 
to name this distinguished series after 
my grandfather, for it encourages 
exactly the kind of independent 
thinking and respectful discussion he 
would champion as the best founda
tion for sound decision making. As you 
know, this year is the 50th anniversary 
of Dwight Eisenhower's inauguration 
and I think the theme of this year's 

series is especially appropriate. Its theme on National Power in an Unpredictable 
World would sound tremendously familiar to the policy makers of my 
grandfather's generation . 

ln many ways, the current debate on the role of the United States and its 
application of power and contemporary world affairs is similar to the debate that 
faced President Eisenhower and his own policy team a half century ago. Then, as 
now, the overriding issue was what role should the United States play in assuring 
not only our own national security, butmternational security and stability as well. 
And by what means of national power could or should be applied to achieve U.S. 
policy goals in that role? Then, as now, policy makers were aware that the nature 
of national power was shifting and new approaches for its applications were 
necessary. 

In the early Eisenhower years, the battle hand-off. as my Am1y host might call 
it, of the task of maimaining international security stability passed from Britain to 
the United States, a process which had started in the late 1940s, but was still under 
way. Domestically, and especially within the Republican Party, a bitter debate raged 
over whether this was even a proper role for the United States. Yet, even then, as we 
debated what our role should be, we discovered that a fundamental change in the 
nature of national power was also under way. The advent and spread of atomic and 
then nuclear weapons, with their fearsome destructive capacities, called into question 
the ability of great powers to apply their habitual measures and applications of 
power including military force . 
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!hen as now, the Unncd States grappled wllh the d11Terence between power 
and capabllny And m the E1senhower era, the shift had already begun toward 
findmg effective applicauons (or a range of measures-econom1c, political, and 
even cultural-in pursun of these goals. That's why I think its particularly 
appropriate that we arc focusing on this topic today. And I think we will move 
into some extraordinary discussions as the next two days unfold. I think the 
E1scnhower Series has already made its mark for its crnical contnbullon to the 
national debate. And todar and tomorrow, we have a spec1al opponumty to carry 
that forward. Indeed, the group that hns been brought together merges the worlds 
that Dw1ght E1senhower moved so comfortably between, that of c1vihan life. 
tmlnary hfe, and acadetma. 

So now tl is my personal pleasure to introduce another man who has moved 
wnh case between more than two worlds, our keynOLe speaker, Dr. joseph S. Nye, 
Jr. I have to say it is a personal pleasure for me to introduce joe, if I ma)' call him 
that, since I had the wonderful opportunity to spend the fall semester of 1998 as 
a fellow at the Institute of Polillcs at the Kennedy School of Government where 
joe was dean and still is. All of us who worked in that envtronmcnt understand 
hts VCT) spectal style that was forged by keen intellect, a sense of humor. and his 
capacny for leadershtp. Dr. Nyc has been dean of the Kennedy School of 
Government smce 1995 after returnmg to Harvard from government sen·tce. In 
1993 and I 994, he was chamnan of the National lntelhgence C..ouncil, which 
coordmates intelligence esllmates for the prestdent. and from 1994 and 1995. he 
served as assistant secretary of defense for international sccumy aff~ms. In both 
capacilles, he was awarded for his distmguished sen•ice. 

joe was no stranger to Washingwn when he came in the 1990s. During the 
Caner years, he left his successful tenure as a Han•ard professor to serve as deputy 
under secretary of state for secum y asststance, science and technolog)'. and chaired 
the National Security Counctl Group on Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons. 
In rccogmuon of the sen'ICC, he recel\·ed the htghest Department of State 
commcndauon, the Distmgutshcd llonor Award. Dr. Nyc. a Pnnceton graduate 
with a postgraduate degree from Oxford Umversny and HarYard Umversity, is a 
fe1low of the Amencan Academy of Arts and Sciences and of the Academy of 
Dtplomacy. And he serves on many dtstmguished boards and 1s a regular 
commemator for television and radio. 

Somehow in the midst of his extraordinarily busy schedule, hes managed to 
publish extensively. His most recent hooks being The Paradox of Amnican Power, 
whtch came out in 2002, and two other editions of h1s book, U~~elerstandmg 
lnlt:lnclllonal Conflicts and Power and lntadepcndencc. And also, he recently co
edttcd GO\'CIIwnce in a Globalt::m,~ \Vcnlcl. We11, after readmg that hst of these 
extraordinary pubhcauons. I thmk that there can be no doubt that with hts work 
mthe scholarly area, as wc11 as that whtch he has contributed b} hts service to the 
Unttcd States government, that he is an tdeal individual to open our conference. 
Thank you very much. 
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jOSEPH S. NYE,jR., Ph.D: Thank 
you very much, Susan, for that kind 
introduction. Whenever 1 hear a nice 
introduction like that, I'm always 
reminded, though, of my children. 
Because when somebody calls our house 
and asks, "Is Dr. Nye there?" They always 
say, "Yes, but hes not the useful kind." 

My job this morning is to launch 
us on the question of the changing role 
of national power, and 1 think the wpic 
couldn't be more appropriate. 1 mean, 
we are told now that the United States 
has more power than any country since 
the days of Rome. Indeed, some people 
even talk about a U.S. empire. Well , I 
think there are great problems with 
these approaches LO power. And so rd 
like lO lead you through some of those 
problems before bringing us back in my )osep1l S. Nye, )1: 

conclusion to the role of the United 
States in the world today. 

19 

First of all, what is power? Well, we look in the dictionary; it tells us that it's 
the capacity lO do things, basically the ability to get the outcomes you want. And 
more specifically, its the ability to influence behavior of others to get the outcomes 
you want. And there are several ways to do that. You can coerce them with threats, 
you can induce them with payments, or you can auract them and co-opt them. 
Sometimes I can affect your behavior without commanding it. lf you believe that 
my objectives are legitimate, 1 may be able to persuade you without using threats 
or inducements. For example, loyal Catholics may follow the pope's teachings on 
capital punishment, not because of a threat of excommunication, but out of respect 
for his moral authority. And some radical Muslims, or radical lslamists, may be 
attracted to support Osama bin laden$ actions, not because of payments or threats, 
but because they believe in the legitimacy of his objectives. 

Practical politicians and ordinary people often find it hard to sort out this 
question of what are the motivations behind behavior. And they often turn to a 
second way of defining power, a shortcut, which simply says that power is the 
possession of the capabilities or resources that can influence outcomes, so we 
look at countries and their resources. We look at a relatively large population or 
territory or natural resources or economic strength, military force, social stability, 
and so forth. And the virtue of looking at power in tc1ms of resources, rather than 
behavior-its concrete, measurable, and it's predictable. And power in this sense 
means holding the high cards in a card game. But the problem with this approach 
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is that we sometimes don't get the outcomes that the resources seem to demand. 
There$ the paradox of unrealized power when you define it in terms of resources. 
In other words, if you're sho·wing the high cards in a poker game, others arc likely 
to fold their hands rather than to challenge you. 

But power resources are not as fungible as money and what wins in one game 
may not help at all in another. You can hold a wonderful poker hand, but it doesn't 
help if the game is bridge. Even if the game is poker, you can still play rour hand 
poorly or fall victim to bluff and deception and lose. So having the resources of 
power doesn't guarantee that you'll always get the outcomes you want. For example, 
Vietnam was weaker by many measures than the United States. And the United 
States was the worlds only superpower on September 11. So convening resources 
into realized power, in a sense of obtaining des1red outcomes, requires well-designed 
strategies and skillfulleaclership. Yet inadequate strategies and poor leadership often 
emerges. Witness japan or Germany in 1941 or Saddam Hussein m 1990. 

So measuring power is difficuh. lf we measure it in terms of resources, that$ 
an imperfect, but useful , shorthand. It always helps if you're playing a card game 
to know who has the high cards. But you also have to realize the importance of 
context, being able to understand the game you're playing. Oil was not a very 
Impressive power resource before the industrial age. And uranium was not a 
significant power resource before the nuclear age. In earlier periods, the classical 
definition of power tended to place a grem deal of emphasis on military power. 
And A.J.P. Taylor, the great British historian , for example, argued that the traditional 
test of a great power in international politics was strength for war, that war was 
the ultimate game in which the cards were laid out on the table and you could see 
who really had what. But the trouble is that technologies change over time and 
they change the sources of strength for war. 

Take an example of the 18th century, where you have agrarian technologies in 
Europe, and the key resource there was essentially territory because it gave you a base 
for taxes and for rccruiunent of infantry, wh1ch was most I>' mercenaries. And so at the 
end of the Napoleonic Wars (the Congress of Vienna), Prussia presented its fellow 
V1Ctors with a prec1se plan for its ovvn reconstruction-which territories and populations 
should be u·ansferred from France to Prussia to make sure that there was a balance of 
power. And in the pre-nationalist period, it didn't matter that many of the people 
transferred in those pro,'inces didn't speak a word of German. However, within half a 
century, the context changed. And popular sentiments of nationalism had grown greatl>~ 
so that when Germany seized Alsace Lorraine from France in l870, it became one of 
the underlying causes of World War I. And instead of being assets, 1 hose transferred 
prO\'inces became liabilities, in the changed context of nationalism. Though. there are 
power resources that cannot be judged without knowing the context. Before you 
judge who is holding the high cards, }'OU have to understand what game you're playing 
and the value of the cards may be changing. If you look at the world today, which I 
sometimes call a "global infom1auon age," the distribution of powers is far mme complex 
than in the past because the contexts are so variable. 
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1 made the metaphor or used the metaphor of power distribution today being 
like a three-dimensional chess game. On the LOp board of classic military issues, 
there is a unipolar distribution of power. The United States is the only superpower. 
And I expect it will remain that way for several decades. But if you look at the 
middle board of interstate economic issues, the distribution of power is already 
multipolar. As the talks in Cancun a few weeks ago demonstrated, the U.S. can't 
get a trade agreement, can't get the outcomes it wants, without the cooperation of 
not only the European Union, but also China, japan, developing coumries. If you 
look at something like antitrust or financial regulation, again, we can't do it alone. 
So it makes liule sense to call this a unipolar world in this realm of economic 
issues. And on the bouom board of transnational relations, things that cross borders 
outside the control of govemmem, whether it be international crime, terrorism, 
spread of infectious diseases, and so forth , power is widely distributed and 
chaotically organized. In fact , it's organized among both state and nonstate actors. 
And it makes no sense at all to call this bouom board of transnational relations a 
unipolar world, or American hegemony, or American empire. And yet this is the 
set of issues that is now imruding into the world of grand strategy Many political 
leaders still focus almost entirely on military assets on the top board of military 
solutions. They mistake what is necessary for what is sufficient. They are one
dimensional players in a three-dimensional game. And if you're playing three
dimensional chess on one board only, in the long run, you will lose. 

Let's look for a moment at the changing role of military power. Military power 
remains absolutely essential, as I said a minute ago, a necessary condition. But its 
also worth noticing how science and technology have added dramatic new 
dimensions to military power resources. In the nuclear age, the United States and 
the Soviet Union possessed not only industrial might, but also nuclear arsenals 
and intercontinental missiles. That was the age of the superpowers. Subsequently, 
the leading role of the United States in the infonnation revolution, civilian-driven, 
near the end of the cemury, allowed it to create a revolution in military affairs. 
And that ability to use information technology lO create precision weapons, real
time intelligence, broad surveillance of regional baulefields, and improved 
command and control allowed the United States to surge ahead as the world's 
only military superpower. 

But the progress of science and technology, while it strengthened us in one 
dimension, also had contradictory effects. And this has been true for more than a 
century. On the one hand, the United States is the only superpower with unmatched 
military might. But at the same time, these technological changes have increased 
the political and social costs of using military force in conquest. Take nuclear 
weapons. Paradoxically, they prove so awesome and destructive that they are 
muscle-bound-good for deterrence but too costly for use, except theoretical in 
the most extreme circumstances. And thus nonnuclear North Vietnam prevailed 
over nuclear America. And nonnuclear Argentina was not deterred from auacking 
the British Balkan Islands, despite Britain$ nuclear status. 
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A second imponant technological change was the way that modern 
communications technology fomented the rise and spread of nationalism, which made 
it more difficult for empires to rule over socially awakened populations. In the 19th 
century, Btitain ruled a quarter of Lhe world with a tiny fraction of Lhe worlds population. 
In an age of widespread nationalism though, colonial rule has become too ex-pensive. 
Formal empires such as Europe exercised in the 19th and 20th centuries are simply 
too costly for the 21st cent lilY. In addition to nuclear and communications technology, 
social changes inside the great powers have also raised the cost of using military force. 
PosLindustrial democracies are focused on welfare more than glory. This doesn't mean 
they will not use force, even when casualties are expected. Wimess Britain, France. 
and the United States in the 1991 Gulf War. But the absence of a prevailing warrior 
ethic in modem democracy means that the use of force requires an elaborate moral 
justification. For advanced democracies, war remains possible, but less acceptable 
than it was a half century or a century ago. As Roben Cooper has put it, the most 
powerful states have lost much of their lust to conquer. 

Robert Kagan, a contemporary analyst, has correctly poimed out that these 
social changes have gone further in Europe than the United States. His clever 
phrase that Americans are from Mars and Europeans from Venus oversimplifies 
the differences. After all, Europeans joined in pressing for the use of force in 
Kosovo in 1999. And the situation in Europe-it's true that the resolmion of 
creating a peaceful island, which has made the prospects of another Franco-German 
war look impossible, does predispose the Europeans somewhat more toward 
peaceful solutions of conflict. However, in a global economy, even the United 
States must consider how the use of force might jeopardize its economic objectives. 

Think for a minute of the difference in terms of use of power between this century 
and a centUty earlier. When we wanted to force japan to open its markets in the 19th 
century, Commodore Peny threatened bombardment, and it worked. The Idea that 
we could force open Japanese markets or change the value of the yen by a threat of 
force today is clearly unthinkable. Nor can one imagine the United States using force 
to resolve disputes with Canada or Europe. Unlike earlier periods, islands of peace, 
where the use of force is no longer an option in relations among states, have come to 
characterize relations among almost all the modem liberal democracies, and not just 
in Europe. And in their relations with each olher, all advanced democracies are from 
Venus. Even nondemocratic countries that feel fewer popular moral constraints on 
Lhe use or force have to consider the effects on their economic objectives. War risks 
deterring investors that control flows of capital in a globalized economy. A century 
ago, it may have been easier to seize another states territory by force than to develop 
ones own internal economy. But its a difficult scenatio to imagine today. For example. 
Japan in the 1930s developed a Greater East Asia Co-Prosperity Sphere as a way to 
augment its power. lts quite difficult to imagine Japan succeeding or trying to use 
military force to colonize its neighbors today. 

Now none of this suggests that military force plays no role in world politics 
today. Of course it does. Civil wars are rife in many pans of the world where 
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collapsed empires have left failed states and power vacuums. Even more important 
is the way in which the democratization of technology is leading to the privatization 
of war. Technology is a double-edged sword. And what we're seeing today is that 
force still remains tremendously important, but its distributed differently and the 
context in which iL is used differs. In particular, I think its wonh noticing that 
technology has empowered the use of force by nonstate acwrs in a way that's 
never been true in the past. And that, of course, we see with the rise of the new 
terrorism. 

Terrorism is not new. And I am defining it as the deliberate attack on 
noncombatants with the objective of spreading fear and intimidation. September 
ll was a dramatic escalation of an age-old phenomenon. Yet two developments 
have made terrorism more lethal and more difficult to manage in the 21st century. 
One of these grows out of the progress of science and technology at home. Our 
highly technological modern civilizations have much more complex and fragile 
basic systems. Market forces and openness have combined to increase the efficiency 
of many of our vital systems, such as those that provide transportation, information, 
energy, and health care. But some systems may become more vulnerable and fragile 
as they become more complex and efficient. At the same time, the other factor 
that:S occuning as a result of technology is what 1 call the democratization of 
technology, making the instruments of mass destruction smaller, cheaper, and 
more readily available to a \vider range of individuals and groups. Where bombs 
and timers were once heavy and expensive, plastic explosives and digital timers 
are light and cheap. The costs of hijacking an airplane are sometimes little more 
than the price of a ticket. In addition, the success of the information revolution is 
providing inexpensive means of communication and organization that allows 
groups once restricted to local and national police jurisdictions to become global 
in their scope. 

Thirty years ago, instantaneous global commumcation was sufficienLly 
extensive that it was the prerogative only of large entities with large budgets like 
governments, multinational corporations, or perhaps the Roman Catholic Church. 
But today, the Internet has made instantaneous global communications virtually 
free for anyone with access to a modem. Similarly, the Internet has reduced the 
cost of searching for infonnation-making contacts related to instruments of wide
scale destruction. Terrorists depend on getting their message out quickly to a 
broad audience through mass media and the Internet. Witness the widespread 
dissemination of bin Laden$ television interviews and videotapes after September 
ll. Terrorism also depends crucially on its ability to attract support from the 
crowd at least as much as the ability to destroy the enemys will to fight. These 
technologi.caltrends have created a new set of conditions that have increased the 
lethality and difficulty of managing terrorism. 

Because of September ll and the unprecedented scale of al Qaeda, the current 
focus is properly on terrorism associated with lslamic extremists. But it would be a 
mistake to limit our attention or responses simply to Islamic teJTorists for that would 
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ignore the wider effects of the democratization of technology and the broader set of 
challenges that must be met. Technological progress is putting into the hands of 
deviant groups and individuals destructive capabilities that were once limited 
primarily to governments and armies. Every large group of people has some members 
who deviate from the norm. And some of those are bent on mass destruction. lt is 
worth remembering that the worst case of terrorism in the United States before 
September II was Timothy McVeigh, a purely homegrown antigovernment fanatic. 
Similarly, the Aum Shinrikyo cult that spread sarin in the Tokyo subway system in 
1995 had nothing to do with Islam. And even H the cun-ent wave of Islamic ten·orism 
turns out to be generational or cyclical, as terrOJist waves in the past have been , the 
world will still have to confront the long-term secular dangers that arise out of the 
democratization of technology. l think you could make an argument that the lethality 
of terrorism has been increasing. In the '70s, events like the killing of the Israeli 
athletes at the Munich Olympics wok lives in the tens. In the '80s, Sikh extremists 
who bombed an Air India flight caused something over 300 deaths. And of course 
September 11 was several thousand. 

Its not at all science fiction to extrapolate this curve and imagine ten·orists 
getting hold of weapons of mass destruction and being able to kill in the area of 
millions. To kill millions of people in the 20th century, a destructive individual like 
Hitler or Stalin required the apparatus of a totalitarian government. Unfonunately, 
ItS now all too easy to envision extremist groups and individuals killing millions 
witho\.ttthe instrumenrs of government. This is truly the privatization of war and it 
represents a dramatic change in world politics. 

The United States was correct in altering its national security strategy in 
September 2002, to focus on terrorism and weapons of mass destruction. But the 
means that the Bush administration has chosen focused too heavily on simply 
hard power and have not taken enough account of soft power, another dimension. 
And thats a mistake because teiTOrists stand to gain recruits and popular support 
if we underestimate the importance of soft power. 

Now, what do 1 mean by soft power? Hard power is easy to understand. lts 
quite tangible. Hard power is the ability to get others to do what you want through 
threatening them with inducements, tariffs, or threats, sticks. But sometimes you 
can get the outcomes you want without tangible threats or payoffs. The indirect 
way to get what you want has sometimes been called the second face of power. A 
country may obtain the outcomes it wants in world politics because others want to 
follow it, admiring us values, emulating its examples, aspiring to its level of prosperity 
and openness. And in this sense, its also important to set the agenda and attract 
others in world politics, not only to force them to change through military or 
economic instruments. This soft power, geLLing others tO want the outcomes that 
we want, co-opts people, rather than coerces them. Soft power rests on the ability to 
shape the preferences of others. At the personal level, we all know the power of 
attraction and seduction. Power in a relationship or a marriage does not necessarily 
reside with the larger panner. And modern executives running large corporations 



OPENING ADDRESS 25 

know that leadership is not just a matter of issuing commands, but also involves 
leading by example and anracting others to do what you want. In fact, the new 
corporate management strategies argue that it's difficult to run a large organization 
by commands alone, unless you can get buy-in to your values from others. 

Soft power is not simply the same as influence, though its one source of influence. 
After all, influence can rest on the hard power of threats and payments. And soft 
power is more than just persuasion or the ability to move people to buy the argument, 
though that$ an important pan of it. Its also the ability to entice and attract. And 
attraction often leads to acquiescence in the outcomes that we want. Simply put, in 
behavioral terms, soft power is auractive power. It uses a different type of currency, 
not the currency of force or money to engender cooperation. Its anraction to shared 
values and the justness of duty are conuibuting to the achievement of those values. 
Of course in many real-world situations, people's motives are mixed. And the 
distinction between hard and soft power is one of degree. Nonetheless, it is an 
important dimension, which we ignore at our risk. Sometimes the same power 
resources can affect the entire spectrum of behavior from coercion to amaction. A 
country that suffers economic and military decline, for example, will lose not only 
its hard power, but also its ability to attract others in soft power. 

But soft power is not simply the reflection of hard power. The Vatican has soft 
power, despite Stalin$ mocking question of how many divisions does the pope have. 
Conversely, the Kremlin lost much of its soft power after the Soviet Union invaded 
Hungary and Czechoslovakia. Even though by classical military measures. Soviet power 
continued to increase. So its hard power increased while its soft power declined. 
Some counuies such as Canada, Netherlands, Scandinavian states, for example, have 
political cloutthats far greater than their military and economic weight would indicate 
because of the incorporation of attractive causes such as econOmiC aid or peacemaking 
in their definitions of their national interest. And Britain in the 19th century and 
America in the second half of the 20th centUty enhanced their soft power by creating 
a structure of international rules and institutions. They were consistent with the liberal 
and democratic nature of British and American capitalism, free trade, the gold standard 
in the 19th century, the International Monetary Fund. the World Trade Organization, 
and the UN [United Nations), in the case of the United States. 

If a country can make its power legitimate in the eyes of others, it will 
encoumer less resistance to its wishes. If a country can support institutions that 
encourage others to channel and limit their activities in ways it prefers, it will not 
need ro spend as much on costly carrots and sticks as it otherwise would. The soft 
power of a coumry rests primarily on three resources: its culture, in places where 
thats auractive to others; its political values when it lives up to them at home and 
abroad; and its foreign policies when they're seen as legitimate and having moral 
aULhOJit y. Some analysts make the mistake of treating soft power simply as popular 
cultural power. They basically say, well. its just Coke or McDonald's, but. in fact. 
it's not. The effectiveness of any power resource depends on its comext. And in 
some comext, the American policies or American culture will not be auractive or 
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auract different groups at the same time. lf you look at lran today, Ametican 
cul ture may produce rejection, at least among the ruling Mullahs. and yet 
Hollywood images that repel the ruling Mullahs are auractive to younger 
generations who watch our videocasseues in the privacy of their homes. 

In other cases like Argentina, American human rights policies that were 
rejected by the military government in the 1970s, produced considerable soft 
power for the United States two decades later when many of those jailed in the 
'70s rose to power. And there's more to cultural resources than just pop culture. 
The half-million students who study in the United States' universities every year 
or the Asian entrepreneurs who return home after succeeding in Silicon Valley 
tend to reach a lease with power in their own countries. 

Government policies at home and abroad can enhance or destroy our soft 
power. For example, President Eisenhower in the 1950s pointed out that racial 
segregation at home was undercuuing American soft power in newly emerging 
African countries. Indeed, foreign policy strongly affects soft power. jimmy Carters 
human rights policies are a case in point as well as the governments efforts to 
promote democracy in the Reagan and Clinton administrations. And conversely, 
foreign policies that appear arrogant or illegitimate in the eyes of others diminished 
American soft powers, as polls have shown in the early part of the 20th century. 
So soft power is extremely important, but we don't always use it as well as we 
should. Some skeptics object to the idea of soft power because they think of 
power nan·owly in terms of command or act of control. In their view, imitation 
and attraction are simply that, not power. But the trouble with this is that it ignores 
the structural face or second face of power. Your dinner speaker tonight has said 
one of Rumsfeld's rules is that weakness is provocative. True, but soft power is not 
weakness; it's a fotm of power. Similarly, others object to the idea of soft power 
because govemmcms are not in full control of it. Firms, universities, foundations, 
churches, other nongovernmemal groups can develop soft power of their own, 
(which] may reinforce or be at odds with official foreign policy goals. And that's 
all the more reason for governments to make sure that their own actions and 
policies reinforce rather than undercut soft power. 

Now 1 said earlier that all power depends on context. And that means we'll 
have more soft power where there are wtlling interpreters and receivers. And in 
situations when you have democraCies and parliaments, soft power is increasingly 
important. Thus it was imposstble, for example, [or the Turkish government to 
allow the transport of American troops across the country in 2003 because of the 
unpopularity of American policy. ln contrast, it was easier for us to obtain bases 
in authoritarian Uzbekistan for operations in Afghanistan. But clearly in the first 
case, our soft power had a negative effect-or our absence of soft power had a 
negative effect on our hard power. 

Soft power is probably more effective in the areas that are more difficult to 
measure. But if one considers various American nauonal interests, soft power 
may be less relevant than hard power in preventing attacks, policing our borders, 
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and protecting alhes. But it is a crucial role to play in promotmg democracy, 
human nghts, and open markets. The fact that soft power effectiveness varies by 
context does not make it melevant, any more than the facts that bombs and 
bayonets arc ineffective resources when we seek to prevent the spread of infectious 
diseases. slow global warming, or create democracy. Now m conclusion, what 
docs th1s mean for American foreign pohcy? Ami-Americanism has been mcreasing 
for the last few years. A w1desprcad and fashionable view IS that the Amcncans 
arc devclopmg a classical emp1re A Gallop mtemauonal poll found that pluralnies 
m 29 countries around the world smd that Amencan fore1gn pohc1es had a negative 
effect on the1r attitudes toward the U S Skeptics about soft power say not to 
worry, as Fouad Ajami wrote, 'The Unned States need not worry about the hearts 
and mmds in fore1gn lands." Fore1gncrs may grumble, but they have hule choice 
because we are so strong. Moreover. the United States has been unpopular in the 
past. yet managed to recover. We do not need permanent allies and institutions; 
we can always pick up the coaliuon of the w1lling, as we need. As Secretary 
Rumsfeld has said, "the issue should determine the coahtlons, not vice versa." But 
it would be a mistake to d1sm1ss the recent decline of our auracuveness so lightly. 

It s true that the Umted States has recovered from unpopular pohc1es m the 
past. But that was agamst the backdrop of the Cold War in wh1ch other coumnes 
faced and feared a Sov1et Umon as a greater ev1l. Moreover, wh1le American size 
and assoc1at1on wHh d1srupt1ve modernity is constam and wJII always lead to 
some degree of concern and resemmem about the United States. w1sc pohc1cs can 
soften the sharp edges of the rcalny and reduce the resentments they engender. 
And that's what the United States did after World War 11. We used our soft power 
resources and co-opted others into a set of alliances and institutiOns that lasted 
for 60 years We won the Cold War aga1nst the Soviet Union with a mixed strategy
mil nary force for effective contamment and soft power for domesuc transformation 
mside the Sovtet bloc So lls a mistake to d1scount soft power as JUSt an 1mage. 
\\'hen we discount 1t, we reahze that we will pay a price Most Important, if the 
Untted States IS so unpopular m a COUntT) that being pro-Amcncan ts the k1ss of 
death m the1r domestic poliucs, pohucalleaders are unhkely to make concessiOns 
to help us. Turkey, Mex1co. and Chile were prime examples in March of 2003. 
When American policies lose the1r legnimac)' and credibility in the eyes of others, 
allltudes of chstrust tend to fester and further reduce our leverage 

Beneath the surface structure of world politics, there have been profound 
changes. September ll was like a nash of lightning on a summer evenmg that 
tlluminated those changes brought about by globalization and democratization of 
technoloro. The Bush admm1strauon has correctly 1denufied the new challenges 
and has reoriented Amencan strategy according!}: But the admmlstrauon, hke the 
Congress and the public. has been torn between different approaches to the 
1mplcmemauon of the new strategy The result has been a mixture of both successes 
and faHures. We have been far more successful in the domam of hard power, 
where we\·c invested more and trained more and have a clearer tdea of what 
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we're doing. We have been less successful in the areas of soft power, where our 
public diplomacy has been inadequate and our neglect of allies and institutions 
has created a sense of illegitimacy that has squandered our attractiveness. Yet this 
is ironic because the United States is the coumry that built some of the longest 
lasting alliances and instiLUtions that the modern world has ever seen. These 
institutions have been central to our policy and they helped us to win the Cold 
War. 

Essentially, it is time for us now to draw upon our traditions in foreign policies 
in a different way. We need more jefferson and much less jackson. Wilsonians are 
correct about the importance of democratic transformation of world politics over 
the long run, but they need to temper their impatience with more Hamiltonian 
realism. ln short, Americas success will depend upon our deeper understanding 
of the role of soft power and developing a beuer strategy to use hard and soh 
power to reinforce each other. We've done it before, and I believe we can do it 

again. Thank you very much. 

JANNE E. NOLAN, Ph.D.: Thank you very, very much,joe. As always, the voice 
of reason, dispassion, and extreme profundity of thought as well as extremely relevant 
analysis. We have about 10-12 minutes for questions. Maybe 15. If you could stand 
when you raise your hand and l will recognize you. If I could see through these lights, 
which are very bright-someone will bting you a microphone. I see no hands out 
there. lf you could please stand up. Could you identify yourself, please? 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Hi . Captain Rizetti. One of my colleagues I know, Dr. 
Tom Barnell, has published and talked extensively. Dr. Barnell is focused more on 
predictability [inaudible) versus the gap of nonfunctioning [inaudible!. The world 
is less unpredictable if you frame it in terms of globalization and interdependencies. 
Your comments regarding soft power, it seems to me, works by functioning members 
I inaudible). What we struggle with is the predictability [inaudible!. 

NYE: It's a very good point, which is when we think about the use of power in 
todays world it varies in different areas, depending on whether you have functioning 
states. And I think this is something that the National Security Strategy stated very 
well , which it said we have more to fear from failed states than from other great 
powers. When you look at the condition of Sierra Leone, Somalia, and Afghanistan, 
there is a great danger that there is nobody at the other end of the line in tenns of 
effective governments. And in cases like that, obviously you need to use hard power. 
Nothing l said about soft power was designed to undercut the significance of hard 
power. It was to say that our great mistake is to think that hard power is sufficient. 
It's not. lts necessary, but its not surficient. What we need to do is use hard power 
military force as we did in Afghanistan and hard power of economic assistance, 
inducements, to try to create structures in places like Afghanistan or SietTa Leone or 
Liberia. But we also have lO remember that the reason we're doing this is to prevent 
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these areas from becommg brecdmg grounds for terronsm. And we need to get 
them mtegrated into the globaltzauon systems. 

ror example, if you look at the Middle East, most M1ddlc l;astcm economies 
have fallen badly behind in terms of economic growth and modernization. And we 
need to usc our capacity, our hard capacities, both to police the area and to anract 
them-l'm sorry, to get them into the system of these other areas of economic growth. 
But we also need to attract them, m particularly the moderate elements there. In 
other words, the great danger m terronsm IS you need hard power to k11l people like 
bin Laden. You're never gomg to amact h1m , but you need soft power to attract the 
moderates so that he can't recruu them. And we have spent a lot more effort and 
been a lot more successful on the kllhng pan than on the auractmg pan of 11. So I 
thmk the basic diagnosts-that we have to focus on these areas, whJ<:h IS Identified 
m the National Security Strategy. wh1ch is correct. Butlthink we haven't put enough 
resources mto developing a strategy for the attracting pan of 11. I must just say, if 
you look at American public diplomacy. it's very interesting as just a matter of 
resources. The United States public d1plomacy is about one quarter of the I percent 
of the resources we spend on the milnal)~ And at the end of the Cold War, 1f we cut 
1l back b}' 30 percent, thmkmg 1l chdn't mauer, that's a mistaken allocation of 
resources-not that we should cut the military but that we should add the other. 

l\OLAN: I cannot behe,·e that th1s IS a shy crowd. 

NYE: Well, there's someone on the right,janne, I can see. The lights really are 
1ll1pOSSible. 

NOLAN: 1 see a question here. Str, over here. And a qucsuon over here. So 
lets take you first-a liule easter to reach. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER. There's another power bestdes hard and soft. And 
that IS domesuc power. Stapng m oOke. Does this corrupt the pursun of hard 
and soft power? 

NYE: Well, certainly maintammg your power base at home is essential if 
you're going to be effective in wielding hard or soft power. And, of course, there 
are efforts that you have to make that you do at home which may undercut either 
your hard or your soft power. I was looking at Tom F1icdmans column in the New 
Yorh Tunes today, in which he pointed out the enormous mcons1stency between 
the domestiC politics, whtch lead us to subsidize farmers and at the same ume 
dnw out producers of couon m poor countries, and at the same umc, talk about 
the fact that these countries should follow free market pnnc1ples And Friedman 
pomts out that as you bankrupt Pakistani farmers, and at the same ume have gas 
guzzlers which increase the consumptiOn of oil, whtch puts more money m Saudi 
Arabta, which transfers the money to madrassas in Pakistan, where the sons of the 



30 NATIONAL PoweR IN AN UNPREDICTABLE WoRLD 

bankrupt fanners get only a Koranic education in fundamentalist terms, and then 
later we wonder why we are seeing more terrorists arising; there is an inconsistency 
there. But getting a coherent strategy in that case is thwarted by the power of 
domestic politics and agricuhural lobbies. And thats a nonpartisan comment 
because it cuts across the aisle. But it is a good example, I think, of where the 
need to maintain domestic power prevents us from implementing a coherent 
strategy in an area we have said is a top priority, countering terrorism. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Nick Frazier from the BBC. I was very struck by the 
honesty with which you allude to the loss of American prestige and the unpopularity 
of America in much of the world. Its evidem every week in Europe, increasingly I 
wonder if you could be a bit more specific about how dangerous you think this is 
and what son of resources could be deployed to change it? I mean, do you have 
hopes that it can be reversed rapidly? Or what exactly would America have to do? 

NYE: Well I think if you look at the polls, the evidence is prwy clear. ln 
Europe, on average, we've lost about30 points in countries, including those friendly 
to us that helped us in the war, such as Spain and Italy, in the last year. And if you 
look at Indonesia, the largest Islamic country, in 2000, 75 percent of Indonesians 
said they were attracted to the United States. This year thats gone down to 15 
percent. That's a big loss. 

Now, the people who say it doesn't matter say, you know, we're big and we're 
tough, and they'll just have to take their lumps and follow us. The trouble with that 
is if you go to an example such as l gave of Turkey, when we wanted to get the 4th 
Infantry Division across Turkey, the fact that we had become wildly unpopular in 
Turkish public opinion meant that the Turkish parliament would not vote to allow 
that to occur. So our loss of soft power definitely hun our hard power. 

Now, its been true that in the past, for example after the Vietnam War, the 
Uniled States has been unattractive. But we recovered. But as l mentioned in my 
talk, we recovered in the context of a Cold War in which there was a greater evil 
of the Soviet Union. The question is whether we can recover that well and that 
quickly now. Certainly, what you hear from these polls when you read them 
carefully, and the subservient questions, is a bit more bowed to the institutions. A 
bit less arrogance, a bit more feeling that we're taking into our national interest 
the interests of others would do a good deal to restore some of that soft power. 
And l think that question of the style of foreign policy actually makes a huge 
difference. And we have been relatively inattentive to the costs of the style of 
foreign policy. And I think that it won't turn things around overnight, but it will 
make a difference. 

Sometimes people say, well, don't worry about it. We're the big kid on the 
block. We're so big that we're bound to be resented. You know, we should just 
take our lumps and that's it. Trouble with that argument is there is a little bit in it, 
which is there's always some resentment of the big kid on the block. But that 
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power, Americas relative size, hasn't changed in the last three years. But our 
popularity has changed dramatically in the downward direction. And since you 
can't explain change with a constant, then you have a problem, which you can't 
just explain away by saying its a function of American size. Most of the polls 
show its a function of American policies. l mean if you ask the question of people , 
you'll get that answer. And I think that does often have a lot to do with the style as 
well as the substance of policies. 

NOLAN: We can take about two more questions. Over here. Please wait for 
the mic, and is there another question? 

NYE: He has a mic, janne. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Good morning, Doctor. Commander Burke from the 
U.S. Navy. My question deals with how do we get out of the trap of continuing to 
have to use hard power, when especially with Islam and Muslims? Its an ideological 
disagreement or hatred of the soft power, the politics, the economic achievements, 
the perceived ethical issues? 

NYE: Well, its a very important question . And l think the premise, though, 
has to be that they don't all hate us. In fact, when you look again at the polls 
carefully, most of them actually admire us and admire American people. And if 
you look at the Pew polls, for example, great dislike for American policies, but an 
admiration for American science and technology, even for American popular 
culture. Many people in the Middle East, which is only a pan of the Islamic world, 
are worried about modernity, worried about change, feel that their societies have 
not adapted properly, but, nonetheless, they're not turning their back on that. 
They still want the things of democracy and human rights and a higher standard 
of living that we stand for. And I think the important thing is for us to have 
policies which identify with the aspirations of that moderate middle. 

You're never going to cure the bin Ladens or the ai-Zawahiris. Only force, I 
think, will solve that. But you can prevent them from recruiung widely. And I 
think, if you look at the polictes of the Bush administration, when the president 
talks about increasing money for aid, increasing our suppon for campaigns against 
HIV/AlDS his remarks at the UN the other day about trade traffic and people for 
prostitution and so forth, those are good investments in our soft power. We want 
to show that we are aligned with the aspirations of these people. Economic 
assistance is not going to remove terrorism. For one thing, it takes decades to 
make a difference. And we don't have decades. But economic assistance can show 
that we arc aligned with the aspirations of those people, and that makes il harder 
for bin Laden and his recruiting from them . So !think what we need to be doing 
is asking, how well arc we putting forward that positive side of the United States 
in the Middle East? And arc there ways in which we can put forward our hard 
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power, which doesn't have quite the sense and ring of arrogance that turns people 
off. tf we can adjust our strategy to dial up a bit more of the soft attractiveness and 
lO smooth off some of the edges that create a sense of arrogance of when we use 
hard power, I think we will be able to amact a middle. The middle has not gone 
over to the other side yet. And that$ the critical strategy for this war against terrorism 
is to make sure that you're walking on two legs. Not just one. 

NOLAN: We have time for a final question. A hand over there. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Sir, I'm Col. George Topic, from the Industrial College 
of the Armed Forces. And I'm interested in the application of military instrument 
to the development and use of soft power and any comments you might have 
about the Implications of such on force design or even transformation? 

NYE: Well, I think the United States attracts certain people and has certain 
attractiveness because of the effectiveness of our military. l mean , our military is 
admired. and that enhances our auractiveness. So in addition to its hard 
dimensions, an effective military has a certain soft dimension , which is 
attractiveness. Another aspect of it, which is often not paid allention to, is the 
importance of military-to-military contacts. One of the things that stmck me when 
I was in the Pentagon was how extraordinarily useful it was w have these frequent 
contacts between American officers and their counterparts in many other countries 
because it basically was a way to have others come to see what we were really like, 
that the American military consisted of human beings who had values that were 
importam; and those military-to-military programs were extraordinarily imponam 
in terms of American soft power, just like education and universities are. And any 
time people talk about culling back on these programs, IMET [International 
Military Education and Training!, and others, I think its just a terrible mistake 
because its main job is hard power. But the military can also produce soft power 
for this country. 

NOLAN: Thank you ve1y, very much, joe Nyc, for your extremely provocative 
and interesting kickoff to this series. And thank you all for your questions. We arc 
now gomg to take a 30-minute break. The Am1y recognizes the need for nwvorking 
in this kind of situation. And there will be an announcement to bring you back 
for the following sessions. 

Again, please join me in thanking Dean joe Nye. Thank you. 
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Panel Charter 

In its April 2001 report, the U.S. Commission on National Security/21st Cen
tury, also known as the Han-Rudman Commission, identified failed or failing states 
as one of the principal threats to international order that the United States will face in 
the coming decades. As with the other major challenges of American foreign policy, 
the context in which thiS issue is currently addressed was transformed in the wake of 
the September 11 terrorist attacks, which were mounted by a transnational terrorist 
group, al Qaeda, from the sanctuary of a failed state, Afghanistan. 

The term "failed state" entered the U.S. diplomatic lexicon and gained wide 
currency in the aftermath of the Cold War. The Clinton administration identified 
failed states as one of four categories in its typology of countries comprising the 
post-Cold War international system-the other three being advanced industrial 
democracies, emerging democracies with market economies, and "rogue states.·· 
The administration established the State Failure Task Force in 1994 to examine 
the causes of state failure, as well as measures to ameliorate its consequences and 
forestall its occurrence. While each case presents its own unique circumstances
historical experience, geography, and natural resources-the burgeoning litera-
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Left lO right, Robert 5. Litwak, David Cordon, Chester A. Crocke1; 
Wendy R. Sherman, and Charles Krauthammer. 

ture in the policy community on state failure has identified key indicators of this 
phenomenon. Prominent among these are a rapid deterioration in living stan
dards and the economy. the monopolization of political and economic power by 
a corrupt elite, and the collapse of governmental institutions. Failing and failed 
states vary significantly in degree. At the extreme end of the state capacity con
tinuum are instances of total collapse, such as Somalia in 1991. 

Somalia was the first mstance in the post-Cold War era of U.S. military inter
ventLon in a failed state-one initiated as a humanitarian mission, but which later 
was expanded into nation building. During the 1990s, the use of American mili
tary power in failed states such as Haiti, as well as in other instances involving 
ethnic strife. was criticized by some as ~social work" in places where vital U.S. 
national interests were not at stake. The analytical distinction between the 1990s 
categories--that is, between rogue states that threatened U.S. interests and failed 
states that did not-was called into question by September 11. Afghanistan, where 
the attacks were planned by Osama bin Laden$ terronst organization, was both a 
failed state and, m one commentators play on State Department terminology, ~a 
terronst-sponsored state.'' Weak state capacity in Afghanistan had permitted al 
Qaeda to virtually take over a country. In the aftermath of September ll, the argu
ment was increasingly made that the failed state issue could no longer be ignored 
or dismissed because. in the interconnected age of globalization, any such state 
could become a staging ground for a horrific, mass casualty attack on U.S. soil. 
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This panel will examine the future challenge posed by failed states for U.S. 
national security. 

Discussion Poinls 

• What is a failed state? What are the major factors that distinguish a strong 
state from a weak one, and a weak or failing countty from a failed state? 

• What are the criteria for deteimining U.S. involvement? Do all failed states 
affect U.S. national interests? Do some countries matter more than others because 
of their strategic location? Should the Umted States become engaged in cases 
where there is a humanitarian crisis, but U.S. national interests are not visibly or 
immediately at stake? 

• What are the strategies and tools that can be used to address the failed 
state challenge? Can prevention strategies, effectively employed early, stop a fail
ing state from slipping into the failed category? What is the role of other actors, 
such as the United Nauons, regional organizations, or other capable states, nota
bly the European Union and japan? Under what conditions should the U.S. mili
tary intervene to stabilize a failing or failed state? 

Summary 

David Gordon. Ph. D .. Director, Office of Transnational Issues, Central 
Intelligence Agency 

• The CIA established the State Failure Task force almost a decade ago to 
determine why states fail and to better understand the failure continuum that 
ranges from extreme examples like Somalia to more common instances of weak 
and failing, but not yet failed, states. failed and failing states often have much in 
common: internal wars, sharp retreats from democracy, human rights violations, 
ungoverned zones that can harbor terrorists, general humanitarian crises. drug 
trafficking, and the spillover of domestic instability to mfect other states in the 
region. 

• The task force has identified four pivotal types of events linked to state 
failure that present useful subjects of analysis: revolutionary war. which involves 
an organized. armed challenge to state authority and often produces mass casual
ties; ethnic war, which also involves such an armed challenge: adverse regime 
change, where there is a weakening of democracy or a wider collapse of authority 
structures within the state; and genocide or politicide, which constitutes deliber
ate efforts by the state or other organized political agents to destroy a particular 
group. 

• The instabilities involved in state failure are consistent and recurrent. com
plicating efforts at conflict resolution, though there are only a few outbreaks of 
severe, acute political instability each year. Such instability tends to persist, so the 
number of states threatened by failure at any given time is much higher. totaling 
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an average of 17 or 18 m recent years. Addlltonall}. those states that arc able to 
emerge from fallure rcmam vulnerable to significant cnses. as I Ialit's and Ltbena's 
aucmpts at democracy ha,•c demonstrated. 

• The most important factor m determining a state's nsk of severe instability 
and fmlure is the state's pauerns of political behavior Along these lines, partial 
democracies are the most vulnerable to failure and instability. Countries hkc Iran 
and Ntgeria, whtch combme free clccuons wtth elements of autocracy are more at 
nsk than their fully autocrauc counterparts. In such countnes. mtensc, drsfunc
tional, factional compcuuon can lead to state failure. espeetally giVen the absence of 
strong checks on the exeCUll\'e. Thus, whtle It mar be a poSlll\'e, long-tcml trend 
that one m three regimes m the world today falls into the "parual democracy cat
egory. thts snuauon presents enormous mstabthty problems m the shon term. 

• Poverty and economtc mchcntors generally do not directly cone late with rates 
of state failure and severe instability, but economic faclOrs arc unponam m the sense 
that they shape a states abtlity to sustain democracy. Thus. impoverished countries 
that <ll'C poorl>· integrated tnto the world economy arc more likely to be failed or 
fathng states than counmes that do not fit thts description; but such economtc prob
lems. in themselves, are not useful prcchctors of state fatlure or severe mstabtlny 

• "tales that dtscriminate agamst parucular ethmc or communal groups are 
at greater risk, as dtscrnmnauon mcreascs the hkehhood of cthmc or other mter
nal wars, whtch m turn bnng other forms of mstabtlllr 

• Coumnes in ·•bad netghborhoods" are particularly at nsk smce political 
conOtct m one failed or fatlmg state can spill across borders to drag a contiguous 
state down inlO severe instabilit> as well Soldiers, refugees, and weapons have all 
easily crossed borders in such bad neighborhoods as Africa's Great Lakes regton 
and the South Asian subcominent. 

• Analysts of these causes of state fat lure yields spectftc forctgn policy strat
cgtcs for fighung state fatlurc. It wtll be necessary lO strengthen checks and bal
ances across branches of government m coumncs idenuficd as at nsk of bccom
mg failed or failing states. as well as discourage at-nsk states from enacting the 
son of dtscnminatory poltctes that can foster extreme facuonaltsm and e,·en m
ternal war. Furthermore. 11 wtll be necessary to employ rcgtonal strategtes. m 
addllton to country-spcc1ftc ones. to address the threat of failed-state and faihng
state sptllover to contiguous stmcs in regions identified as bad nctghborhoods. 

Chester/\. Crocker. Ph.D., james R. ~ch lcsinger Professor of~~ rategic 
Studies, Georgetown Umverslly 

• Fatled states may be the most dangerous. long-term sccunty challenge 
faung poltc} makers today They pose a \'anety of hard and soft sccunty chal
lenges that cannot be ignored: They can become breedmg grounds for terrorism 
and cxtremtst or fundamentalist pohucs; tend to produce humanuanan crises. 
incluchng the recruitment of child :,oldiers. the abuse of women and children and 
hc<lhh pandemics; host drug-tralhckmg networks. gun-runnmg networks. war-
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lord economies, and other criminal business threats; and infect nearby states and, 
thus, bnng regional conflict and destabilization. 

• Failed states can transition into rogue states, and the analytic distinCLion 
between the two categories has broken down in many ways. North Korea, for 
example, may be both a failed state and a rogue state. 

• Indicators of state failure include international disengagement and aban
donment of a state that was previously engaged in and supported by the interna
tional system, a shift in the balance of power on the ground from civilians to 
young men with guns, the alignment of elites with criminal business enterprises. 
and dominance of actual state leadership by those who are effectively warlords 
and heads of criminal business enterprises. Another indicator is the abandon
ment of whole provinces or regions of the state to lawlessness in order to facilitate 
business opportunities for criminal business enterprises. 

• Policy makers cannot afford to look at threats in a single dimension by 
focusing exclusively on homeland securit)~ They also must consider threats to 

American forces deployed overseas, American allies, American norms and values, 
and American political interests in general. 

• Specific criteria for American intervention in fai led and failing states in
clude whether or not the state poses a risk of terrorist buildup or rogue-state 
development, is inherently important as a regional anchor state or American se
curity partner, threatens to export its instability across borders to neighboring 
states, poses a humanitarian crisis and a political imperative for involvement, and 
presents the United States with certain diplomatic obligations by vinue of inter
national expectations of what America should do. 

• While there are not that many states that are fully failed states, there are 
many failing states and potential failing states. Given the expense and difficulty of 
dealing with failed states, it is important that policy makers deal with failing and 
potential failing states before they slide into the failed-state category. Indeed, as 
we are learning in Iraq, post-conflict reconstruction can prove the most expen
sive way of all of dealing with failed states, and we must work to prevent current 
and future failing states from reaching this stage. 

• Policy makers should inventory the relevam institutions, coalitions, alli
ances, and infom1al friendships that might share the burden of dealing with the 
some 50 to 60 failed, failing, and potential failing states that threaten the interna
tional community. 

• We should break state failure into well-defined phases and develop differ
entiated strategies for addressing each stage. A strategy for addressing early-stage 
failing states might include diplomatic coordination and intelligence sharing with 
allies who have the ability to influence the failing state's leadership. It could also 
include concerted efforts to discredit problematic actors and undermine what
ever foreign support bases they have. A strategy for addressing later-stage states in 
tmminent danger of failure might include coercive diplomacy and an internation
alized peace process to ease a new regime into power before it is too late. 
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• Efforts to combat state failure also may be differenwuecl between state
specific strategieS and more general strategies that are geared at rcformmg the 
international environment. 

• The challenge we face in addrcssmg state failure is nothing less than state 
building. It will be necessary to strengthen these countries' jud1cial systems, po
llee systems, free press, and other domesuc instituuons. 

Ambassador Wendy R. Shennan, Pnncipal, The Albnght Group 

• George \V. Bush argued tn h1s pres1dcnual campa1gn that the Clmton ad
mmlstratlon had been hyperactl\·e m the world and that fore1gn poltcy should be 
predicated on national mterest, not on the "interest of the Illusory mternational 
communtt)~" 

• In contrast, the Clinton admimstratlon saw American mterests and secu
rity as mextricable from the mtc rests of the international community and argued 
that if we turn away from the developing world, we invite more poverty, more 
failed States, more civll wars. and more terrorism. The Clinton-Atwood approach 
to security pohcy saw lt as unperatlve to attack the root causes of conflict within 
fragile states. promote collective secunt}' wi.th an emphasis on preventive diplo
maC)·. and engage in preventive defense This approach to sccunty policy admit
tedly had a rough and trag1c stan m Somaha. 

• A RAND study on Amencan natlon-buildmg efforts offered some Important 
lessons from our own experience that m1ght be applted to pohcy tOward failed and 
fat ling States. Our conunumg cxpencnces in rebu1lding Iraq rem force these lessons. 

1. National building objectives should be scaled to available forces, re
sources, and staying power. 

2. Mihtary forces must be complemented by civilian law enforcement, 
economiC reconstruction. and pohtlcal development efforts 

3 Unity of command is often as Important in peacetime nauon-building 
exerc1ses as 1t IS m war prosecution. 

4 There can be no econom1c or poliucal de"elopment wuhout secunt}: 
• In efforts at both prevention and more tradtttOnal Intervention, 

multtlaterahsm can be complex and tune-consuming but, ulumatcly. proves less 
expensive and even more effective at helping transformauon and reg10nal stabil
ity. Of course. multilatcralism 1s only feasible if the United States' potential coali
tion partners share American mtercsts. 

• Though President Bush iniually saw himself as a realist opposed to Clintons 
more W1lsonian approach to fore1gn affairs, September 11 has reshaped the Bush 
admtnlstrations foreign policr doctnne to a focus on dcfcndtng, preserving. and 
cxtendtng the peace b) efforts to f1ghtterronsts and tyrants, wuhan emphas1s on 
preempuon, building good relations among the great powers, and encouraging 
free and open societies on e\'ery conttnent 

• Bush sees the current nauon-buildtng efforts in Iraq as an opportunity to 
fundamentally change the M1ddlc l:ast. While many argue that this 1s not colo-
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mahsm m that tt is not about acqUiring tcrntory, 1t is a sort of post(;olomal colo
mahsm.~ a strategy of deahng '' tth failed states through an 1mpcnahsm of 1dcas. 

• The Pew Global Attttudcs PrOJCCt surveyed 38,000 people m -+4 countnes 
during fall 2002. After the spring 2003 Iraq war, it surveyed another J 6,000 
people m 20 countries and in the Palcsuman National Authorit)~ The survey found 
several thmgs: 

1 People in states that arc often considered failmg or weak sec globaliza
tion as a posttive force but are worned about the pace of the modem world. 

2 People in such states want freedom of associauon, a modern dcmoc
rac)·, and, most of all, beuer judiCial S)"Stems. 

3 Those surveyed mcrcasmgl) VIC\\ the Unned Nauons as a failing 
institution. 

4. The populations of seven out of the eight Mushm states surveyed be
lieve they w1 ll face an Amcncan military auack in the ncar future. 

5. Those surveyed generally like American values but sec the United States 
as an arrogant power that 1s mcreasmgly weakening international institutions and 
exacerhaung the gap between rich and poor 

6 In short, the sun·c> found how we work with the world nnpacts how 
world populauons see us and, m turn, how well we arc able to achiC\'C what we 
need to ach1eve. 

• The Cancun trade talks were a disaster, and future Cancuns must be a\'Oided 
1f we want to prevent an increase m the number of failed and fmlmg states m the 
world. Poverty docs not cause tcrronsm but, nonetheless, remams a factor in its 
dcvelopmcm. Poverty offers an cnv1ronmem ripe for the explonauon of those 
who arc looking to move in and encourage the forces behind terrorist activity. 

• The United States cannot be all thmgs to all people. l lowcver, even if 
future U.S. security polic1es arc not perfectly legal in tenns of compliance with 
mternauonal Ia\\, we must ensure that we maintain credibtltt} and lcglllmacy on 
the world stage. 

Dr Charles Krauthammcr. Syndicated Columnist, The \\~~h111gton Post 

• It 1s tempting to define ~fa tied and fatlmg states~ mtenns of ho!>llhty. chaos. 
and d1sorder, but th1s poses analytiC problems. To be sure, L1bena and Somalia 
are classiC failed states, but others arc often menuoncd that arc Jess clear-cut. 
Hait1, for instance. has been a state for 200 years; though it has fai led in serving 
its people, analyucally, it may not belong m the failed-state category. With Nonh 
Korea, another country frequently mcnuoned as a failed state. the international 
communit)' faces a problem of "h)·pcrstablhty~; Pyongyang may have fatlcd m 
that Its people are stan•mg and suffermg butt he state llself has by no means been 
a fa1lure m achie,•ing its own prioriucs. Fmall>·· though Afghamstan did not con
trol all of its territory and rna} have fatlcd when \'iewed through the pnsm of our 
own values, the Taliban state d1d control 80 to 90 percent of tts termory and 
proved somewhat successful m 1mplememmg !ls own ''alues. Addnionally, the 
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United States intervened in Afghanistan not because of the areas that the Afghan 
state could not control, but because, in the areas the state did control, the state 
had decided to harbor terrorists. Looking at countries with functioning institu
tions as failed states muddies the waters. Still, the impulse to do so and the ana
lytic difficulty that results highlight the fact that the main geopolitical criterion 
we consider must continue to be hostility to the United States and to American 
values. 

• Realists are not necessarily opposed to nation building; no realist would 
deny the necessity of the American-led nation-building efforts in Japan and Ger
many after World War 11. Thus, the difference between realists and Wilsonians on 
this issue does not hinge on whether or not the United States should nation build , 
but rather on where the United States should nation build. Realists argue that the 
United States should only commit soldiers to nation-building efforts in places 
like Afghanistan where American security is in jeopardy. 

• In places like Haiti , where the United States has a human imperative to 
ease the suffering, but American security interests are not at stake, policy makers 
must employ economic aid and other tools that do not risk the lives of American 
soldiers. 

• PoliC)' makers also must have a sense of the limits of American power. 
Indeed, it would be arrogant to think that any American effon, including one that 
involves Amencan soldiers, could create a functioning state in a place like Soma
lia. Thus, as American power cannot achieve evetything everywhere, we must 
discriminate in where we apply it. The terrorist attacks of September L 1, 2001, 
have made such discrimination simpler by making it easier to identify the places 
where instability poses an existential threat to American security. 

• The realist preferences of the American public pose a final constraint on 
American policy makers with respect to intervention in failed states that are not 
of strategic importance to the United States. The majority of Americans oppose 
the $87 billion spending proposal for rebuilding Iraq, a counuy where failure to 
rebuild would be catastrophic to American strategic interests. It is unrealistic to 
think that the American public would back intervention in places far less crucial 
to American security. 

Analysis 

Despite the title, the panel examined "The Challenge Posed by Failed States 
for U.S. National Security." In that context. the panel explored four key issues: 
what constitutes a failed state, why states fail, why state failure matters, and what 
kind of response to failed states is best. Underlying all the commentary, another 
issue was addressed: Although the challenges of state failure are both significant 
and meaningful enough to justify htgh-levcl attention, the term itself fails to ad
equately address the nature of the problem that the United States and the rest of 
the global community face. 
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What is a failed state? First, state failure represents one point in a process, not 
an absolute oULcome. It generally ts the point in the process of governance where 
the state loses the capacity and/or the will to perfonn its essential governance and 
security runctions. For some states, the process of governance has been so inhib
ited that the state never developed those capabilities in the first place. The logic 
behind this distincuon is simply that it is impossible to lose that which never 
exiSted. 

However, if we focus only on the capacity to govern, we may lose sight of 
the fact that the state and its institutions may lack effective legiumacy, such as 
in Haiti, North Korea, Taliban Afghanistan. and Saddam Hussein:S Iraq. History 
demonstrates that individuals and groups can frequently prop up the capacity 
of the state to govern through the use of sheer force and "state terrorism." Over 
time, however, the weaknesses in herem in the lack of government legitimaC)' 
will likely lead to the eventual erosion of its authority and a certain kind of state 
failure. 

A tendency resulting from the focus on state failure has been to concemratc 
attention on staLe collapse-the so-called fa tied state. To be effective, however, we 
must address the causes of state fa1lure early in the process, not simply after they 
have already run the1r courses and have achteved cnsis proportions. Thus, we 
need to understand some of the more specific causes and consequences of state 
failure. 

Why do states fail? The CTAS State Failure Task Force has developed a list of 
circumstances under which states fail. Those circumstances cemer on legiti
mate governance functions. That is, if the state does not fairly and adequately 
provide security, meet basic human needs, allow for socioeconomic develop
ment, provide general freedoms under the rule of law, and promote trust and 
cooperation between communal groups. there are both motive and opponunity 
for instabtlity and viOlence. In turn, that instability fuels a vicious cycle in which 
already 'vveak states succumb LO w1despread civil violence that further erodes 
socioeconomic and political justice, generates distrust among various sectors of 
the society, and progressively diminishes the ability and will of the government 
to conduct the business of the state. Failure to achieve or maintain legitimat) 
and deal effectively with progressi\'ely worsening internal social. economic. 
political, and security problems results in virtually complete turmoil and gener
ally ineffective institutions. ln many cases where these processes arc at work, 
governments are waging war on their citizens, fighting to survive assaults from 
their citizens. or have become a mere faction among competing forces claiming 
the right 10 govern all or pan of a disputed nationaltermory. Thus, the result is 
state failure. 

Additionally, and wllhin this context, states fail for two other reasons. First, 
pressures to liberalize political and economic systems quickly and radically may 
result in the collapse of governmental authority and the rule of law. Simply hold
ing "free" elections for national leaders without atlending to other patterns of 
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poliucal authonty and "respons1blc democracy" nsks creaung weak and vulner
able msutut1ons. In this 1m mature 'democratic" situauon, securny and law and 
order arc often progressively replaced by "Irresponsible" democracy and corrup
uon. m best, or criminal anarchy and am1ed factional violence. at worst. In an)' 
cnsc, the state collapses under the weight of irresponsible, misguided. insensitive, 
mept, ancVor corrupt leadership. Second. other states collapse as a result of the 
consc1ous efforts of certain actors to bnng them down or control them for their 
own nefarious purposes As an example, the forces of tcchnolog}. such as mfor
mauon and commumcauons, and the easy ava1lab1lity of numaous weapons ha\'e 
greatly empowered and eqUipped those self-proclaimed leaders who w1sh to chal
lenge go\'emmental authonty and replace 1t with their own. Clcarl)·. there are dif
ferent paths toward stale failure. 

The panehsts listed several reasons why failed states matter and why they 
deserve a place at the top of the list of global challenges. The argumcm was, gener
ally. that fatling or failed states comprise the most dangerous. long-term security 
challenge facmg the global communi!! today. More specifically, fatled states be
come brecdmg zones for instabtllt} and terrorism. They breed masst\'e humaniLar
lan d1sasters and maJOr refugee nows They can host "evil" networks of all kinds, 
whether they involve crimmal busmess enterpnse. narco-traffickmg, or some fonn 
of ideological crusade. They spawn all kmds of things we do not hke, such as 
human nghts \1olations; torture. poveny, starvation. and chsease; the recruitment 
and usc of chtld soldiers; 11lcgal drug trafficking; trafficking in women and body 
pans, trafficking and prohferation of conventional weapons systems and weapons 
of mass destrucuon; genoetde and ethnic cleansing; and warlorchsm, criminal an
archy, and insurgency. At the same time. they usually arc unconfined and spill over 
IntO reg10nal syndromes of destabilization and conflict. 

AddllJOnally. failing and faded states simply do not go away. Fmhng and fa1led 
states become dysfunctional states, rogue states, crimmal states, narco-states. or 
new peoples democraetes. ~ In short, they ltnger and they generally go from bad to 
worse The longer they pers1st, the more they and the1r problems endanger global 
peace and sccumy. As a consequence, 1f the United States. ns alhcs, and the rest of 
the 1111emallonal community wan to deal with failed states, the) will be deahng 
with the hardest and the most expensive cases. The relevant questions, then, ask 
where and when 10 attempt these efforts. The realists answer to the first question is 
that attempts must be undertaken where it mauers most, not .JUSt wherever a failed 
or failing state presents itself. Whether ltm1ting oneself to only "1mponant" failed 
or fatting states or attempting to address all of them, the answer to the second 
quesuon is that heading off the problems of a failmg state must be attempted as 
early as possible m the state fa1lure process. 

The panelists also d1scussecl responses to failing and fatlecl states. Logically, 
the realist's questions and answers above 1m ply that the first opuon in considering 
a response is whether to respond at all "Doing nothmg" ts not necessanly the 
str<ucgtcally vacuous counterpart of 'doing something.'' The prcsumpuon IS that 
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one chooses to do nothing or somcthmg as a result of having wctghed the \anous 
costs and benefits of spectfic courses of acuon. In that conncwon, not all mdt
vidual cases of potenual or actual St;ue failure matter equally Some states maner 
more than others. Even so, the costs in tenns of time, treasure, and blood may be 
prohibitive. Thus, the United States should be extremely mcumspcct in deciding 
where we go. what we do, and how we spend the resources we have 

The pnmary imphcauon was that the Umted States should constder a grand 
strateg) that adopts state failure <1S <1 core focus and combmcs 1t wHh a ··ptvotal 
states" approach to the world The concept of pt,·otal states plays in this approach 
in three different ways. 

First, the strategtc tmpcrauvc of failing or failed states reqturcs that the United 
States makes a close examinauon of the contemporary sccunty cm·tronment, go 
beyond a unilateral military approach, <lnd employ a much broader set of strategic
political ways and means in dealing with 11. 

Second, we should examine the world and key regions with an eye toward 
cletem1ining which cases of state failure would potcnually threaten us and our 
allies most Those are the cases for which we should be prepared to undertake the 
most consistent and long-term efforts to prevent or deal with state fmlure . 

Third , the United States should look within vanous reg1ons for other key 
actors who can play larger roles m momtoring, preventing, and addressmg the 
challenges of state failure. An internauonal and mululaterally coordmatcd , region
all> based, muludimensional framework for action-rather than a unilatcralist 
mthtary approach-is essenual for strategiC success now and for thl' future . 

Transcript 

JANNE E NOLAN. Ph .D.: <..oood morning. Welcome back. I'm here to 
introduce our first panel discussiOn. whtch you can see from the VIdeo will 
focus on th1s cmical tssue of fatlcd st<lles. an issue that could hardly have 
been 1magmed to become the precmmem securtt)' concern as recently as 15 
years ago Even the formtdablc ')ovtct Umon would move to bc<.:ome an 1ssue 
as much of fatling government:-; and chaos as any kmd of mdnary, traditional 
mllnary threat. It's a great pleasure to introduce the panel chamnan today, Dr. 
Robert Lnwak, who's the director of imernational studies at the Woodrow 
Wilson Center. As you can sec from his bto, he has published many books. 
I lis most recent, Rogue Statt'S and U .'>.Foreign Policy, 1s dm•ctly rclevantlO th1s 
topic . ~md th1s is a ,·er)' d1sllngt11shed panel of speakers Roh has a Ph.D. from 
the London School of F.conomu.:s : he's also held fellowshtps at Harvard 
Uni\'crsity, at the International lnstllute for Strategic Studies. at the Russian 
Academy of Sctences, and at the v S Institute of Peace lie. m turn. wtll 
tntroduce the panel members, and I ask you to jom me m welcoming Robert 
Lnwak. Thank you. 
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ROBERTS. LITWAK. Ph.D.: Thank 
you, and good morning, ladies and 
gentlemen. 

The Woodrow Wilson Center is 
honored to be pannering with the Army 
and the other distinguished co-sponsors 
of this conference. IL's particularly apt 
that a conference that memorializes 
Dwight Eisenhower's legncy is being 
held in a building honoring Ronald 
Reagan, a wing of which houses the 
Woodrow Wilson Center. As Dr. Nolan 
stated. the Woodrow Wilson Center's 
mission is to improve the quality of the 
publtc policy debate on the most 
pressing issues facing our nation 
through dialogue such as we're engaged 
in here today and tomonow. The Bush 
administration's Nationa l Security 
Strategy declared, "America is now 
threatened less by conquering states 
than by failing states." 

Robert 5. Litwah 

The term "failed state" entered the U.S. diplomatic lexicon and gained wide 
currency in the aftermath of the Cold War. During the 1990s, the use of American 
military power in failed states such as Haiti and Somalia was criticized by some as 
social work, in places where vital U.S. national interests were not at stake. As with 
the other major challenges in Amencan foreign policy, the context in which this 
issue was addressed was transformed in the aftermath of 9/ll. A transnational 
terrorist group, al Qaeda, mounted those terronst auacks from the sanctuary of a 
failed state, Afghanistan. The argument was increasingly made that the failed state 
issue could no longer be ignored or dismissed because. in the interconnected age 
of globalization, any such state could become a staging area for a horrific mass 
casualty attack on U.S. soil. As the New York Times' Tom Friedman puts it, if you 
don't visit a bad neighborhood. it \viii visit you. 

This panel will examine the future challenge posed by failed states for U.S. 
nauonal security. We'll explore three key 1ssues. 

First, what is a failed state? What factors distinguish a strong state from a 
weak one and a weak or fa1ling country from a failed state? 

Second, what are the criteria for determining U.S. involvement? Do all failed 
states affect U.S. national interests? Do some countries maLter more than others 
because of their strategic location? Should the United States become involved in 
cases where there is a humanitarian crisis but where U.S. national interests are 
not visibly or immediately at stake? 
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And third, what are the strategies and tools the U.S. policy makers can usc to 
address the failed state challenge? Can early preventive action involving the United 
States and others stop a failing state from slipping into the failed category? Under 
what conditions should the United States militarily intervene to stabilize the failed 
state? 

To address these questions, we're fortunate to have four distinguished 
specialists on this panel. 

David Gordon is director of the Office of Transnational issues at the Central 
lmclligence Agency Prior to joining the CIA he was national intelligence officer 
for economic and global issues on the National Intelligence Council, where he 
directed the councils seminal Global Tr·ends 2015 report. Before entering government 
service he was a professor at the University of Michigan and Michigan State 
University. 

Charles Krauthammer is a Pulitzer Prize winning writer whose syndicated 
columns appear in the Washington Post and the Washington Times. After the 1991 
Gulf War, Dr. Kraut hammer authored a widely discussed article in the journal of 
Foreign A.ffairs-"The Unipolar Moment," which made an unequivocal case for 
American unilateralism. Since 9111, he's continued to make this case. His columns 
include the following titles: "U.N., RIP," and "We Don't Peacekeep." Earlier in his 
career, Dr. Krauthammer, who received an M.D. from Harvard Medical School, 
was a practicing psychiatrist. 

Chester Crocker is the james R. Schlesinger professor of strategic studies at 
Georgetown University$ School of Foreign Service and is chaim1an of the board of the 
United States Institute of Peace. As assistant secretat}' of state in the Reagan 
administration, he led the diplomacy that produced treaties resulting in the 
independence of Namibia and the withdrawal of Cuban and South African forces 
from Angola. Hes wriuen widely on post-Cold Warseculity issues, includingananicle 
relevant to this panel in the current issue of Foreign ~ffairs: "Engaging Failing States." 

Finally, Wendy Shem1an is a principal of the Albright Group, an international 
advisory firm. In the second Clinton administration, she was the counselor of the 
Department of State with the rank of ambassador. She previously served as assistant 
secretary of state for legislative affairs. Ambassador Sherman has also worked in a 
variety of positions in the nonprofit sector, including as president and CEO of the 
Fannie Mae Foundation. 

The panelists will each speak for approximately 15 minutes in the order that 
l introduce them. We'll give them an opponunity after the presentations to react 
to each other and then emenain comments and questions from the floor. Now its 
my pleasure to turn the floor over to our first speaker, Chester Crocker. Excuse 
me, David Gordon. 

DAVID GORDON, Ph.D.: Thank you, Rob. Its a great honor for me to be 
here at the Eisenhower Conference, and l want to thank the organizers, and its a 
particular pleasure to participate with such distinguished colleagues on this panel. 
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The Central Intelligence Agency 
established the State Failure Task Force 
nearly a decade ago to look at why states 
fail. The task force has defined political 
instability broadly. viewing true failed 
states, like Somalia or Afghanistan, as 
extreme cases on a cominuum that 
includes more common forms of crists, 
such as internal wars and sharp retreats 
from democracy, that afntct weak states 
or failing states, but not necessarily 
failed states. We did so because, as Chet 
Crocker reminds us in his Foreign Affairs 
piece, state failure is a gradual process: 
before total collapse occurs, states 
become embrotled in other kinds of 
political crises that they're unable or 
unwilling to resolve . Even more 
imponant, many of the consequences 
of state collapse-human rights 
violations, ungoverned zones that 

David Gordon 

become potential terrorist havens. humanitarian crises, drug trafficking, and 
regional spillover-occur in failing as well as failed states. So from a policy makers 
perspective, the abihty to assess vulnerability to these lesser crises is important. 

The task force has chosen to analyze four types of events. Two of these: 
revolutionary war and ethnic war, involve orgamzcd armed challenges to state 
authority that result in thousands of deaths. A thtrd type, adverse regtme change, 
entails either a sharp decline in the degree of democracy or a wider collapse of 
authority within a state. The fourth type of event is genocide or politicide, which we 
define as a deliberate elTon by the state or by organized political agents to destroy in 
whole or in pan, particular ethnic, communal, religious, or political groups. By 
looking at several hundred historic crises since 1955 and testing hundreds of political, 
social, demographic, economic, and environmental variables, the task force has 
developed quantitative models that tdemify risk factors and underlying conditions 
that typically precede the onset of severe mstability or state failure. 

What I wam to do today is focus on five importam findings , particularly 
recent findmgs, from this effon to help us understand the dynamics of the state 
failure process and tease out some policy implications-several policy 
implications-for tacucally responding to failing states and failed states. 

The first point is that instabilities in state failure are persistent and recurrent 
and that complicates eiTorts of conOict resolution. Although outbreaks of severe 
and acute political instability are relatively rare. only perhaps two or three per year 
on average, such events tend to persist, and so the number of states experiencing 
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serious political instability at any one time is much higher. In recent years. roughly 
17 or 18 countries are so affiicted. Basically, acute political instability fuels a vicious 
circle m which already weak states succumb to widespread violence that further 
erodes the economy, cripples the machinery of government, and sows distrust 
between communal groups, creating both motive and opportunity for further violence 
and disorder. For these same reasons, states that emerge from failure tend to be very 
vulnerable to renewed c1iscs for several years. Recent examples include Haiti, which 
has seen lawlessness in a series of failed democratization attempts over the last 15-
20 years; and liberia, where repeated bouts of civil war over the last 15 years have 
produced a series ofbrinle regimes, the latest of which collapsed this year. Moreover, 
one type of instability leads to another. Civil wars. either revolutiona~y or ethnic, 
tend to spark adverse regime transitions, additional internal wars, or genocidal 
incidents nearly 40 percent of the time. In fact, genocides and politicides almost 
always occur in the wake of other forms of instability. So as a result of this, states 
with recent history of upheaval are veiY likely to experience future crises. This 
pattern, which is exemplified by the conOicts in Kosovo and Rwanda, reOects the 
role that insecurity, fear, and hatred play in these tragedies. 

What are the main causes and sources of severe political instability and state 
failure? A countJY's political institution and pauerns of political behavior are the 
most important determinants of its risk of severe instability or state failures, with 
partial democracies being the most vulnerable. While autocracies that allow some 
political competition, like Haiti or Yemen, appear to be more vulnerable to crises 
than their more repressive counterparts, the most vulnerable kinds of regimes are 
panial democracies, coumries that have started a process of democratization that 
combine at least panially free elections w1th elements of autocratic rule, including 
a largely unchecked chief executive. Such countries in the currem world include 
both Iran, for instance, and Nigeria. Particularly important here, in which partial 
democracies get on pathways to failure, is the presence of vety, very imense factional 
competition. When groups engage in uncompromising and violent struggles over 
political authority in the comext of partial democracy, such as what has been 
happening in the 1990s in Sierra Leone, an outbreak of mternal war or adverse 
regime change, other forms of state failure are highly likely to occur. The absence 
of strong checks on the executive also compounds the effects of dysfunctional 
competiuon in these kinds of societies. So countries like Albania in the 1990s or 
Cote d'lvoire prior to last years civil war were particularly vulnerable because of 
the combination of intense factional competition and a largely unchecked chief 
executive. 

There are increasing numbers of partial democracies in the world, perhaps 
one in three regimes in the world today is a partial democracy. That, in the long 
tenn, may be a positive trend if these countries evolve imo full democracies. In 
the short term, however, the increased number of partial democracies suggests 
the possibility of a heightened risk of serious instability, often presagmg a return 
to authoritarian rule, as has occurred in many fledgling democracies, including 
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Belarus and Congo-Brazzaville, or internal war and state collapse. as has occurred 
in African states of Sierra Leone and Cote d 'lvoire. 

The second substantial determinant of state failure in countries is the fact that 
coumries with large swaths of poveny and overall poor quality of life with economies 
that are internally focused and are not integrated into the world economy are more 
likely to experience a political crisis. Let me emphasize that there are many, many, 
many coumries in the world that fit these criteria. Among those countries, the political 
variables that l spoke of earlier are much more determinative than is relative level of 
poverty. While failed states do tend to be poor countries, pove1ty in and of itself is 
not the major determination of state failure. 

Now. economic factors do play something of a role in shaping the odds that 
a country will be able to sustain democracy. Reinforcing other sLUdies' findings, 
the State Failure Task Force has found that democracies in impoverished countries 
are more likely to backslide into autocracy than are democracies in richer countries. 

Fourth point is that states that formally discriminate against or violently repress 
particular ethnic or communal groups are more likely to experience severe political 
crises. This is not a surprising finding. Discrimination increases the risk of ethnic 
war, in particular, but the tendency of internal wars to spark other forms of 
instability suggests that discrimination heightens the risk of other types of crises 
as well. 

And the final point, analytically, is that countries in bad neighborhoods, 
neighborhoods where other coumries are embroiled in violence, internal conflicts, 
are more likely to experience political instability. Conflict spills across borders in 
many ways: soldiers and guerrillas cross borders to attack targets or to seek refuge; 
refugees cross borders placing economic burdens on their counl!ies of destination; 
conflicts in neighboring states make guns and other weapons available across 
borders; concern for the plight of ethnic kin encourages violence as well. In recent 
years we've seen these bad neighborhood effects most strongly expressed in sub
Saharan Africa, where clusters of conllicts have occurred in West Africa, in the 
Great Lakes region, and in northeast Africa. But we also have examples of this in 
South Asia, where conflicts in Afghanistan and India heavily innuence the domestic 
politics and regional relations for several surrounding countries. 

Let me talk very, very brieny and conclude by looking at the implications of 
these findings for efforts to try to prevent and mitigate the impact of state failure . 
The first poim is that institutional design may be an important componem of 
prevemive action. Simply holding free elections for chief executive withom 
attending to other patterns of political authority risks creating weak democracies 
with, in fact , continued vulnerability Lo political violence. Addressing the design 
of the electoral system by incorporating rules that favor coalition building and 
encouraging parties to reach across communal lines or regional lines might help 
avert the kind of factionalism that tends to challenge new democracies. 
Strengthening systems of checks and balances between branches of governments 
could also be an important element of this. 
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Secondly, to directly discourage states from discriminating or violently 
repressing communal groups is another potential conOict prevention strategy. In 
many instances, the state's behavior is probably more of an emblem of the regime's 
underlying weakness and a sign that violence and intolerance are imponam 
elements of the local poliucal currency. It raises an important diplomatic 
opportunity for the United States and others who wish to avoid a final slide into 
state failure. 

Finally, I think the effects of conllicts on neighboring states imply that, 
particularly in bad neighborhoods, efforts to address the challenge of state failure 
are likely to require regional as well as country-specific strategies. To prevent a 
crisis from emerging in one state, it may be necessary to help end a conllict in 
another. 

Let me end with that point, and again, thank you very, very much for inviting 
me here this morning. 

LITWAK: Thank you very much, David. Our next speaker is Charles 
Kraut hammer. 

DR. CHARLES KRAUTHAMMER: In your absence in the waiting room, we 
had a mutiny and decided to change the order. I think l'm going last, if that$ all 
right? A polite mutiny. 

LITWAK: Okay. Then we will turn to Chester Crocker. 

CHESTER A. CROCKER, Ph.D.: Thank you very much for this opportunity 
to address some comments on an important theme, wh1ch we have with us today. 
Our chainnan has given us a clear mandate to discuss definitions of failed states, 
criteria for U.S. involvement, and strategies and tools for dealing with the challenge 
or the threat of state failure. 

I'm going to add one element to that mix. which is: Why are they so important? 
Because I think its cemralthat we stan with a clear understanding of that issue of 
the importance and why failed states deserve a place right up at the top of our list 
of global challenges as perhaps the most dangerous long-term security challenge 
facing us m the world today. I say that because I think there are two points that 
need to be clarified. One is that, sometimes, failed states become a hard security 
challenge. They aren't a soft security challenge; they can become a hard security 
challenge. And that point needs to be understood analytically, so that warrants 
putting failed states right up there with the threat of WMD [weapons of mass 
destruction) and terrorism as a potential hard security challenge. But the second 
poim, which is equally important, is that soft security challenges are very imponam 
too. And so we shouldn't be put in the position analytically, as we look down the 
road 10, 20 years, of deciding that we only have time for the hard security 
challenges, which obviously terrorism and WMD states. rogue states, are. We 
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must be able to address all the most 
important challenges out there, if we're 
to be the global leader that we believe 
ourselves to be. 

That$ one reason why it was right 
to do what we did 13 years too late in 
Liberia recently. And 1t still would be 
good if we did a bit more of it. Why? 
Because failed states really matter, and 
l'm going to run clown a brief list of 
arguments why they really matter, just 
lO refresh that discussion. We saw some 
of that in preambular material. Because 
they can become breeding zones for 
terrorism, thats preuy obvious. They 
can also breed masstve humanitarian 
disasters, which require some form of 
response, not necessarily for strategtc 
reasons, but for political reasons in all 
democratic countries. Thirdly, because 
the> can host evil networks of all kinds. 

Chester A. Crocker 

whether they're involved in criminal business enterprise or narco-traiTicking and 
so forth. Fourthly, as David Gordon had said, because they spill so often mto 
regional syndromes of conOtct and destabilization. So we're not justtalktng really 
about whether we should have done something in Rwanda because Rwanda was 
important in a human sense. Of course, u was the worst genocide since World 
War ll, but because Rwanda led to Congo and Congo led to Burundi, and the rest 
of them led to other problems, and Congo-Brazzaville-before you know it, you 
have a huge area, larger than mainland China, which is in some degree of upheaval. 
So there$ that argument. 

And then fifth, because these kinds of situations tend to spawn a whole 
senes of things we don't like. When you have state failure, you have a vacuum . 
You have the absence of public services provided to the population by 
government, and that very absence ts a vacuum which all too often is filled not 
only by criminal mafias, but also by Islamic fundamentalism in states where 
that's an issue. So lets face it, some of the thtngs we're seeing. We're seeing a 
rivalry between different kmds of service providers to the populous, and that 
baule, that competition is not necessarily being won by legitimate governments 
in lots of places. We see all kinds of things that we really do not like in zones of 
state fatlure . The recruitment of chdd soldiers, trafficking in women, economies 
that get wrecked, extremist policies, as I've suggested, health pandemics, and 
so forth. So, I argue that, in faCL, this syndrome of state failure deserves a place 
right up there at the top of the list, and that furthermore, as our chairman has 
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mdtcuted m hts frammg comments, the analytical dtsttncuon between failed 
states and rogue states has cffccuvcly broken down. In fact, there arc a few 
examples out there where you sec both. You see, for example, North Korea 
whtch is both a rogue state and a fatlcd state. 

Some definitions-) think the previous speaker has covered thm ground. I'll 
be very brief mtalking about n. But I do think its interesting to ask ourselves, not 
onl) what ts a failed state, but more tmponant. how do we see fatlure as its 
occurnng along that spectrum-along that em ire spectrum ofbcha\'lor patterns
so rou know it when you sec it. Its a hule bit like trymg to define pornography, I 
reuhze but here IS the way I sec it and how I recognize n I recogmze state failure 
when 1 sec mternauonal dtsengugcment and abandonment of countnes that 
prcvwusly were very closely lmkcd to the international system, and they've lost 
thc1r external support structure and thctr external networks, and then, "Watch 
out, Katy; bar the door." That is prcctsely what happened historically in Liberia, 
m Somalia, in Afghamstan, Congo. and the list goes on. 

I sec state failure coming when I sec the balance of power on the ground 
shifung agamst ci\·iltans of all kmds and in favor of young men with guns. That$ 
a long list of countries we're talkmg about. I see state fat lure when elnes begin to 
align themselves LO cnmmal busmcss cnterpnses, and you can sec It and you can 
watch It; you can read it in your mtcl rcpons and you can see It m good JOurnalism. 
Ltbcna is another case; former YugosJa,•ia is a case. I see n when the rulers 
themselves become the cnmmal busmess enterprise, as we have seen in Burma 
and we have seen in Nigeria. Or when entire provmces become ungoverned in 
order to facilitate good business opponumties for bad guys, as we have seen in 
Georgia, in pans of Congo, and in Colombia. 

So that:S just an idea to supplement somewhat what Davtd Gordon has very 
usefully laid out about definntons. Now, when should the U.S. become involved? 
Agam. m 111)' view, we don't need to thmk only about dtrect phystcal threats to 
our own homeland security. we need to think about threats to Amencan forces 
overseas. to our alhes overseas, to Amencan norms and values, and, m a general 
sense. to our pohucalmtcrests. If we are the great nauon that we sa) we are-and 
I cenamly believe we imend to stay that way-we have a longer ltst of very 
tmportant tmercsts than just the most Immediate and most dn-cct phystcalthreats. 

So where is the zone of state failure and how do we make some choices? How 
docs America choose? The zone of state failure, and of failing states. ts huge. It 
goes from Senegal to Sarawak. It goes from Dushanbe lO Durban. Clearly we need 
to make some choices: they have to have some criteria. Mmc are as follows. Places 
are at nsk of a terronst bUildup or rogue state developmg, whtc:h IS why, of course, 
we take so senousl) the South Astan d)11am1c between lndta and Paktstan, because 
one of those could potenuall) become btg. b1g trouble for us for all kmds of 
reasons. I don'tthink I need to mcnuon whtch. That:S also whr we're focusmg on 
Sudan wnh a serious set of dtplorn<lltc and politicaltnlltallvcs today Its why we 
m the Reagan administration. for whtch I'm not speaking here thts mommg-nor 
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am I speaking offJCiall>' for the U.S. Institute of Peace, a lmlc thsclanner-why we 
focused on ~outh Africa dunng the 1980s, because we did not want w sec It head 
down that path 10 some form of rogucdom, either because of WMD or other 
thmgs that ll might be doing. So that is certainly one set of criteria. 

the second set of criteria involves the country's in herem rcgionalnnportance 
as an anchor state or security partner of ours. Quite obviousl>'· by any definllion 
Turke> IS a very imponam country and we'd beuer never let rurkey become a 
fatlcd state 

The issue thtrdly. of regional contagion I thmk has been 'hscussed and 
developed already, so I won't expand on that. The 1ssue of humanllanan and 
pohucal stakes lthmk IS pretty clear When things get to a certam pomt, you are 
compelled to act. I am informed that our president today, our current pres1dem, 
has mdecd read the stor>' of Samantha Powers' account of what happened in 
Rwanda, and been very moved by it. and has uttered the phrase, "Not on my 
watch will we see a Rwanda.'' Well, we'll sec if he means that. But in any case, 
thats what I'm talking about when I say humanitarian. 

And then finally, there are the American diplomatic stakes. A great nauon 
cannot always control and mampulate the percepuon that others have of what we 
should do. And that is why we reluctantl}'. but eventually. d1d put some boots on 
the ground m a limited, token way 111 L1bena recently. 

All right, what strategies and tools make sense? Those are my critcna. They're 
very bro<td and crude-obv10usl}, they need to be refined. But what strategies 
and tools make sense for addressmg the fmling state challenge? Because, as I have 
sa1d before. and I wam to underscore the distinction, the number of failed states 
ts a short list And if you watt until you are just dealing with failed states, you're 
dealing wnh the hardest cases and you're dealing wHh the most expensive cases, 
ptckmg up all the pieces and starting over again. And we're much better off to try 
to head on failure when we can sec It commg. 

There arc three pomts I want to m<lkc here about strategtes and tools. The 
first, the sensible place to start is to 1denufy who else is in th1s struggle with us, 
to tclenufy the mstituuons, the coaltuons, the alliances, the partnershipS, and 
the fnendships which we can work wllh m order to share th1s huge burden 
because the number of potential fatlmg states is probably somewhere hkc 50 or 
60. And we clearly need to do n lot of systematic burden shanng if we're to be 
serious, if we're to walk the walk on faded states and not JUSt talk the talk. So 
we need a serious inventory of the assets nnd the interests-a ver}' quick 
tllustrmion of what I mean by that: A lot of people have commented that what 
we need more of right now m Iraq arc ltght mfantry or paramtlnary or 
constabulary and less heavy ground forces of the kmd that we ha\'e a lot of 
\\'here do we look around the world for other people who have lots of those 
kmds of things? \\e know where to look and we should be workmg with them 
to ~cc who$ going to take the lead on Ci\-Pol llnternauonal (1\'lhan Pohce 
Program). who's gomg to take the lead on gendarmene- and caml>intere-type 
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forces. Who's going to really provide the on-the-ground light infamty people, 
which we need more of? So that's just an example. The inventory needs to include 
intangible as well as tangible assets for figuring out who is going to work with 
us on these things. We'll never get on top of thts challenge if we don't have a 
good strong invemory of legitimate partners and institutions to work with. 

The second thing we need to do is to break clown state failure into phases, 
which is a pretty obvious point. Early-stage failure that you see, where you want 
to nip it in the bud, as distinguished from late-stage failure, where it risks falling 
over the edge of the abyss and becoming another Liberia, if you like. And then, of 
course, there is the stage of post-conflict reconstruction, which is the most 
expensive pan of all, as we're finding out in Iraq. Again, I can give examples, 
depending on how much ume we have, but when you are talking about early
stage actions among the things we can do, working with allies, is to devise plans 
for influencing. persuading, and even coercing local rulers before it's too late, 
before they head down those negative paths that David Gordon so clearly outlined 
for us. Combine decisive action on a number of fronts, which could include such 
things as imelligence sharing with key allies, concerted measures to deal with bad 
guys who are beginning to get emrenched, to rip up their local and foreign support 
bases. to discredit them, to name them. to shame them. and to impose sanctions 
on them. There's a lot you can do. There's a lot we are doing but very selectively. 
So that's a lillie different than a late-stage case, where you really have to keep a 
country or a society from going right over the edge, where you may need to get 
involved in coercive diplomacy and militarily backed international peace processes 
designed to create a transition to a new regime. 

The third distinction I think is useful to make is between specific failed-state 
strategies-that is, where you're taking on a specific case of a Nigeria, let's say, or 
a Pakistan, or an Indonesia, and these are all obviously potential cases--or whether 
we're taking on the overall phenomenon that David Gordon was talking about, of 
state failure, and dealing with the international environment in which societies 
tend to fail. Let me be very clear about what I'm saying: The generic approach is 
to do things like the G-8 meeting in Evian last June recently did-to adopt a 
much more rigorous sounding code of transparency for dealing with the extractive 
industries or mining and hydrocarbons in some or these COUntries and lO get 
governments and companies to publish what they pay and actually hold up a 
higher standard of transparency in these kinds of societies. That obviously is not 
a Nigerian strategy, that's a global strategy, so I call it generic. 

Another thing we can do is to talk much more openly than I think we have 
about what the real challenge is in many of these countries. lt's not just democracy 
building-it is state building. These countries have vveak institutions or no 
institutions; they need the systematic help of the international community in 
strengthening their judiciary systems, strengthening their police systems, 
strengthening their own free press, and those kinds of things which make a big, 
big difference. When it gets to dealing with specific cases, there are so many 
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things that we can do, and they range from assistance bilaterally to the role of 
our political leaders in trying to get local rulers to get ofT the wagon when 
they're developing bad habits and that kind of thing. Let me give a conOict 
management illustration very quickly here. Quite recently, the president of the 
Philippines visited our president here in Washington and the two leaders agreed 
at the end of their discussions that it would be useful for a U.S. quasi-official 
organization, whose board I happen lO chair, the U.S. Institute of Peace, to get 
involved in trying to open up the channels of discussion between the central 
government of Manila and the moral Islamic Liberation Front in Mindanao. 
That is precisely the kind of thing we should be doing and doing more of. That:S 
just a specific illustration of the point. I think I probably covered the ground 
here, and I'm told that I'm about to get the hook. So let me just make one final 
comment. Our strategy cannot be only or even primarily military. It cannot be 
aimed only at destroying immediate threats to our security. It is not a burden 
primarily or only for DOD !Department of Defense]. and it cannot be done by 
the U.S. by ttself. 

Thank you very much. 

UTWAK: Thank you very much, Chet. Wendy Sherman? 

AMBASSADOR WENDY R. SHERMAN: Good morning, glad to be here. l 
thought that Charles was going to be a setup for me, but I'm going to be a setup 
for h1m instead. We're here to talk about failed and weak states, how to cope 
with them, support them, to become something other than that, undo them, or 
otherwise deal with them. And let me say at the outset, this is one hell of a 
difficult job. 

The analytics that both David and Chester put forward were quite critical in 
thinking about this, but doing something about it is very, very difficult. How to 
prevent failed states, how to intervene in failed states, neither are easy tasks. When 
President Bush ran for office, he basically said that the Clinton administration 
had been hyperactive around engagement in the world-hyperactive in terms of 
humanitarian intervention, seeking approval everywhere, that there was no place 
that we didn't want to go into. Though as both my colleagues pointed out, we did 
not intervene in Rwanda. We could not get the international community to 
intervene in Rwanda, much to, I think all of our regret, who were part of those 
choices and those decisions. But President Bush, when he was campaigning, said 
that there would be no Rwanda, there would be no Haiti, there would be no 
Bosnia, there would be no nation building. And, in fact, many people thought it 
was sort of a campaign tactic, "A-B-C,"-"Anything But Clinton." National Security 
Advisor Rice outlined a policy of no foreign policy of social work, which I take 
some personal offense at being not a lawyer, as many believe l am. but a social 
worker who believes that much of life needs good use of clinical skills and 
community organizing. Rice said that foreign policy will proceed from the firm 
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ground of national mterests, not from 
the mterests of the tllusory international 
community. And l thmk many people 
were glad for sort of a more robust 
national interest, national security 
focused foreign policy. 

The Clinton policy, which was. I 
think, well-described by Brian Atwood, 
the head of AID, our international aid 
orgamzation, who said America's 
security and prosperity arc imerwoven 
with that of the entire world. This era 
offers countless opportunities for 
progress and, very prophetically, this 
was in 1994. But if we turn away from 
the developing world, we invite more 
world poverty. more failed nations. 
more civil war, and more terrorism. 
The Clinton/Atwood approach really 
for failed states sat on three pillars as Wendy R. Sherman 
described by the Stohls in the 2001 
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paper, "Failed and Failing States": auack the root causes of conOict withm fragile 
states, promote collective security with respect to responses LO needs, and engage 
in preventive diplomacy (and, Bill Perry and Ash Carter would say, engage in 
preventive defense). Needless to sa)'. the ClinlOn administration had a very rough 
stan LO their policy as we all know from the tragic consequences in Somalia in 
October of 1993, when we lost 18 members of our military and had one of our 
military captured alive and humiliated across CNN all over the world. 

The RAND study on America's role in nation building taught us some 
important lessons to be learned from our own experience, and among those 
lessons were that nation buildmg objectives should be scaled lO available forces, 
resources, and staying power. Military forces need to be complemented by civtl 
capabilities for law enforcement, economic reconstruction, and poliLical 
developmenl. Unity of command can be as important in peace operations as in 
war. and there can be no economic or political development withoUL security
much of which I think we're all seeing being replayed again now in Iraq. Overall. 
the RAND study gave us a lot of very good and useful lessons learned about 
how to deal with failed states, both preventively and through military 
intervention. Many factors arc involved in being successful, but key detem1inants 
are the level of effort, time, manpower and money, whether that's in prevention 
or intervention. Multilateral prevcmion-imervenrion is complex and time
consummg but ultimately less expensive. And multilateral intervention can 
produce greater transformation and regional reconciliation than unilateral efforts 
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can. Unity of command, whether in peacetime or wartime, and broad 
participation are compalible if there is a common vision. 

There is an mverse correlation between the size of the stabilization force, as 
we are finding out now, and the level of risk. Neighboring states, as has been said 
by Chester and by David, can exert significant innuence. Accountability for past 
injustices can be very powerful, though difficult And vety importantly, there is 
no quick route in either prevention or military intervention, and the aftermath of 
nation building by year seems to be abom the minimum staying power that we 
often, neither the United States nor the international community, have. 

When President Bush came in, he set out a set of objectives that were very 
different than the Clinton administration. He saw himself as a realist, as opposed to 
the Climon Wilsonians. It was quite differem than the first Bush administmtion 
doctrine, where President Bush "One" said we have a vision of a new pannership of 
nations based on consultation, cooperation, and collective action, whose goals are 
to increase democracy, increase prospetity, increase peace, and reduce arms. But, as 
has been pointed out by Robert Litwak, 9111 and the commitment Lo finish the job 
in Iraq has reshaped the second Bush administrations doctrine. Now objectives are 
LO defend, preserve, and extend the peace as is said in the national security doctrine, 
and the United States will accomplish these Lhree goals by fighting tenorists and 
tyrants, building good relations among great powers, and encouraging free and 
open societies on every contmem. Quite a d1fferem agenda, quite an acknowledgmem 
of the importance and character of failed and weak states than on the campaign 
trail. And to be perfectly fair here, most candidates say one thing on the campaign 
trail and quite another when they become president. 

The Bush national security doctrine has raised terrorism to a first order and 
says our forces must be dominant for the foreseeable future. Much of this is in the 
great CFR document, and a new National Security Strategy, which I think Is quite 
useful, and emphasizes cooperation of great powers under American leadership. 
It also calls for removing root causes of terrorism and tyranny. Obviously one of 
the tools for doing this in the Bush agenda is a doctrine of preemption. Iraq and 
the circumstances we now find ourselves in have created cause for rethinking by 
critics; although the president is quite steadfast in the framework, although he 
has now taken to very extensive and expensive nation building in Iraq and state 
building, I quite agree. He seeks fundamental change in the Middle East through 
Iraq and in fact is really stating a very, very bold vision that goes beyond the 
Clinton vision. To in fact say by state building and nation building in Iraq, we will 
change the states and the nations of the entire Middle East. Most people say that 
this is not colonialism because the United States has never been about territorial 
acquisition, and indeed we have not. But in fact the Bush administration in many 
ways has gone beyond the Clinton administration to what I would call "postcolonial 
colonialism," an imperialism of ideas to deal with failed states-bold but hard as 
hell to do alone, and hard to do without the other great powers and without 
imemational institutions. 
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So brieny. in the few moments I have left, let me tell you what I think all of 
this has meant in terms of where we are in the world. I've been very fortunate to 
be a consultant to the Pew Global Auiwdes Project, a data research study that has 
talked with 38,000 people in 44 countries in the fall of 2002, and then another 
16,000 people in 20 countries, and the Palestinian authority, after the Iraq war in 
May 2003. And the results of that data. which you can see on the Pew web site if 
you want to look for yourself, are quite stunning. On the one hand, all over the 
world, in states that we would consider failing and certainly weak states, 
globalization is seen as a very positive force, but people are worried aboUL the 
pace of modern life. They want Westem-style democracy, freedom of expression, 
a strong judiciary is probably what people want more than anything. freedom of 
association, freedom of religiOn , but most people don't believe they have it. There 
is staggering. staggering loss of favorability of the Umted States in the world. And 
in the Muslim world , it is absolutely off the cliff. The United Nations is seen more 
and more as a failing institution , which I thmk is not helpful in this huge job we 
have to do with failed and weak states. And in the Muslim world, in seven out of 
eight countries that were looked at, they believe the United States will militarily 
attack them in the near future. The data show that , although people want our 
values, seek our values, they see the United States as arrogant and moving away 
from helpmg them and supporting them through institutional-international 
instituuons-and of exacerbating the gap between the rich and the poor. 

Why does this matter to the first pan of my presentation. about where we head 
with failed and weak states and what we ought to do? It is because how we position 
ourselves in the world, how we work with the world, has an impact on how people 
see us. which has an impact on our ultimate national security interests, which is the 
safety and security of our people. Recemly, we saw this played out, and l actually 
wrote these notes before Tom Friedman$ I thought useful column this morning. 
What we JUSt saw happen at the World Trade Organization in Cancun is part of 
what we must not do if, in fact, we don't want to face more and more failed and 
weak states around the world. We have to work on ending the gap between the rich 
and the poor, not because poveny m uself creates terrorism-! quite agree. it does 
not. It is not a direct link. Bm it is so that it is a factor, and it is so that it can create 
a breeding ground for those who are looking for a place to move in and create and 
strengthen the forces of terrorism, and so, just as Tom pointed out this morning, 
when Benin, Burkina Faso. Chad. and Mali-not countries that we would all think 
of as strong and free and on their way to all of the great things we would hope for 
people around the world-look for a breakthrough on couon and wonder why the 
United States, which gives $3 billion to 25,000 cotton farmers, does not intervene. 
We, m fact, are sowing a seed that we could otherwise prevent in the potential for a 
failed or weak state among them. 

We have to do things about the transnational issues and the soft power 1ssues 
that Chester mentioned, like HIV/ALDS. And the United States cannot be all things 
to all people everywhere. So if President Bush is to move forward wllh his bold 
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vision of not only change, but transfom1ation, it will take working and playing 
well with others and making sure we have the credibility and the legitimacy, even 
tf not the perfect legality, to move forward in intervening either to prevent or to 

end a terrible situation. Thank you. 

LITWAK: Turn now, finally, to Charles Krauthammer. 

KRAUTHAMMER: Thank you, Robert, it~ a pleasure lO be here. I was here 
last year. We had a rather spirited discussion about unilateralism, and l think 
we're going to have a spirited discussion here today about failed states. 

Let me begin by trying to address Robert~ framework of questions in order. 
The first has to do with an analytical question of what is a failed state and how 
do we define it? Because if we're going to have any coherence in discussing how 
we approach it, we need to know what the subject matter is. 1 think it~ rather 
difficult because we may have different criteria. The possible criteria are 
instability, hostility, chaos. disorder; and the classic examples of failed states 
that we talk about are countries like Liberia or Somalia. But we've heard others 
mentioned, and !think it does raise some analytic questions-Haiti and North 
Korea, for example. While Haiti has had statehood for 200 years, it certainly 
has failed in terms of serving its people, but l'm not sure how it would fit our 
criteria of failure in terms of stability if we use. for example, as the model, 
Libena and Somalia. Nonh Korea is an even odder example, because if anything, 
it's a place where their problem is hyperstabilny. It~ run, as Karen Elliott House 
wrote rather acutely the other day, as an anthill; it~ a failed state in the sense 
that its people are starving and suffering, of course. but it certainly is a state of 
remarkable efficiency, given its own goals. Afghantstan was also memioned as a 
failed state, and l think that's an imeresting question. Clearly, it did not have 
control of all of its territory; it had a kind of simmering and rather static civil 
war. It controlled very much of its territory-the overwhelmmg majority-but 
I'm not sure we would categonze it as a failed state in the sense that, within the 
territory that it controls, which was 80 or 90 percent of Afghanistan, it had 
pretty good control. It may have failed in terms of our values. but in terms of its 
values, it was rather quite successful. 

And one of the problems of failed states. we aJJ agree upon. is that if it 
does not exert comrol over its territory. those wild , wild \Vest areas can become 
the locus of terrorism transnational criminality, et cetera , but ll seems to me 
that the reason that we intervened tn Afghanistan was not because of difficulties 
with terrorism and the hostility coming from the areas out of the control of 
the central government, it was because of the terrorism coming out of the 
areas under the control of the central government. In other words, it was a 
rather coherent entity in terms of its hostility to the United States. Thus, I'm 
not sure how it fits into the category of failure. So when we talk about failed 
states, I think it 's an interesting sociological and anthropological question. 
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and l think it does raise the example 
of Rwanda, of moral issues. But in 
terms of political, diplomatic, and 
foreign policy, and ultimately military 
questions facing us, l think the major 
criterion has to be hostility-hostility 
to us, our allies, and our values. And 
that gets us into the issue that Wendy 
Sherman raised about two different 
vtsions of how the United States ought 
to respond to these failed hostile 
states, which is how I would 
categorize them, around the world. 
Do we nauon build or do we not? l 
think it's a mistake to interpret either 
what th e president said in his 
campaign, or what l might call the 
realist view of nation building, by 
saying that realists are against nation 
building in principle, and Clintonian
Wilsonian idealists believe it has to be 
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done. l think that's a false distinction. Arter all, there is no reasonable, realist 
American who would deny that nation building in Germany and japan after 
the Second World War was not only a necessity, but one of the great successes 
of American foreign pohcy in our history. The question with nation building 
is not do you do it or do you not, which is, l think, a question of almost no 
interest, because it 's much too broad. The question is where do you do it? And 
the realist answer is that you do it where it mauers. You're either cynical, 1 
might say, in answering that question, but some places in the world mauer to 
the United States very acutely. and to the West. And I would include 
Afghanistan in that category. And some places, for all of the human suffering, 
do not matter to us as national securi ty. foreign policy, or military issues, and 
1 would categorize, for example, Haiti there. That 's not to say you don't do 
anything for Haiti, we are human beings, we have moral obligations, but I 
think that a president has a great moral obligation in committing soldiers 
who must answer his commands and risk their lives and die , if necessary. 
Before he commits them , l think the president has to be acting, thinking that 
he's acting in the national security interest of the country. We certainly have 
other tools and other means to help suffering peoples in failed states, such as 
liberia. We have economic means, diplomatic means; we can provide logistics; 
we have great expenise with disaster relief; and I think most Americans would 
agree that we can and should commit our tax revenues to those kinds of 
enterprises to aid suffering people in failed states. 
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But for a president to take the step of commitung American sold1ers and 
risking their lives, I think the criterion has to be higher. The bar has to be higher. 
And that is, it has to be a serious, important threat to the national security of the 
United States. Which is why Robert in his introduction talked about people who 
criticize the Clinton administration for social work. I was the one who coined 
thattenn regarding our activity, our intervention in Haiti and also in other places, 
when we tried to escalate our involvement in Somalia, from pure humanitarian 
rehef to nation building, which became the Clinton admimstrauon pohcy later in 
our involvement. There are some places in the world where, for all of our strength 
and all of our power and all of our wealth, we are not going to succeed in creating 
what the conditions on the ground will not allow the creation of. I mean, there's a 
certain arrogance; the realists and conservatives are accused of arrogance. I can't 
think of anything more arrogant than the belief that the United States is able to 
create in a place like Somalia a functioning state that requires all kinds of 
ingredients--social, economic, hisLOrical-that are not in place and that we may 
try enormous effons and our efforts will be written on sand as we saw it in a place 
like that. And look at Haiti today after our mtervemion; I thmk it's extremely hard 
to argue that we had advanced the cause of nation buildmg in Hatti as a result of 
our intervention. 

First of all, we have to have a sense of limits. What can we do given our power? 
And secondly, we have to have a sense of discrimination because of our limits, we 
do not have unlimited resomces. We are not god-like in our power in the world. We 
have to choose, therefore, those areas that are of extreme importance to us. Germany 
and japan are the classic examples. And as a result of 9/ll, we can identify those 
areas in the world which are extremely important to us because we now know the 
nature of the existential threat that we face in the earl)' pan of th1s century-the 
successor, if you will, t.o the Soviet threat in the Cold War and to the fascist threat 
before it. And therefore, I think, we are interested in certain specific failed states, 
where we will mvest our resources and blood, as well as the treasure of our country
and those are places like Arghanist.an and Iraq, which are in verr important regions-
precise!)' because of our recent history. And thats why I'm very reluctant. and rather 
opposed to any milita1y intervention of the United States in a place like Liberia. Not 
that as a human being I wouldn't want to see that suffering relieved, but where do 
you draw the line? Why arc we, therefore, not intervenmg in Congo. where far 
more people are dying every day? The places where we could intervene and make a 
difference are almost infinite, and unless we apply suict criteria having to do with 
our national security, we will spend ourselves into oblivion, both in blood and in 
treasure, in rectif)ing all the eVJis and the suffe1ing of the world. We do not do 
social work. I did not know that Wendy was a social worker. I'm a former 
psychiatrist-actually. a psychiatrist in remission-and there are places in the world 
where I think would benefit from the absence of psychiauy, if not soc1al work. So 
I'm not sure I want to be an evangelist with our notions of therapy. And I certainly 
don't want to usc the U.S. military as an agent of therapy. This is a very deadly 
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serious issue, the commitment of American troops, and it ought to be; we ought to 
have extremely stringent criteria. 

So what I'm left with, !think, is to say that analytically we have a dim cult issue 
in defining the failed states because there arc all kinds of criteria that one could 
apply. !think its most useful to apply to a state that is livmg in a situation of chaos 
and disorder because if you consider states like North Korea, Haiti, and others that 
actually have functioning institutions or, in the case of Pyongyang, hyper-functioning 
institutions, !think you muddy the waters. And I think in looking at failed states 
and in deciding how America ought to approach it, I think clearly we ought to do 
what we can as a great and wealthy power to alleviate suffering. 

As a military power, as the leader of the free world, !think we ought to be 
extremely stringent in applying the military and the vast resources that we 
have to places that are absolutely critical to our national security because if 
you look LOday at what is the central focus of our efforts, Afghanistan and 
Iraq, we have had enormous criticism of this admimstration for its commitment 
of $87 billion, which is a lot of money, but relative to an $11 trillion economy. 
Relative to the unbelievable destruction of 9/ll, which was in the hundreds 
of billions of dollars, and probably to the greater destruction that will be 
suffered for the next 9/ll, particularly if it involves weapons of mass 
destruction, it is a relatively modest sum. And yet, this administration is being 
seriously auacked from all corners for its extravagance in nation building in 
Iraq. !looked at the public opinion polls yesterday, the majority of Americans 
oppose spending the $87 billion. And here is a place where, were we to fml, 
were we to withdraw, leaving a failed state behind, it would be catastrophic 
for our national secunty. Given the reluctance, very understandable, of 
hardworking Americans to commit their resources and their sons and daughters 
to building other countries and to rescuing other people, and given that 
resistance, even in a place of central strategic importance like Iraq, I think it 
is entirely unrealistic to expect that we're going to have the support of the 
American people for spending our blood and treasure in places of far less 
importance and far less interest. Given those circumstances, !think we should 
be extremely circumspect in deciding where we go, what we do, and how we 
spend what we have. Thank you very much. 

LITWAK: Thank you very much, Charles. Before turning to the audience for 
comments and questions from the Ooor, I'd like to give the panelists an opportunity, 
if they wish to exercise it, an opportunity to react to what they've heard. We've 
had a very rich menu of views on the three issues that are the charter of this panel, 
the analytical criteria of trying to put some analytical rigor on the concepts of 
failed state, and the process of state failure. Secondly, trying to Oesh out some 
criteria on conditions under which the United States. alone or with others, should 
get involved. And thirdly, what are the effective strategies to ameliorate causes of 
state failure and prevent its occunence? 
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We've had some, panicularly in the last two presentations. sharply contrasting 
views on the policy prescription side, as well as on the analytical side, in our 
initial two presentations. If the panelists would wish to comment, we'll have a 
round of that and then return to the floor. So Wendy, then Chet, then David. 

SHERMAN: The res probably more ground of common agreement that Charles 
and I have than meets the eye. I, tOO, believe we ought to be very careful when we 
commit the men and women of this country and use the treasure of their lives and 
our budget in what we do around the world. And I'm interested , in fact, in how, 
Charles. you would define hostility. If hostility is the prime criteria for when we 
do military intervention, I would say that makes Afghanistan pretty clear. Because 
we know that Osama bin Laden was behind the 9/11 traged)~ and our committing 
our troops to root him out and root out al Qaeda was very dear, and the hostility 
was very clear. ln Iraq, lraqs imminent threat to the United States, in my view, is 
still of some question. 

I'm very supportive of committing funds now, if we get a number of questions 
answered, because I agree that we cannot allow failure in Iraq. ll 's too devastating, 
now that we are there. But if one looks at hostility, as someone who spends an 
enormous amount of time on the North Korea issue. their potential of being an 
imminent threat is probably phenomenally greater than that of Iraq. And yet [would 
be the last person to say that we ought to commit our military to an immediate 
intervention in North Korea. So I would be curious as to how one defines, and how 
you define. and how the people in the audience would define my colleagues' hostility, 
and how imminent the threat has to be or whether the threat has to have occurred? 

KRAUTHAMMER: Well, I'm rather surprised that you seem tO require 
imminence to be an essential feaLUre of the threat before it requires a response. 
Your entire presentation was talking about how we have to amicipate hostility to 
prevem the seeds of terrorism. 

SHERMAN: Not necessarily with armed military imervention. 

KRAUTHAMMER: I understand. Bm you offered us the longer perspective, 
and then you demand that, in order to respond militarily, we have to have an 
imminent threat. First of all, and I don't want to sidetrack us mto an argument 
about Iraq, although I suspect it 's inevitable these days, especiall y if you put 
Wendy and l up here; but Mr. Chairman, I didn't stan it, but I intend to finish 
it. 

The claim by this administration was never made that the threat from Iraq 
was imminent. When the president made his prcsemation to the nation in the 
State of the Umon address earlier this year, he specifically said, "There are those 
who say we must wait until the threat is imminent." And he specifically said, 
"This administration does not agree with that approach, that the lesson of 9111 is 



PANEl 1 63 

that we live in a world where the stealth of our enemies, Lhe potential for desuuction 
that they have, and the margin for error is so small , that we cannot have the 
traditional luxury of waiting for imminence.'' The French and the British could 
watch the Germans mobilize and stan their trains and bring out their troops in 
August of 1914; they had time; they made the wrong decision. That is not how 
we're going to be auacked in the future. That is not how we were auacked on 9/11, 
and thus in the world we live in today, post 9/11. imminence cannot be the criteria. 
Its the potential for destruction and the level of hostility, and I think that is why 
the president was correct in Jdemifying three countries working on weapons of 
mass destruction-Iraq, Iran, and North Korea-as the threats to our nation. So 
I think its very important to make that distinction. 

Hostility, 1 think, is pretty obvious: Afghanistan, Iraq, Iran, North Korea. Do 
you use the military in all instances? Of course not; you have to decide what's 
doable or what's not. But I think hostility has to be the essential criterion of any 
intervention , otherwise, we are going to intervene in places as the Clinton 
administration did, like Haiti and Somalia, and-1 would even argue-in the 
Balkans, which end up spreading ourselves thin, spending our resources, and 
leaving us less prepared for the real threat and issue which is today, terrorism and 
emanating from the Middle East and the Islamic world. 

UTWAK: Let's get Chet and bring him imo the discussion. 

CROCKER: Wendy Sherman got off a wonderful line in her comments about 
what was troubling folks out there in the study of aLtitudes, and that was that a 
lot of people are worried about the pace of modern life, a sentiment with which 
l can rapidly agree and identify myself. And one of the problems with the pace 
of modem life is that we find in discussions like this all too often that we are 
reduced to bumper stickers because of the reasons of time. And one of the 
bumper stickers that is least helpful in a discussion of this kind is the term 
nation building because-and there's a wonderful new book out from RAND, 
America's Role in Natior1-Building: From Germany to Iraq, and jim Dobbins has 
done a fine job-but the trouble is that term gets entrenched >vhen what we're 
talking about is not nation building. We have enough nations out there. We're 
not looking for more nations. What we need to do is stan building states, helping 
countries build state institutions and helping states become sovereign so they 
can control their own borders. control what goes on inside their own countries. 
lt is no good for us to be preaching at other weak states. After all, what are we 
doing to contribute to this and to deal with it? What are we doing to shut down 
the funding of diaspora mechanisms within our own shores that fuel ci\il wars 
in places like Sri Lanka and Northern Ireland? l mean let's get real. Nation 
building is one thing, but state building is what is necessary. So I would submit 
that Iraq is not a nation, it is a state that was built by the British out of three 
Turkish provinces, and il's got a long ways to go. 
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The second poim that relates, in terms of bumper stickers, is the discussion 
we were sliding into here, not only about lraq, but about military intervention. I 
don't think the primary issue is when do you commit U.S. troops. 1 think the 
pnmary issue is: Are we serious? Are we going to walk the walk on addressing the 
failed-state challenge? Which in many respects is analogous to the war on terrorism. 
You're using the same kind of instruments, you're using forensic accouming, you're 
using intelligence, you're using developmental tools, you're using diplomatic 
engagement, you're trying to actually get settlements. For example, what the 
Norwegians and others are trying to do in Sri Lanka, to get a seulement, thats 
great, and we're backing iL I just think we need to get the debate defined a little 
bit more precisely. This is not about when do we commit our people on the ground 
with boots. That$ the last resort. 

LITWAK: Thank you. Lets open it up now for questions and comments from 
the floor. There are individuals with microphones. First question. If speakers could 
please stand and identify themselves. Yes, sir. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Petty Officer David Gault. Grad studem,joint Milita~y 
Intelligence College. Dr. Gordon, would you please elaborate on foreign denial 
and deception programs and how it impedes or affects U.S. policy and what the 
U.S. is doing to curtail this? 

GORDON: I'm not going to go into a lot of detail about foreign denial 
and deception in this unclassified con text. Let me say that I think that there 
are denial and deception elements to our analytic challenge in identifying 
some of the dynamics of state failure and some of the characteristics that we've 
been looking at. And in formulating our models, we arc engaging those 
elements. l don't want, in this circumstance, to talk in more particulars of that 
problem. 

LITWAK: Other questions. comments? Yes. sir. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Captain Mike Jason. By using the CIA Stale Failure 
Task Force criteria you briefed, Dr. Gordon-poverty, low quality of life, not fully 
integrated in a world economy, a discriminating government in a bad 
neighborhood-there are some quite obviously wealthy states, perhaps oil 
producing, that are on the verge of, really, state failure, by most of these criteria. 
How does the panel propose we deal with this state or these states, perhaps in a 
realist and global, international, idealist way? 

UTWAK: Well , is Dr. Gordon's microphone amplified? Okay, perhaps one of 
the technical people can assist and if one of the other panelists wants to take a 
shot at that question or have a comment on it, you're welcome to. Chet? 
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CROCKER: A quick comment. I mentioned the recent work of the G-8 at 
Evian this past year. You might have a look on the web site of Evian for an 
example, but there is serious work being done to try and intensify the 
coordinating skills and the coordinaung efforts of the major advanced post 
industrial nations on the issue of transparency, and the issue of bad governance 
and the issue of mining and extractive industry revenue flows which gets right 
to your point. If Nigeria doesn't make it and if it doesn't make it under this 
president, its not going LO make iL Then it will be because of a failure to address 
the governance challenges that exist in this very oil rich state, whose revenues 
are slated to go up like this, while its domestic and internal security challenges 
are going down like that. 

SHERMAN: I think dunng our years, and I think the president is seeing this 
in his own administration as well, the transnational issues, whether they are 
corruption, financial flows, drug trafficking, counterfeiting, institutions of 
accountability in a society, are critical issues that have to get dealt with through 
either international regimes, economic sanctions and pressure, selectively used 
so they're effective, international cooperation, certain!>' in the war against terrorism. 
Without disrupting those financial networks, without going after some of the less 
visible elements that create these problems, you don't deal with underlying 
problems m any of these countries. I think that we probably wish that we had 
pushed harder on some of those areas. We did a lot, but wish we-in retrospect, 
now retrospects a wonderful thing-we had done even more. And ! think there 
are terribly important regimes that need to get put in place, and imernational 
cooperation that needs to be sought to increase that pressure. There are a number 
of tools that can be used quite effectively. 

GORDON: Let me make a couple of comments analytically on these kinds of 
societies. !think there are elements that push these states toward being vulnerable 
to being failed states, but also limit the vulnerability to failure. The two that push 
them toward vulnerability are first, m resource-nch coumnes, theres much less 
of an incentive for government accountability. Governments need less cooperation 
of their citizens, they don't have to create a broad tax-base, a broad fiscal base, 
and T think that tends to increase the likelihood for state failure. Also, the state 
itself, as a major controller of resources, becomes much more of a target for political 
competition and for the intense factionalization that I spoke of. On the other 
hand , the very fact of an ongoing resource flow limits the likelihood that these 
kinds of societies will go fully down the path of becoming fully failed states, 
although there are examples-Zaire under Mobutu-where a resource-based state 
did become almost a fully failed state. 

KRAUTHAMMER: I want to inject a note of realism, which is another way 
of injecting a note o£ pessimism, m this discussion . And that is, perhaps, there 
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are some places that intrinsically will not be states. I mean, Wendy talked 
about the Bush administration's post-colonial colonialism. But the idea of the 
state is a very Western idea; it's a very new idea, relatively speaking. And we 
want to, as I understand it, make sure that it's imposed on every society or 
every place on the planet. 1 understand that makes for order, and it's probably 
a useful goal. But it may be. if I could be a linle bit provocative, a kind of 
colonia lism or imperialism. in deciding that a place like Somalia-places that 
have not had that sort of national consciousness or unity or Western-type 
state structures-has to have them. Now, we want a place like Somalia to be 
relatively peaceful and quiet and nonthreatening and humane to its own people, 
but! wonder whether, as ami-colonials here, we aren't being somewhat colonial 
in imposing this idea. And in fact, the best suggestion for places like Somalia 
has been a kind of soft colonialism. People have talked se1iously about reviving 
the idea of the league of Nations, of the mandate. In fact, that's what America 
is doing on its own in places like Afghanistan and others, unilaterally or 
sometimes with or without UN approval. But that is what we're engaged in. 
And I think we ought to be a little b1t more open and honest about how 
imperial and colonial this idea of statehood is, and our imposition of it on 
places for the stability of the world and also for our own security and 
convenience. 

LITWAK: lf 1 could just pick up on two of the points made in the presentations. 
The first is, in David Gordon's presentation, he mentioned that in his analysis, by 
his research and analytical team, that the most politically unstable polities are the 
quasi-democracies. which is a very important finding, given that the overall 
framework of American foreign policy, certainly in the 1990s, was sort of an 
engagement and enlargement-the notion that stability son of flowed from a kind 
of Wilsonian view of extending democracies, and you create a more specific 
international system. But that process is messy, and the quasi-democracies are 
highly unstable, can lead to increased instability. 

And Charles pointed out in his presentation that in some of the failed states, 
for the kind of thug regimes where we have regimes monopolizing political power, 
you have a kind of a hyperstability, where the character of the regime can persist 
and is quite durable and is able to insulate itself from the consequences of failure, 
despite the fact of whats happening on the societal level. So this tension. I think. 
is an important one in terms of making dislinctions on cases. 

Specifically for Charles, you've eloquently and forcefully made the case for 
son of the strategic relevance argument for involvement. in the high-bar argument. 
et cetera. But I'd like to just push you a bit on sort of the critique of that view 
that's coming from the globalization school that says, in the interconnected world. 
you know, its almost tautological to say we only get involved in cases where it's of 
strategic relevance because in the interconnected age any place can become that 
kind of polity. ls there one you can act on in a meaningful time frame? 
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KRAUTHAMMER: Well, that global perspective ins1ght, I thmk, is rather 
useless. Of course, any place could, in theory, become importam But m that case, 
we ought to be investing in, I don't know, m Togo or Guinea, or I can pick you 
any. In other words, you throw darts at a map. That's not how you pick. You have 
to have a sense of priorities. You have to have a sense of order. I mean llatti is not 
m the same class as Afghanistan. And Somaha is not m the same class as Iraq. 
ObviOusly, m the long run, as Keynes taught us, we're all dead by then. But 
nonetheless, in the long run, any place could, in theory, become ltn5table The 
Falklands exploded on us once overmght and nobody had ever heard of 1t. And 
all of a sudden there was a war gomg on m the South Atlanuc So these thmgs can 
happen. But you make your JUdgments, and I thmk 9/ll was a pretty loud 
announcement to us of what the great cxistenual-the successor to the existential 
threats of the 20th century-was gomg to be. That is the locus of the threat today, 
not to say there aren't Olhers. North Korea IS not an lslam•c radical state; there 
are, of course, others. But I think the conjunction of weapons of mass destmction 
and rogue States IS the ISSue of our time. I wrote that in 1990 111 the paper that you 
cited, and I think that is where the locus of our efforts has to be. Other places are 
Important, but of relatively less importance, and, thus, they ought to rece1Ye 
relatively less allention and resources because we are not omnipotent. 

LITWAK: Any comment on that as well as well as the first question I had on 
the tensions between fa1led and democratic societies) 

SI IFRMAN: 1 probably agree more with Charles than he would Imagine that 
we are not omnipotent. And I thtnk our potential for arrogance. because we are 
the last remaining superpower, cannot be overstated. I hope that whoever is 
president in the next election believes that America is strong and great, yet humble. 
That It's not "A-B-C-its not "All B11l Cl1nton~ or ~Anything but Btll Clinton"
but it IS rather a new formulation that really responds to the world that we're 
living m And I agree that the existential threat is the one we sa\\ m 9/ll, which 
is terronsm or terronstS wnh weapons of mass destruction, not convenuonal 
a1rplanes, wh1ch is really the existential moment that none of us want to see. But 
1f one beheves that, then one must have a long enough vtew to know where it 
m1ght come from next. And it wd l come from the !ndonesias or the Kcnyas or the 
other countries where, if they cannot come together as a functionmg state in a 
globalized economy, will be breeding grounds for terrorists, that will affect our 
national security. So I absolutely agree one needs priorities, and one uses military 
mterYention as a last reson. But we unfortunately, because of 9/ll, do not. I 
beheve, have the luxury to have a short and narrow view. \Ve must have a long 
and broad \'lew to know where the next threat IS commg from 

LITWAK. Chet Crocker, and then Dave Gordon, and then we'll go to Janne 
Nolan wnh a quesuon. 
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CROCKER: I think we're actually still getting a liLLie tangled up analyucally 
here. With respect to Charles' comments on Afghanistan as a failed state-under 
the Taliban, it was a failed state that had been taken over by a very unauractive 
fundamentalist dictatorship. So the pomt on Afghanistan is not whether the 
Taliban government of Afghanistan was a failed state. No, Afghanistan had 
become an ugly place under the control of people who had moved inLo a failed 
state, had taken it over. and in fact had become a terrorist-sponsored state, 
rather than state-supported terrorism. We have to get the sequence right here. I 
think that's really an Important issue, as we think about this. The imperial 
challenge that Charles has pm forward, I'm going to rise to that. Because what 
most of us who argue for doing something about failing states arc arguing for is, 
in fact, a fairly forward-leaning approach to global engagement. Not by ourselves 
and not primarily militarily. I just want to leave It there. so that the points are 
clear. There is a difference here on the panel, but I think there is also a liLLie 
distortion if the argument is reduced to, should we intervene or not? That's not 
what it's about. 

KRAUTHAMMER: Well, shou ld we spend our resources. diplomatic, 
economic, and political? 

CROCKER: That's the same question. 

KRAUTHAMMER: And 1 argue that )'Ou don't spend it equally everywhere 
because anywhere could potentially be a threat. 1 think that's not enough of an 
argument. You have to be extremely specific and extremely analytic in every 
situation and seeing whether or not it 's relevant to our national security because 
some places are and some aren't. 

CROCKER: I couldn't agree more. I would wager that Indonesia is relevant to 
our national secunty. 

KRAUTHAMMER: I would argue-you argue strongly-not about Indonesia, 
but about Liberia. And l would challenge you to tell me how that ranks as a 
national security threat to the United States. 

CROCKER: The place was founded by Americans, ror Americans, everybody 
in the world except us. accepts that it's basically the 51st state of the Umon. And 
it's a slam-dunk to do something for a rew weeks, and then go on and hand it off 
to the UN with burden sharing and they will do it. 

KRAUTHAMMER: What you're making is a moral argument, which I don't 
d1spute. But I was trying to get you to make a national security argument, which 
apparently you're reluctant to do. 
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CROC..KI:.R· No, tt's a polntcal argument. It's not a nauonal sccurny argument. 

II IVVAK: Davtd? 

GORDON: On democracy and parual democracy, I think the pomt isn't that 
democracy is a bad or not a good thing I think that the old saw is right DcmocraC)' 
itself ts stabilizing; once coumncs become mature democractcs, the nsk of severe 
political instabtlity, the kinds of phenomena that we're talking about, decreases 
\'ery, very dramaucally to nrtually ntl But the democrauzauon process Itself is 
dcstab1lizmg and very challengmg. and that's the theme here And ns not to say 
that we shouldn't support democrauzauon but that we have to be very realistic, 
we have to be hardheaded 111 particular, 111 terms of mstlluuonal des1gn, as we're 
engag111g both bilaterally and in the 1nsututional-and excuse me-m the 
international mstitutional context on these issues. 

SHERMAN: Robert, if I can add just one thing out of the Pew data that 
really made Davids point, whteh is that in those countries, wh1ch arc recent 
tlcmocraCies. when you ask people, do they want a strong economy, a strong 
leader, strong democrauc 1nstit uuons, you 'II sec m some of the newer 
democracies, they want a strong leader above all else. There IS an anx1ety as you 
look through the data that the democracy d1v1dend they expected they don't 
have, that they feel a certam msecunty and mstability. They don't know what 
the future IS going to be They thmk things are not as good as they once were, 
although they rna)' be hopeful about the future. And so it's not enough to have 
an election and have this son of what we call post-euphoria democracy. It is a 
long slog from here to there, and tt's quite clear people acknowkdge that. see it, 
and name ll themselves. 

LITWAK. Thank you. Janne Nolan . 

AuDIENCE MEMBER: Thank you. I'm janne Nolan I have a quesuon for, 
I guess, all the panelists with respect to the various critena of ho\\ the former 
Soviet Umon fits into the concepuon of level of American interests and level of 
Amencan tnvestment. It's also a question of the politics-what we have typically 
seen as foreign aid, whtch includes the whole agenda of Nunn-Lugar. nuclear 
disarmament, securing the matenals for weapons of mass destruction. We've 
heard an argument here today that the $87 b1llion-plus for Iraq meets the critena 
of necessary commitment to address what could be extremely chfficult, a future 
secunty threat We have d1fftculty getung close to a btllton for the senes of 
tlenucleanzauon programs in the former So\'let Union,\\ h1ch would be a pnmar}' 
source for access to weapons of mass destruction by any of these so-called failed 
states I'd hkc some comments-espee~ally you, Charles, and Wendy Thank 
you. 
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KRAUTHAMMER: l endorse your support for that program or for the 
importance of it. I don't think there$ any connict between them. And it certainly 
is extremely cost-effective. Iraq is inefficient because it requires a huge 
investment for a very problematic outcome. But when you can spend money 
that is a vastly smaller sum to secure weapons of mass destruction in places 
where they arc horribly exposed, l think we ought to do it. I'm entirely m 
agreement with you. 

LITWAK: I mean its striking that Saddam Hussein in lO years, given that 
fissile material was the missing ingredient of his program and with hundreds of 
tons of inadequately secured fissile material north of the border, didn't go that 
coven procurement route, as far as we know. Other comments? 

SHERMAN: Nunn-Lugar program is incredibly effective. !think the nuclear 
threat initiative that is ongoing now is vcty important and should be strengthened 
in every way it posstbly can. And l continue to be concerned about loose nukes in 
the former Soviet Union, and l think we need to pay more attention to it than we 
currently are. Its a huge risk. 

CROCKER: A quick comment. !thought you were going to ask initially,janne, 
if the former Soviet Union was a failed state. Obviously, in a certain sense it is, and 
some of its parts give you pause from time to time in the broader sense we've been 
discussing primarily in this panel. l certainly identify with the thrust of your 
point. 

GORDON: Let me make a final point for janne that l think that there is an 
emerging, increasingly national security dimension to foreign aid having to do with 
failed states and state building, to take on Chet Crocker$ phrase. And I think one of 
the places most relevant for that are some of the states of the former Soviet Union. 

LITWAK: Gentlemen in the middle there. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: jeff Clarke, Anny Histoty. I would like to have someone 
on the panel address the underlying economic factors, trends, and policies in 
producing failed states. By that I mean, when l go around to Army audiences 
addressing the subject, one of the things I stress is economic globalism; that is the 
tendenC)' of the last L0-20 years of industrialized states to expand their service 
economies and move their labor-intensive manufacturingjobs. and the technology 
that goes with them, overseas imo Third World countries. and the vast changes 
and instability for the participants, and those who don't participate sometimes. 
that often result from this over a long period of time. Thank you. 

UTWAK: Thank you. Anyone wish to comment on that? 
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GORDON: l think, again, as l mentioned in my talk, while it is true that 
failed states are overwhelmingly poor states and states with a lot of impoverished 
people, among those states that the level of poverty in and of itself is not a 
particularly strong determinant of whether a state fails; I think it is the case that 
those states that are able to find niches of effective integration into the broader 
world economy are again much less vulnerable to state failure. But that the failure 
to do so--whether thal's cause or effect-it gets back to, I think, the very good 
point that Chet made in his talk about son of a signal of state failure being 
international abandonment and whether that is, again, cause or effect is unclear; 
you can see where it happens, though. So, states that are in the process or have 
been successful in integrating themselves into the world economy, if only at a 
fairly rudimentary level, are a lot less vulnerable to that. There is an economic 
dimension to this. But I think that the common sense or common perception out 
there about poverty as a direct cause of terrorism, of state failure, I'm actually 
quite suspicious. I don't think the data give a lot of support. I think that it is 
contextual, as Wendy sa1d , and its a signal when things are going bad economically. 
particularly when linkages to the international system begin to deteriorate and 
these illicit networks play a larger role. These are important signals that political 
stability is going to be at substantial risk. 

SHERMAN: There are issues, however, I believe, that go back to what David 
said originally about emerging democracies, which are the issues of rising 
expectations. And I think underlying your question is-at least what I heard in 
your question is-jobs that get exported abroad, people begin to see there are 
some that can have jobs, skews the difference between the haves and the have
nots. In fact, sometimes it creates a broad middle class that then creates a need for 
greater accountability and transparency which helps in not creating a failed state. 
But it is a very complex process. And Chet has made a very important point 
several times that we ought not to be too reductionist here on any side of this 
equation. I do think, and the reason l made the comment about Cancun and why 
!thought Tom Friedman$ piece this morning was quite useful , is I do think there 
is a dynamic at play in the world that doesn't go to a specific failed state or a 
specific creation of terrorism in a specific place, but rather a sense of whether 
there is such a growing gap in power between the West and the rest of the world. 
That is something that we need to attend to or we will create something that we 
do not have any control over. So I think its important we look at the economic 
sector, that we deal with things like the World Trade Organization, that we have a 
positive trade agenda that creates positive consequences for people around the 
world, because or the gap and rising expectations that can rue! expectations that 
head in the wrong direcrion. 

KRAUTHAMMER: Blll there$ a serious irony here, and that is, obviously, 
by strengthening other countries economically through opening trade and clearly 
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by exporting JObs. l mean we basically have spent the last 30 years exporting 
manufacture from the West, from the United States, to China and other places 
m the East. And the results in China and other places in the East have been 
remarkable-the greatest lifting of people out of poverty in the history of the 
world, certainly stabilizing a lot of those societies. new democracies, emerging 
strong democracies-Korea and Taiwan and elsewhere, and hopefully in China. 
This part of our stratq,ry is to bring them into the global economy, as a way to 
stabilize them in some sense, domesticate them in terms of their international 
activity. And that 's all to the good, and we all agree, and that's what globalization 
is about, and thats why everybody deplores Caneun. But the Oip side ts, the 
Democratic Party and the unions represent a lot of people in America who arc 
losing those jobs. And they suffer. I'm with Wendy on Cancun and cotton. I 
think its a scandal how we subsidize cotton, bUl we do have cotton fanners and 
they' re going to be wiped out. The French are holding out because they have 
thetrs. 

So we have a dilemma, which on the one hand we·re all in favor of this wonderful 
spreading of the wealth by son of an Adam Smith-like specialization. We do high
tech stuff. They make toys. And it works for 10 or 20 or 30 years, but then they 
wam to make more than toys. They want to make chips, and what you have is a 
huge resistance in America, largely among Democrats and the unions, to any of 
that. There are Democratic candidates who wamto abolish NAFTA [North American 
Free Trade Agreement]. So its notthat-theres a Oip side here. and all of our either 
altrUism and helping others abroad or all of our foresight in thinking of bringing 
other countries into the world economy as a way of pacifying the world and making 
us more safe, comes at a cost-a domestic cost. Its a cost of real lives. real people, 
and politically, its extremely hard to do because these people have a voice. 

LITWAK: Thank you, Charles. 

SHERMAN: I know we're at the end, but I can't leave it in that rcductionist 
place, as Chet has said. It IS not a choice between bringing this boat up and our 
boat falling. That is a false choice. It is complicated to lift these boats, while at the 
same time , making sure that our families are secure, that our workers have jobs, 
and have high-payingjobs, but it is possible. It can be done, and what the unions 
are fighting for is not so much protectionism of a particular job and a particular 
sector. but to make sure all of the boats rise and not that some rise and others fall. 

KRAUTHAMMER: That$ easy to say. 

SHERMAN: Very hard to do. Very hard to do. 

KRAUTHAMMER: lf you're up here and you're an intellectual, that$ easy to 
say. If you're a textile worker whos now unemployed, its a little harder to say. 
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Sl lERMAN· I total\)' agree-! m from Baltimore. 

KRAL THAM~IER And the reduction is if you're unemployed and you don't 
ha\'c a JOb 

LITWAK: rhank you both Were really-our ttme 1s up But I wanted to gi\'C 
Chet one-hcs been waiung \'Cry patiently Vcr)' brienv. if you will Chct. 

CROCKER: I t hink one of the things that th1s panel has re\'ealed as a pomt of 
fundamental <hffercnce ha~ to do wnh the question of prevention and forward 
look and tr)ring to deal wuh the future cases that we know arc commg at us, and 
wuh which tools. That's really where lthmk our focus probably ought to be. If we 
had another run at thts panel, we ought to be lookmg at how to prc\'ent the next 
ones, because-and that would lead us to the question about economics that was 
rmsed JUSt a moment ago. usmg all of our tools. lhere really arc very hnmed 
precise number of things that g1vc you the md1ces of whats about to go south m 
some of these places. I~ 1llcgal busmcss gammg O\'Cr legal busincss7 Is the Illegal 
export of cen:un kinds of commodities begmnmg to take place at the expense ol 
regular trade? ls the trade organized by people who arc closcl} organized to the 
folks in power? Arc they hnkcd up wuh d1asporas who arc, m fact, sending the 
mone} to amb dealers who are, 111 fact, going into business locallr That set of 
patterns you can see. You can sec it phys1cally. dmly, through your intclhgcncc 
briefings. and we need to do somethmg about 1t It doesn't mean puumg boots on 
the ground, nccessanly. It means pmung all of our wit~ together, connecting our 
''liS to our wallets 

LITWAK: I hank you very much, Chct. Please J0111 me in thanking our panelists 
for excellent presentations. 
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U.S. EcoNOMIC PovvER AND Irs APPLICATION IN IRAQ 

Philip Mernll, President and Chairman, Expon-Impon Bank of the United 
States 

Introduction by: Sandra L. Pack, Assistant Secretary of the Anny for 
Financial Management and Comptroller 

Summary 

• The events of the last two years have conclusively shown that the United 
States has the most powerful and most operationally versatile military in world 
history. The United States is able to project devastating force around the globe in 
record time and reap many significant strategic and political benefits as a result. 

• The United States has the right to be proud of its military capabilities, but 
they pale in comparison to U.S. economic power. 

• The United States has a $] 0.5 trillion economy, which is almost three 
times larger than its nearest competitor, japan-and the best is yet to come. The 
United States has shown an amazing capacity for productivity, growth, and eco
nomic reinvention. Within the normal business cycle, and savings, surplus, and 
deficit projecuons, the United States will continue to have explosive growth in 
the 21st century-just as it did over the last two centuries. 

• Two core theses apply: 
l . In the first core thesis, the central fact of the 21st cenwry is the 

enormous size of the U.S. economy compared to everyone else's economy. 
Contrast this with the dominant political fact of the 20th century, which was 
the growth of huge military forces in the hands of totalitarian states that were 
willing to use them. This is a kind of shift that has been recognized more by 
other countries than by the United States. This country realizes it is rich and 
powerful but docs not completely realize by how much. Taken as a whole, the 
world sees the United States as a Gulliver to be tied down with Li ll iputian 
strings through various multilateral instiLUtions and treaties as well as other 
legal instruments. 
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2. According to the second core thesis, while the United States has 
been able to gain considerable international advan tage from its military, it has 
yet to make sufficient strategic use of its economic assets and wealth to ad
vance its national interests and ease the burden on its milnary. just as there is 
no other military power that can overwhelm the United States, so there is no 
o ther economic power that can displace this country. And the United States 
needs to find a new way to marshal its economic assets to its advantage, just 
as it has used less than 4 percent of its gross domestic product to marshal 
military assets. The United States needs to become more comfortable with the 
idea of using its money for nonmilitary expenditures that advance the na
tional interest. 

• There is a sharp distinction between the responsible exercise of economic 
power and foreign aid. Aid is intended for humanitarian needs, and although the 
American people have wonderful charitable impulses, those are not the topic of 
discussion today. 

• The United States got it wrong after World War 1. It won the war but lost 
the peace. The United States did get it right after World War II. largely by under
standing that the key to avoiding yet another world war was to put people to 
work. The Marshall Plan ensured peace and prosperity throughout the Western 
world. 

• Today's threats do not emanate from large, bureaucratic military machines. 
1. Weapons of mass destruction in the hands of three or four Third World 

rogue states is the principal threat along with the transfer of these weapons to 
nonstate actors who would use them mercilessly and unhesitatingly. 

2. Terrorism and militant religious fundamentalism are also threats, but 
the United States has dealt with them and will find new ways of dealing with 
them through improved intelligence and related means. 

3. For some threats, military resources are required. We need to be con
cerned about the underutilization of communication skills and a similar reluc
tance to usc wealth to reinforce or supplant the U.S. militar)'. 

• There arc three pillars to the successful reconstruction of Iraq: physical 
securily, political stability, and economic growth. 

• There are many guesses as to how much it will cost to fix Iraq. The Ex
pon-lmpon Bank of the United States agrees with the White House on a number 
of close to $100 billion over several years. 

• Where will the money come from for the economic development of Iraq? 
1. One answer is it will come from the American taxpayer. 
2. Another is to use the proceeds from Iraqi oil-100 percent for lraqs 

own benefit-in reconstructing the country. Iraq has great needs but also tremen
dous oil reserves. It should be able to afford a lot, but the problem IS tune. 

3. In order to have physical securit)' and polnical stability in Iraq , the 
United States must do something to enable Iraqis to realize their wealth more 
quickly. It is cheaper as well as smarter to make them relatively rich than it is for 
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the United )taLes to conunuc on what, 10 ume-tf not already-is sure to be seen 
as an occuppng power. 

• There are several kq• steps to move Iraq qutckly toward econom1c 
mdepcndence: 

I. The first step must be to deal with the restructunng of Iraq's prewar 
debt. The Ex-lm (Export-Import) Bank IS working on SC\'eral initiatives to help 
Iraq mo,·c forward econ01mcally. It has approved a $500 mtlhon shon-tcnn credit 
hne for the new Trade Bank of Iraq. 

2. Additionally, the Ex-lm Bank is exploring the poss1btlny of a multibillion 
dollar, unsecured, medium-term credit that will be focused solely on oil f1eld 
reconst rucuon. 

3 Although lraqs otl reserves arc great, they w11l not generate the money 
needed toda} to ensure Iraq's success. Pay-as-you-go hkely wtll not cut tt. 

-+. Iraq will need approximately $20 to $30 billion 10 long-tenn invest
ment to move from its current l million barrels per day to 5 million barrels per 
day of sustamcd 01! producuon. The request for that investment must come from 
the lraq1s because, in the end, It IS their otl, and they can use it as they w1sh. 

5 If th1s mvestment docs not take place, the Amencan taxpa}·er w1ll end 
up paying most of Iraq's development bill. Ex-lm is w1lling and ready to play a 
role in supporung such investment with regard to its own exporters. Additionally, 
It could be a multilateral effort, as many of the 26 oiTkial Organisauon for Eco
nomic Co-operation and Development (OECD) export crcd!l agencies arc wilhng 
and able to do the same. 

6. Another possibtllt)' IS an "Alaska Soluuon," meanmgauract foTCign mvest
mem in the oil sector and other areas that can provide dividends directly to the citi
zens of Iraq It also is possible for Iraq to reahze value today for future oil revenues. 

• lraq1s need to realtze some econom1c value today m order to establish the 
physical sccuntr. pohtical stab1hty. and econom1c development their count f) needs. 
In order for lraq1s to ach1evc sclf-suffic1ency, Americans wtll need to marshal and 
deploy their economic resources as effectively as they have deployed their mili
tary resources. 

Analysis 

Ph11ip Merrill advanced a powerful case for expanding U.S. economic aiel for 
Iraqi reconstrucuon but could not in a short talk address all of the potenlial chal
lenges or obstacles. One may want to cons1dcr some further 1ssues: 

• How much can we afford? The Unned States IS a wealthy nation, but we 
have made a vanety of f1scal ch01ces that constratn resource availabtlny. How 
large an increase in U.S. assistance to Iraq can be accommodated before those 
cho1ccs would have to be revisited? 

• How do economic and political or cultural issues interact? The economi
call)' effictent approach to restonng lraq1 otl production. for example, m1ght well 
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be to contract wnh Western ftnns to pro\1de the necessary technology and per
fonn the work quickly themsel\'es. Yet this rna}' alienate Iraqi nauonahsts con
cerned over foreign control of lraqt economic assets. lraqt culture places a pre
mium on family and kmship bonds, so many Iraqis sec nepousm in a much less 
ncgauve light than many Westerners. Imposition of Western business manage
ment practices in the context of reconstruction assistance may be seen by some as 
an mapproprime cultural mtruston under the gUtse of economic atd. More broadly, 
arc there pohucal or cultural constratnts on our ability to le\'cragc Amcncan cco
nomtc power for Iraqi rcconstrucuon7 

• To what extent arc the goals of lraqt self-determination and economic 
cffictency in connict wtth one another. and how will thts affect our abtltty to 
leverage our economic power? Under Saddam. for example. much of the lraqt 
economy was state-owned; establishment of free-market pnnctples would im
ply a massive restructuring of the Iraqi economy and might encounter resis
tance from a work force and population accustomed to very different modes 
of commerce. lf lraqts prefer an economical!)' inefftetent tdcology, will we 
accept thts m the name of self-determmauon and accept the concomnant loss 
of performance for U.S. atd, or \\'til we mstst on small government and free 
markets 111 order to make the most of our aid, but at the expense of Iraqi 
autonomy? 

• To what extent should economtc atd precede pohucal de\'clopment and 
phystcal sccumy? Spending money to repatr ptpelmes only to have them de
stroyed by sabotage, for example, can be very ineffictent. And a pohucal system 
that can ensure economic accountability may be necessary for aid to have any 
lasting impact. On the other hand, security may be difficult to establtsh wnhout 
the popular support that only economic reconstruction can provide, and a stable, 
accountable poliucal system may be hard to create in the mtdst of msecunty and 
economtc hardshtp. Gtven thts, ts tt too soon for a masstvc mcreasc in md' Is it 
too late? Or must we accept mclftctcncy m reconstruction <ltd m order to O\'Cr

comc a downward cycle of economic/polittcaVmthtary imcracuon? 

Transoipl 

JANNE E. NOLAN. Ph.D.: rhank you. I hope you enjoyed your lunch. And 
it's an enviable position not to be standing up here between you and your dessen. 

It's m}' honor to mtroducc our next participant, Sandra Pack. who is the 
asststant secretary of the Ann} for ftnanctal management and the comptroller 
appomted to that position 111 200 l I read this bio wtth awe and <lmazement at 
the JOb that is im·ol\'ed in thts ponfoho of bemg the person to manage all the 
financtal issues. finanetal opcrattons. all the accounting practtccs. all the 
pnxedures, and ultimate!}', balance the books for the U S Army I thmk that ts 
a formtdable JOb that rou, I'm sure, do extremely well. Sandra Pack was a 
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distinguished businesswoman prior 
to this appointment, very acuve in the 
political processes of this country and 
IS a very distinguished individual. 

Please join me in welcoming her 
today. 

SANDRA L. PACK: Thank you for 
those very kind words. I don't know that 
l'm deserving because l have a whole 
lot of help. But, good afternoon, 
everybody. While you cominue your 
lunch, we're going to provide you with 
some food for thought as well. 

For the last 10 months our 
speaker, Mr. Philip Merrill , has been 
the president and chairman of the U.S. 
Export-Import Bank, an institution 
that does not get a whole lot of public 
attention. The bank is the offictal 
export credit agenC)' of the United 
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States, and its mission is to help finance the export of U.S. goods and services to 
international markets. The Ex-lm Bank, if I can refer to it that way, does not 
compete with private sector lenders. lL assumes credit and country risks that 
the pnvate sector is unable or unwilling to take on. Given this role, you might 
think that Philip Merrill comes from a strict finance background. Au contraire. 
His professional and personal experience is extraordinarily diverse. Until his 
confirmation as Ex-lm Bank chief, Mr. Merrill was chan·man of the board for 
the Capital Gazette CommuniCations, Inc., which publishes the Wasltingtonian 
magazine and five newspapers, including the Annapolis Ctlpital, to which 1 am a 
subsctiber-have been for about 16 years; it's a good paper. Mr. Merrill has 
been a hands-on publisher and even a sometime reporter. His commitment to 
the American ideals of freedom of speech and freedom of the press is noteworthy. 
In 2001, Mr. Merrill donated $10 million to the University of Maryland's 
journalism school. Mr. Merrill also is actively involved in environmental 
protection. He's a trustee and a major contributor to the Chesapeake Bay 
Foundation. The foundauon's new environmental center was built with a gift 
from Mr. Merrill, and it's a beautiful center. Mr. Merrill has a long history in 
government as well. This is the seventh presidential admmistration in which he 
has served. His previous positions include, among others, NATO assistant 
secretary-general, counselor to the under secretary of defense for policy, special 
assistant to the deputy secretary of state, and U.S. representative to the Law of 
the Sea Conference. 
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Please JOtn me in welcommg Phihp 
Mcrnll . 

PII ILIP MERRILL: Well, let me 
thank you, Sandra. Sandra and I both 
l1ve ncar Annapolis 111 Arnold, 
Maryland. Her introduction is not onl}' 
the nicest mtroduction 1\·e had this day, 
or that I'm going to have thas day. but 
ItS the mccst that I've ever had from a 
resident of the neaghborhood m which 
I hve. 

I also want to say that I always feel 
comfortable in a Ddense Department 
atmosphere because l have so many 
years in and out, in several 
administrations and in the Department 
of Defense. And smce I'm also an 
alumnus, so to speak. of the Unncd 
States Arm). although at a slaghtl)' Plulip Mcrlil/ 
daffercm vaewpoint than the chacf of 
staff, I'm comfortable always m a mahtary atmosphere. 

I also wamto say that anythmg that Susan Eisenhower throws or as involved 
in, I'm for. Shes a terrific person. She called today w say she wasn't going to be 
here at lunch, but shes just a first-class asset to our country. 

The events of the last two years have conclusively shown that the United 
States has the most powerful and most operationally versaule mtl1tary in world 
hastory. We are able to project devastating force around the globe in record ume, 
and we reap many significant stratcgac and political benefits as a result 

Whale we all have the nght to be proud of our mtl1tary capabahues-and 
many people in the audaence today can take considerable credit for crcaung them, 
mdudmg the chief of staff who has special operations background-It as worth 
noting that the milnary power of the Unned States pales in companson to our 
economic power. 

Thas country has a $10-and-half-trillion economy-almost three times larger 
than our nearest competitor, whach is japan. As a point of comparison, our Cold 
War adversary, Russia, has a $350 balhon cconomy-3 percent of ours. Put another 
way, Russia is one Holland, Chma as about three Hollands or the equavalent of a 
Benelux 

It as hard to exaggerate the si::e and growth of the U S. econOtn) when ne\\'ed 
from other countries. Brazil. for example, wnh 60 percent of our populauon, has 
a GOP I gross domestic product] of around $500 billion, 5 percent of ours. Fifteen 
or twenty years from now, our GOP will go from $10 trilhon to $20 trillion; you 
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can count on it, and one can only hope that Brazil will be striving toward $1 
tnllion. 

And I think that for the United States the best is yet to come. The United 
States has shown an amazing capacity for productivity, growth, and economic 
reinvention. Within the normal business cycle, and savings, surplus, and deficit 
projections, I believe that the U.S. will continue to have explosive growth in the 
21st century, just as it did over the last two centuries. 

In l962 , the U.S. GOP, in today's dollars, was $586 billion. lnjust40 years, 
we have created more than $100 trillion in new net wonh. This is a level of 
wealth creation without historic parallel. The Spanish control of Latin America, 
the Dutch trade with the East Indies, and the British Raj in India all look like 
marginal investments by comparison. 

This leads me to my two core theses for this day. 
First, the central fact of the 21st century is the enormous size of the U.S. 

economy compared with everyone else. Contrast this with the dominant political 
fact of the 20th century. which was the growth of huge military forces in the 
hands of totalitarian states that were willing and able to use them. This is a kind 
of tectonic shift that has been recognized more by other countries than by 
Americans. Of course, we realize that we are rich and powerful, but we don't 
completely realize by how much. 

One country that does understand thts is China, which has been 
concentrating its efforts on growing its economy. Compared, again for example, 
with Russia, they have been quite successful. Russia, despite a very well
educated population with huge technological skills-their fighter pilots, our 
fighter pilots, their sciemists, our scientists, their space program, our space 
program , they're preuy good-produces nothing that is competitive in world 
markets except for energy and other natural resources, such as gold. China 
has a $100 billion trade surplus with the United States and actually has Wal
Man as its distribution agent-with $12 billion in annual sales to that one 
company alone. 

Taken as a whole, the world sees us as a Gulliver to be tied clown wtth 
Lilliputian strings through various multilateral institutions and treaties, as well as 
other legal instruments. Of course, we don't see ourselves this way. 

My second thesis is that, while we have been able to get great international 
advantage from our miliLar}'. we have yet to make sufficient strategic use of our 
economic assets and our wealth to advance our national interests and ease the 
burden on our military. 

just as there is no other military power that can over.vhelm us, so is there no 
other economiC power that can displace us. We need LO find a new way to marshal 
our economic assets to our advantage just as we have used less than -1- percent of 
our GDP to marshal our military assets. Our overwhelming military capacity is a 
rcnecllon of our wealth, not the cause of it. And this again is a h1storic change, if 
you go back over examples of Rome and so on, go back over 10,000 years; this is 
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somethmg new. Put another way, we should get more comfortable with the 1dea 
of using our money for nonmilitary expendiwres that advance our national 
interests. 

l wish to note clearly that l draw here a sharp distinction between the 
responsible exercise of economiC power and fore1gn aid. Aid is imended for 
humanitarian needs. The American people have wonderful charitable impulses, 
but those are not the topic of which I speak this day. 

Basically we got it wrong after World War !. We won the war, but lost the 
peace. We got it right after World War ll, largely by understanding that the key to 

avoiding yet another world war was to put people to work. The Marshall Plan, 
apphed at a time when we had a lot less than we have now, ensured peace and 
prosperity throughout the Western world through a combination of loans and 
grants that were offered to friends and enemies alike. 

That the Russians refused it became their problem. That they prohibited 
Eastern Europe from accepting it became their tragedy. 

More than anything else, we were able to preclude the militancy and anger of 
large numbers of unemployed young men with military experience and capability, 
the kind of men who were so instrumental in the mobilization of Nazi Germany 
and the original Soviet Union. 

Today:S threats do not emanate from large bureaucratic military machines, 20th 
century style. Nor is there much uncertainty for the moment about what these 
threats are, although there is plenty of uncenainty over how to deal with them. 

I speak, of course, of weapons of mass destruction in the hands of three or 
four Third World rogue states as obviously the principal threat, along with the 
transfer of these weapons to nonstate actors, who would use them mercilessly 
and unhesitatingly. 

And there is the COITesponding threat of terrorism, per se, which now comes 
with the support of large numbers of what should be decent, ordinary people. 
Militant religious fundamentalism, however, has been with us for many centuries, 
and we will find new ways of dealing with it through improved mtelligence and 
related means. A lot of people are working on that problem. 

For some of these threats, military responses are required. As we have 
seen m Afghanistan and other places, we may be required to send troops very 
further afield than ever before. I don't know what is further afield than 
Afghanistan. The U.S. Navy surely did not expect to be involved in Afghanistan, 
even though this is not a Navy audience. And concepts akin to the British 
strategy of "find and strike» will become more relevant. We have proven that 
we can find and defeat nonconventwnal foes 111 difficult environments and we 
will get even better at it, and, in large measure, thatts why General Schoomaker 
is here. 

Yet no military officer l know believes that force is the answer to all, or even 
the majority, of these problems. General Keane, who asked me to speak here 
LOday, the vice chief of staff. has been especially concerned aboutunderutilization 
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of our communications skills, at which our country excels, in Iraq and other 
places, to explain our policies. And he and I are equally concerned about a similar 
reluctance to use our wealth to reinforce and supplam our military. 

h obviously makes sense to illustrate this argumem with the specific case of 
Iraq, which is at the top of our national agenda. 

There are three pillars to the successful reconstruction of Iraq: physical security, 
political stability, and economic growth. 

l focus here on the economic needs of Iraq and how to pay for them. 
Including minimum infrastructure and energy development, how much will 

it cost to "fix" Iraq? There are many guesses. But in testimony in the Senate last 
week, the Treasury, State Depanment, me-Ex-Im Bank-agreed with the White 
House number of close to$ 100 billion over several years. All the numbers are the 
same. Everybody's basically got the same rough numbers. 

Right now, we are spending $1 billion per week to maimain somewhere 
between 120,000 and 140,000 troops in Iraq. This is out of a 485,000-person 
active Army. This audience needs no education on what such a massive deployment 
will mean for the Army if it continues indefinitely. The military and political strain 
is incalculable. 

So where will the money come from for the economic development of Iraq? 
One answer is, of course, the American taxpayer. Another is to use the proceeds 

from Iraqi oil-100 percent for Iraq~ own benefit-in reconstructing their country. 
Iraq has great needs, but also tremendous oil reserves. It should be able to afford 
a lot-so what is the problem? The problem is time. 

It has been five months since the fall of Saddam Hussein. That is a mere 
blink in the 5,000-year history of Iraq. However, without adequate food, water, 
electricity, or a job, five months is more than a lifetime for any individual. Look 
at the uproar in this country over people who have been without power for six 
days, do you-! mean, they're tearing their hair up and down the streets of 
Washington. 

In order to have physical security and political stability, we must do something 
to enable Iraqis to realize their wealth more quickly. It is cheaper, as well as smarter, 
to make them relatively rich than it is for the United States to continue on what, 
in time, if not already, is sure to make us be seen as an "occupying" power. 

Keep in mind that Iran and Syria both have a vested interest in taking advantage 
of Iraqi popular frustration to tum Iraq into Lebanon through guerrilla-type terrorist 
means. And the)' are experts at it. Recent bombings are indicative of how many 
soft targets are available to dedicated terrorists of any stripe. 

In order to move Iraq quickly toward economic independence. there are several 
key steps, the first of which must be to deal with the restructuring of lraqs pre
war debt. 

A country with a prewar GDP of $26 billion, about the same as the annual 
sales of Lowes or 10 percent of Wal-Mart:S sales, cannot service $130 billion in 
debt. plus billions in reparation obligations from their own previous wars. If there 
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is gomg to be any long-term mvc5tmrnt m Iraq, th1s debt will ha\'e to be dealt 
wllh promptly-and not on the normalumetable for the Paris Club process. There 
s1mply Isn't time. 

Ex-lm Bank is working on several initiatives to help Iraq move forward 
economically. In particular, our board has approved a $500 million short-term 
credit line for the new Trade Bank of Iraq 

h1rther out, we are explonng the poss1b1hty of a muhib1lhon dollar, unsecured, 
medium-term cred1t fac1lity that w11l be focused solely on o1l field reconstrucuon 

However, wh1le Iraq's 01! resern:s arc great--even these reserves wont generate 
the money needed today to ensure I raqs success. Pay-as-you-go 1s not hkely to cut it. 

The one thmg I want to com·ey IS that Iraq wHI need approximately $20 bHiion to 
~30 billion m long-term investment to get from the current 1 m1lhon barrels per day 
to 5 m1llion barrels per day of sustmncd 011 production. The request for t hat investment 
must come from the Iraqis. In the end, it IS their oil, and they can usc It as they wish. 

I iowever, if that investment doesn't take place. the American taxpayer will 
end up paying most of Iraq's development bill. If it does take place, Iraq can 
generate for nsclf $20 btl lion to $30 b1lhon to S-+0 b1lhon-plus per year for 1ts 
own dc\'elopmem, dependmg on od pnces and ramping up ume 

E:'<-lm would be willmg and read)' to play a role in supponmg such investment 
wnh regard to our ovm exporters-than. what we do, support our exporters
and we know that many of the 26 ofhCJal OECD export credit agcnc1es arc wilhng 
and able to do the same-the}' talk to us regular!}: Th1s would therefore be a 
mululatcral effort. I emphasize mululatcral. 

With or without governmental support, mvestors will reqUire that the Coalition 
Provisional Authority [CPAI reach some understanding with the Iraqi people on 
the ulumatc benefits o[ foreign cltrcct mvcstmem. It IS not a sunplc problem to 
O\'ercomc the mherem resistance to Western investment m Iraq and throughout, 
for that matter, the Middle East. And mth1s respect, jeff} Bremer, a good man, 
ha5 h1s hands full . 

One possibility IS an ~Alaska '->oluuon .. Attract foreign 111vestmem-m the 
01! sector and other areas-that can pro\lde d1v1dends dtrcctl}' to the cH1zens of 
Iraq. the way the citizens of Alaska get d1v1dends from the1r 01l fields . lmagme 
what S I 0 per person-a week's pay-would mean to the cconom1c life of the 
average Iraqi. There arc 23 mtllion lraq1s. At $10 a head that 1s $230 mtllton
morc than one might think in a country where $2 a day IS the average wage. And 
a lot more if you think of it 111 terms of a famil>' of four. Th1s IS smal l change 
compared to the amounts we arc spendmg now. 

It 1s also possible for Iraq to get value toda}' for future otl revenues through 
vanous forms of secunuzauon 

Let me Cite some history. I already mentioned the Marshall Plan and the 
enormous economic benefits that our country and the world reaped from that 
111vestmcnt. There are some other examples from Ex-1m Bank's past that arc also 
relevant. 
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When Israel was being formed, Ex-lm provided the initial provisional military 
admmistration wtth loans based on the idea that the future government would be 
supported by the United States and was therefore a good risk. 

Then Ex- lm Bank Chairman William McChesney Martin said that Ex-lm 
believed it would have , and 1 quote, "reasonable assurance of repayment because 
the United States is going to support Israel in every reasonable way." The analogy 
to Iraq is directly on point. 

Also. the Bank also utilized an oil and gas framework for Russia so that 
investment in oil infrastructure was possible as the Soviet Union evolved into the 
CIS !Commonwealth of Independent States] and then to Russia. l was at NATO 
!North Atlantic Treaty Organization] during that penod. It all looks simple looking 
backwards; at the time, nobody I knew-! don't think anybody-and nobody l 
knew who knew anybody had any clue of how the Soviet Union was going to 
splinter, and this-what looks backwards like a very simple process would take 
place. Chaos understates the sense of the time. 

ln closing, let me emphasize that Iraqis need to realize some economic value 
today in order to establish the physical security, political stability, and economic 
development their country needs and to which the United States is fully commiued. 

In order for Iraq to achieve self-sufficiency, we Ameticans will need to marshal 
and deploy our economic resources as dfecuvely as we have those of our milita1y. 
Our objective is a vibrant Iraqi economy where jobs and opportunities trump tenor. 

Over the long run , we will need to think more conceptually about how to use 
our wealth, our economic resources, our communication skills, and perhaps some 
unconventional thinking to advance and support our national interests. l am 
confident and. indeed, I have no doubt that we can do this. 

Thank you. And I'll be happ)' to take questions. 

MERRILL: Either you're scared or I'm totally unstimulating. Over here, number 
one in the-somebody else raise their hand , because the mic guy needs to know 
where to go after this. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: My question concems the expon-tmpon part of all this. 
It seems to me that we arc an en01mously powerful nation economically, but we've 
been running a trade imbalance, not just with China, but with everybody else for 
about 30 years-no end in sight. It seems to me that thats a potential Oy in the oint
men! in tenns of our being able to sustain our wealth and the growth that you forecast. 

MERRILL: I've heard that question before. and real short answer, I just don't 
agree with it. l mean. this argument on whether you're beuer to import or export, 
import or export oil, or go your own-half of trade deficit is oil. Another is China, 
which is a special situation; the rest of it comes down to about $500 billion. The 
rest of it comes down to a relatively insignificant amount. I'm not a mercantilist; 
I do not think it is a key issue. Thats where I'm at. 
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AUDIENCE MEMBER: Even if its sustained? Cenainly for a year or two, plus 
I inaudible]? 

MERRILL: I just don't think it matters an awful lot compared to the sheer 
growth of the U.S. economy. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Guy Dinmore of the Financial Times. Sony, I'm over 
on your left. 

MERRILL: Okay. Thats a long way over there. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I can see you on the screen. No, I can't. 
You mentioned in your speech the possibility of the securitization oflraqi oil. 

I believe this is a very controversial subject. 

MERRILL: Yeah, I've gonen a lot of heat for iL. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: And it appears that the CPA, for the moment, has set 
this aside for the future Iraqi administration to decide on, which of course by 
then would be rather too late. How, practically, would you do it? And, in more 
concrete terms, what do you have in mind? 

MERRILL: The practical issue is very simple. I mean, my desk, which is 
quite a large desk, it was jesse jones' desk. Its sort of an icon. This thing is bigger 
than a super double bed and overlooks the White House. This desk has people 
pounding on it every day because its big. There are oilmen, plus Bulgarians, Czechs, 
Romanians, Poles, pounding on the desk saying, "We go in there, we can fix Iraq. 
I got 300 guys; I'll put them in as Iraqi oil-field workers. I'll get those oil fields 
running. just give me a contract." Have to lend to somebody. Who [am !]to lend 
to? It has to be lent to some entity of the Iraqi people. So the political issue of 
who to lend to, to hire the contractors, is issue number one. 

But the big issue is the political issue. We do not want to be seen as having 
taken over Iraq in order to produce Western oil or for Western oil companies, not 
just United States oil companies, Western oil compames or international. The 
problem is to create an entity in Iraq that will be politically acceptable to Iraqis 
and will attract private foreign investment. I met last week in London with three 
of the-well, the presidents of Shell and BP and three of the 10 largest banks in 
the world; they all said the same thing. We're interested. We want to go. Same 
thing, the oilmen said. We're waiting to see what kind of commercial code they 
have. We'll wait and see; we'll buy things short term, up to a year, but we're not 
going to put in $10 or $15 billion unless we know that what we put it in for is 
going to be there 5, 10 years from now. That political issue is a critical issue. So 
the issue, like I said, I repeat it. It's a thing for the Iraqis to decide for themselves. 
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We hope the> will dectde tt because its thetr oil and thetr money. The world needs 
thetr otl. They can produce 5 or 6 mil !ton barrels a day relattvely eastly tlthey can 
attract the mvestmem to produce tt. It would still be thetr otl. But thcr have to 
want it. Polittcaltssue, not economic tssuc. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER Rtchard Scncotta, I'm a demographer and I work for 
a pubhc health organization m town. Population Action lntemauonal. the founder 
of which was Maj. Gen William Draper, and hts son was once head of the Ex-1m 
Bank. 

MERRILL. Oh, yeah Btll Draper. hcs a friend, and there's a wonderful 
magazine called Ame1ican Drmograplucs. pubhshed tn Ithaca. New York, "hich I 
happen to read rcgularl}. and I happen to be a Cornell alumnus. 

AUDIFNCE MEMBER: As a mancr of fact , a couple of the things you talked 
about,n's easy for a demographer to key in on. One of them. you talked about the 
large numbers of youth m some of these countnes. pantcularly Iraq and throughout 
that area, and Africa as well. Secondly, you talk about a family of four. Well, in 
Iraq, of course. its about a family of about seven, if you count the grandfather 
who's livmg in there. So my question is, really, how docs foreign aid rit in with 
your t>'pcs of mvcstmem? Because you want to put these young men to work, but 
m the meanumc, the populauon of Iraq, tf tt conunues to grow at the speed tt is, 
nght now. ll would double m about 25 years. With a large proportion of youth, 
ns very dtfficult to employ. Pantcularl)', l mean, even the cases in Saud t Arabia, 
where they've been unable to put a lot of educated people to work. 

MERRILL: That fact that the Saudts have 5,000 corrupt pnnces tS a different 
set of issues. I satd specifically, I didn't come to talk about foreign atd I would 
rather bite off the answer to thts by saymg, that 30 years ago we had a blllton 
people m the First World , now we have 2 billion of 6 billion in the First World. 
Twenty years from now we'll have 3 billion of 7 billion in the First World. And, so 
we're makmg progress There's still the same number of hungry, stck, and ttred 
people out there. And l don't have a good answer for that And if you have one, 
publish ll somewhere and send ll to me. 

NOLAN [inaudible] 

MERRILL I didn't sa} that, you satd that, somebody satd earher-1 m wtllmg 
to take qucsuons as long as people want to ask them. but I don't want to overrun 
my welcome. So let people-you're in charge. Heres the chief of staff of the Army
he ought to he in charge Arc you in charge? l hope I'm m charge of the bank. 
They don·tthmk I'm in charge of the bank over there, they thmk the}''re m tharge 
of the bank. 
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•\UOIENCE MEMBER: Good afternoon, s1r. CapL.jJm Sadler. I'm currently a 
fellow at SA IS, johns Hopkms, here m the c11 y. 

MERRILL: I hope you're one ol my Merrill fellows there. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Sir, m)' quesuon to you is, is the Unncd States 
lookmg at securiuzmg the debt of Iraq , much hke we d1d 1n t-.lcxlcO m 1994, 
m order to relieve that debt. and get that burden off the1r back sooner or IS 11 

more looking toward debt reducuon m a mululateral sense' And 111} second 
question is, to get the direct nwcstmem that we need in Iraq, arc the> lookmg 
to stabilize the currency so that will attract investors much hke a peg, or 
going tO let it noat for a while 10 gel the investment quickly IntO Iraq? 

MI:RRILL: Those are two pn::tt)' sophisticated quesuons and th1s is a large 
audience 

Let me deal with the second one f1rs1 . The 1ssue of restructunng or canceling or 
suspendmg a debt ism the process of debate wahm the Umted States government. 
We ha\'e a polic}'. the Treasur) Oepanment handles It, of scnchng thmgs to what$ 
called the Paris Club-they wnLe the debt off m two or three years You asked the 
people nmmng the United States Ann) whether the}' think the> ha"e two or three 
years 10 get control m Iraq. I doni thmk we have two or three years. Therefore, my 
suggestions have been to move much more qUickly. I take the position-not the 
admmistrmions position, I want to be clear-that war cancels all debts. I think we 
chd not ind1ct the fighter pilots who bombed japan for trespassing m restriCled 
airspace. Ithmk we did not deal with M11subishi or Krupt on the bas1s of honoring 
all prewar contracts. But It d1d take some time to work those things out. Its an 
interesting case; as a practical matter, no outside investor 1s gomg to invest long 
tenn m Iraq 1f the money is gomg to go to repay debt. Smce they can't repa}' debt, 
whats gomg to happen, IS any o1lthats produced after. lthmk, 2007, ItS a temporary 
U:--J moratorium, its only two or three years, w11l be seized by a plague of lawyers in 
htcrally C\'ery country in the world because 01! is fungible. So the atl!>wcr is, restructure 
It now very qUickly, outside the Pans Club. 

With respect to the Mexican gas framework and so fonh, l tust think it's 
more complicated than we want to deal with it here and now. I'd rather just 
say no than start a more sophisticated discussion than I think our leaders here 
wish. 

NOLAN. Thank you so much I hate to interrupt }'OU because I could listen 
to you all afternoon, but could you please JOm me m thanking ~tr 1\lcrnll for a 
wonderful presentation? 

MERRILL: Thank you. I apprecl<llC that. Back to you. 
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Panel Charter 

journalists, when they do their job, function both as a mirror on contem
porary evenlS and a distant early-warning system. They provide a fresh and 
independent view of items that are high on the national agenda, as well as infor
mation that the public did not expect or seek on matters they should wam to be 
aware. The essence of journalism is to dig out the news-a task that duting the 
zero-sum days of the Cold War era seems, in retrospect, to have been a straight
forward endeavor. But after the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989 and the replace
ment of a bipolar, competitive world system by a sole remaining superpower, 
the world has had to be redefined-event-by-event and story-by-story. lroni
cally, even as U.S. innuence reached new heights and the role of the United 
States became indispensable in the fanhest reaches. the public, as perceived by 
editors, began to lose imerest in foretgn affairs. This was all the more surprising 
as reporters and their audiences m the United States, thanks to education, free 
trade, and extensive personal travel, reached a new level of sophistication. Add
ing to the challenge to journalists is the obv10us factor that, in a period of change, 
developmems that eventually will have the greatest impact are not always spot
ted when they occur. When an empire collapses, security vacuums readily de
velop along the periphery and, if allowed to persist, can tempt local factions to 
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Left to right: Roy Gillman, His/tam Me/hem, Dan Mu1phy, 
Steve LeVine, and Douglas Farah 

encourage nationalism and war. What had been the periphery suddenly be
comes center stage. 

During the early 1990s, reporters on the scene got their stories into print or 
on the air during the rise of extremist nationalism that led to wars and atrocities 
in the Balkans and, to a lesser extent, during the Rwandan genocide. But, with 
few exceptions, nothing like that occurred in South Asia in the second pan of the 
decade. Kashmiri separatists and their targets were dying at the rate of 50 per 
week. One atrocity too many could trigger a conventional war on the subconti
nem, which could go thermonuclear. with vast repercussions. But other than 
nuclear and missile tests, the underlying political developments received scant 
attention in the media. In Africa, two million or more Congolese died in the past 
four years as a consequence of the breakdown in public health services during the 
Rwandan and Ugandan occupations of eastern Congo, but that horror story never 
made it into the public consciousness in this coumry. Finally. after capturing Kabul 
in 1996, the Taliban displaced hundreds of thousands of civilians by force and 
were responsible for enormous war crimes. Osama bin Laden, seeing an opponu
mty to make himself indispensable, threw his resources and his loyal, trained 
personnel imo the war effort. But little of this was reponed at the time. 

The journalists on this panel are field reporters, used to navigating through 
the weed patch on the lookout for the ground-level developments that will 
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have major impact. The emphasis in every presentation will be on the devel
opments and trends the public should be aware of but may not have adequately 
appreciated. 

Discussion Points 

• In the Islamic world , what are the upheavals that are foreseeable and which 
ones are not? 

• In Central Asia, is the belt of instability emerging from the post-Cold War 
secutity vacuum? 

• In Arghanistan, what are the problems in establishing a political frame
work and a modern order after the fall of the Taliban? 

• In Africa, will the pesky local wars drag the United States in, sooner or 
later? 

Summaty 

• journalists in a free society have the task of identifying the trends and 
developments that domestic political leaders may prefer to ignore or play down. 
That maxim applies more than ever in the complex international environment 
that the United States has faced since September ll. In the spi1it of telling it like 
it is and presenting on-the-ground realities, four international affairs reponers 
gave their unvarnished reports on as many pans of the world: 

l. Hisham Melhem of the Lebanese daily, As-Safir, provided an overview 
of Arab world attitudes toward the United States. 

2 . Steve LeVine of the Wall Streetjournal described the challenges to U.S. 
policy in Central Asia. 

3. Dan Murphy of the Cl11istian Science Monitor discussed Indonesia's small 
wars and how they promote the rise of tenorist groups. 

4. Douglas Farah of the Washington Post discussed the turmoil in West 
Africa, where some states have effectively become criminal enterprises and opened 
their gates to criminals of every type. 

• There were a number of highlights in the presentations: 
1. The United States is an indispensable player in every region on Earth 

today, but in many places, it is not playing its role effectively In some instances, 
the focus on "getting evil-doers" like Saddam Hussein, while it may have the 
approval of the domestic U.S. audience, is having an opposite and, indeed, coun
terproductive impact in Islamic countries. 

2. The situation is especially dire in Indonesia, where distrust of the United 
States now dominates the thinking of the educated elites. This is a complete re
versal from just five years ago. 

3. From the perspective of the Arab world, the Uniled States is reaching 
beyond its grasp when it sets Western-style democracy as its goal in Iraq. 
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4. ln West Africa, Americas hands-off policy has been ineffective, and the 
deterioration of government has provided a breeding ground for terrorist money 
laundering and other operations detrimental to U.S. security. 

5. American policr in Central Asia is riddled by inconsistencies that 
greally reduce U.S. innuence, but hard bargaining over international loans and 
the establishment of bases could reswre human rights and help those societies 
find equilibrium. 

Roy Gutman, Adjunct Professor, Medill School of journalism, 
Northwestern University 

• Moderator Roy Gutman of Northwestern University$ Mcdill School of jour
nalism opened by suggesting that states located on what used to be regarded as 
the periphery of the East-West confrontalion have become the center of the new 
world disorder-there is no periphery any longer. ln this comext, he suggested 
that lumping problem areas into the category of "failed states'' is no longer a 
useful cmerptise. 

• An earlier panel lcCt no doubt that there is no clear definition of a "failed 
state" and as many as 50 states fall into this category or the category of •· failing 
states." Too often when a state is designated as failed, it goes off the radar screen; 
what is needed is a more dynamic description that indicates the role for U.S. foreign 
policy intervemion. As an alternative, Gutman proposed classifying trouble spots 
according to where there is a power vacuum-a situation that may lead to civil war, 
or a security vacuum-a situation that could lead to an international war. Those arc 
the places that will present the greatest potential threats in this era because small, 
obscure wars can mask far greater threats: larger wars, war crimes, crimes against 
humamty and genocide, the drug trade, criminal enterprise, and terrorism. Those 
failed or failing states at war or on the b1ink of war are the locauons where the U.S. 
government must develop and pursue an eiTective foreign policy. 

Hisham Mel hem, As-Saflr and AI-Arabiya Television 

• Hisham Melhem noted that the United States, until relatively recently, had 
a unique position among great powers, for it alone had no colonial legacy in the 
Arab or Muslim world. But today, anu-Americanism is "like a religion." There are 
two reasons. The first is what he perceived as unqualified U.S. suppon for Israel, 
not only for Israel's right to exist, but for lsraei:S conquest of Arab teJTitory-an 
rssue that resonates wnh Arabs, Muslims, and nationalists "from Casablanca to 
Cairo to Karachi." The second factor is American suppon for autocratic, repres
sive, and totalitarian regimes dating back half a century. 

• When Washington invades Iraq in order to establish democracy, many 
Arabs view the aspiration with cymcism "and even worse than cynicism." In the 
eyes of many Arabs, the sufferings of the Iraqi people were caused by the UN 
sanctions; and they too easily overlook the brutality of the Saddam Hussem re
gime. In the negative mood that now prevails, the Unned States is seen as invad-
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ing the reg1on usmg its cuhur~. the mformalion revolution, tts economlt power 
;ls wdl <IS its military might. 

• With this in mind, m the war against tenor. it IS vitnl to dtflcrentiate 
between two kmds of terror. Not all terrorists are alike. One type IS the meta
physical. unrelenting, irrational, radical, and violent terronst. There is "no po
hucal compron11Sefl wnh thts kmd of terror; coercion is the only response. But 
the second kind of terror denves from legitimate poliltcal causes-from the 
Front de Liberation Nauonale, or H '\!,and the liberauon of Algena to the struggle 
agamst apartheid in South Alnca from Israel$ foundmg to Chechnya today: 
examples of such legitimate causes abound Prestdent Bush's assertion that Pal
est me should not be born out of nolence IS unrealistic; the Unncd !:>tates and 
Israel were born out of viOlence. "You cannot reduce those to a core issue of 
terronsm," smd Melhem. 

• From Palestine to Kashmtr, what is required is not so much the use of 
force, but the provtsion of "a polttical horizon"-something that has been lacking 
since the discourse on terror began after September 11. 

• U.S. policy in Iraq would be best served by lowenng the auns to a more 
praCllcallevel. The alternauvc, aU ':1 fa1lurc m Iraq. would have almost unthmk
ablc consequences. Mel hem satd, "I am ternfied when lthmk of the consequences 
of an Amencan debacle or fatlure m Iraq today .... Th1s would be trulr a htstonc 
(hsaster' m whtch victory would be claimed by Osama bin Laden, radtcals in 
Iran, and terronsts the world over 

• But it is time to '"lower the cellmg" and stan planning more pracucall}. A 
decade hence, Iraq w1ll not be Sweden, or Switzerland, the Umtcd States, or 
Germany. It is naive to thmk that Iraq will become the model for the Arab 
world "Let us not chase after Jeffersonians. Let's not be naive and think we 
can c'pon our great system and make Baghdad on the Euphrates Sllntlar to 
\Vashtngton on the Potomac It atnt gomg to happen," Melhcm stated 

• Instead. the Unned States should focus on Arab reformers and l\lushm 
rcfom1ers and encourage them to help redes1gn and rebutld the1r soc1eues ac
cordmg to democratic models that the)' w11l have to develop 

___!?an Murphy, The Chrisllan Scicna Momtor 

• Dan Murphy, who has spent the last decade m Indoncsta, said the war 
on terror has damaged Amencas reputation and mnuence in the world's most 
populous Muslim country and throughout Southeast Asia. The snuauon has 
degenerated. lndonesta is in desperate need of American help as 11 moves 
toward democracy, but U.S. foretgn poltcy. the invasion of Iraq, and the con
unued ftghtmg between lsraelts and Palesunians has weakened Washington's 
ablltt} to lend a helping hand . ul don't ha\'e a smgle lndonestan Musltm fnend 
an}·more who belie\'Cs Amenca IS a force for good in the world," he s:ud. 

• \\'hat IS needed ts a U.S. fore1gn policy focused on endmg the ethntc con
filets that the Indonesian government and n11litary have managed so badly. 
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• These small wars in obscure comers of the archipelago. such as Maluku, 
have become a platform providing training, sustenance, and an infrastructure to 
local extremist organizations affiliated with al Qaeda. In these Conner Spice Is
lands, where fighting broke out between Christians and Muslims in l999, police 
and military units joined the different sides, seeming to cancel out each other. 
More than half-a-million people were displaced. In that mnnoil, the jemaah 
Islamiya (J 1), which has received a! Qaeda training and funding, set up shop. The 
j I was unknown to outsiders at the time but \vas a covert, disciplined group de
voted to creating a theocracy uniting Islamic parts of Southeast Asia, from south
ern Thailand to the southern Philippines. No one really noticed them, and most 
observers discounted the religious overtones of the conOict and the jihadi ambi
tions of its fighters. "Boy. was I wrong," said Murphy. The conflict provided "fer
tile ground for recruiting and training operatives and will cominue to have an 
impact for years to come." 

• The war is now over, but men who served with the Jl in Maluku have 
participated in every major terrorist attack attributed to thejl, which began with 
the bombing of almost 20 Christian churches on Christmas Eve 2000. Jl has 
bombed train stations in Manila, an airport on Mindanao, killed 202 people in 
the attack on two Bali nightclubs, and arranged the auack in August 2003 on the 
Marrioll Hotel in jakarta. Maluku will function for an entire generation of South
east Asian men as Afghanistan did for the "Afghan Arabs." 

• What could the United States do? The Maluku conflict also played a 
key role in the development of Jl's ideological framework and skills base. Jl 
even used the occasion to put out the conspiracy theory that the United States 
and its allies were trying to "Ch ristianize" Indonesia. looking back, it can be 
said that jl moved in as opportunists after the conflict had spira led out of 
control, trying to shape the war to its own goals. What allowed this to happen 
was the failure of the Indonesian state and the corruption and incompetence 
of Indonesian forces. which all seemed to encourage the conflict because they 
created economic opportunities for the J I. The answer to this crisis is to make 
every possible effort to stop the conflicts, for the Indonesian government to 
uphold the law, and for Indonesians to hold those in power accountable for 
their performance. 

• U.S. influence has declined dramaucally, starting wilh the invasion of Af
ghanistan and snowballing after the invasion of Iraq. U.S. credibility is at its low
est point. Many Indonesians believe America is "engaged in a hostile imperial 
experiment." Indonesia is engaging in a brutal and counterproductive strategy, 
and respected scholars contend that current U.S. policy provides tailor-made pro
paganda for the radical minority 

• With so few diplomatic cards to play, the United States will have a very 
difficult time ahead. The day may come, say, in 15 years, when the United States 
needs LO establish a major military presence in the region. 

• The question is: What will the reception be like? 
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Steve LeVine, The Wall Street journal 

• The challenge for U.S. policy m the "S tans" of Central Asw
Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, TaJikistan, Kyrgyzstan and Turkmenistan, as well as 
Azerbaijan-Is more one of developing a steady. predictable long-term policy 
than of puttmg om the fires of war, according to Steve LeVine The United 
States stands to benefit sigmficanlly if the situation turns around in the differ
ent states of the region. Pakistan's General Pervez Musharraf has to put an end 
to ·home-grown jihadtsm." Kazakhstan's President Nursuhan Nazarbare,· has 
to establish a stable government Many stgns are negative Azcrbatpn has now 
estabhshed a ruling post-Commumst dynasty, and Uzbekistan's President Is
lam Karimov. resisting all reform, seems to be taking the country With him 
down a slippery slope. 

• One thing is certain: The Stans will either succeed or fail by themselves. 
The various presidents sneer at what they regard as U.S. nannying. Threats, pleas, 
and persuasion do not have a great record of success. 

• fhe tool the United States should use is straight quid pro quo tradmg, 
using the cards ll has to play: the European Bank for Reconstruction and Devel
opment loans. the lnternauonal Monetary Funds economic support and other 
multtlateral finance. That smd. tf the Pentagon turns temporary m1htary bases 
permanent and prolongs other m1htary relationships, "What w1ll you get for that 
from, say. Kanmov, or from Kyrgyzstan's Askar Akaevr LeVmc asked 

• Today the region is at a crossroads. Two of the regions presidents, in 
Kazakhstan and Azerbaijan, arc uninchctcd co-conspirawrs m U.S. criminal cases 
for receiving payments from U.S. companies. Azerbaijan. despite the opening of 
the new Baku-Ceyhan oil pipeline in 18 months. has done nothing to prepare its 
economy for the likely decline of its oil income now in about 12 years. and the 
talk on the street is of gomg back to war wJth Armenia over Nagorno-Karabakh. 
Pakistan contmues to host some of the worlds most dangerous rad1cals, includ
ing fug1t1ves who killed Wall Street journal reporter Damcl Pearl 

• U.S. polic)', howe,•er, has been inconsistent. Can \Vashmgton lecture 
Azerbatpn and Kazakhstan on the need for transparent btdd111g when ll awards 
Halhbunon an enormous, no-b1d contract' The presidents of the )tnns "realize 
that the dog is almost all bark." 

• The United States gained little 111 exchange for its a1cl buildup 111 Uzbekistan 
except for a military payoff; though Karimov has little threat at home. he contin
ues to crack down against opposition, while the standard of liv111g continues to 
plummet and anger IS growing in the country. U.S. and UN officials th111k they 
have made a connection with Kanmov, but, m fact. "no one e\·cr got through to 
Islam Kanmov." Pakistan, by comparison. is on the way to real cconom1c growth 
and has made small steps toward elected government. 

• What the United States should do rs requ1re a qutd pro quo. In K)·rgyzstan. 
this means that in exchange for openmg a m1htary base, the Unttcd ':>tates would 
requ1rc the release of oppositiOn leader Felix Kulov. ln Uzbekistan, there should 
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be a concrete IMF (International Monetary Fund) program and amnesty for thou
:;ands who were Imprisoned merely for bemg pious Mushms. In Pakistan, the 
Unaed States should requ1re a complete chsmamling of the jlhach apparatus. 

Douglas C. Farah, The Wmlungton Post 

• Douglas Farah began by taking 1ssue wnh the comment columnist 
Charles Kramhammer made at the opcnmg panel of the conference , staung 
that Llhena and other countnes 111 West Africa do not matter because the) arc 
not and w1ll not pose a threat to L S. mterests. Libena, c,·en before Charles 
Taylor came to power, was a funcuon111g cnmmal enterpnse, and Taylor has 
set about gaining control over the diamond fields of S1erra Leone, Farah said. 
Ta>lor's instrument is war-war at home and war in Stcrra Leone. As the situ
ation in the region has detcnorated, it has become an auractive local ion for al 
Qaeda to take advantage. 

• West Arrica exemplifies Gutman's observation that so-called penph
cral st,\les arc not peripheral at all because the)' are the breeding grounds for 
war and terror. In the nllstaken hehef that there are no strategic interests at 
stake, the U.S. government has all but abandoned the regwn mterms of 111tel
hgence gathenng, despue the fact u 1s 111 such suuauons that terronsts best 
nounsh Following al Qaeda's attacks on two U.S. embaSSieS 111 East Afnca 
dunng August 1998, the U.S. government froze some $220 1mlhon in I ali ban 
and al Qaeda assets in the Un1tcd )t:ues. That was when al Qacda sent a high
level envoy to Liberia buying d1amonds and other commodities, and Taylor 
wanted weapons, which he was able to import with the help of Russian busi
nessman V1ctor Bout. The other example of a failed state presumably being 
used by terrorists is the Democratic Republic of Congo, formerly Zaire. All 
the maJOr commodiues flow abroad withom control-diamonds to Zimba
bwe and South Africa, umber to Uganda. and other, presumably ,·aluable com
mod Illes. on direct fl1ghts from an obscure airport 111 the south of the counll") 
to the Unned Arab Emirates. 1\Jonh Korea IS looking for uramum m southern 
Congo. 'There are a host of thmgs that arc gomg on that we s1mply have no 
1dea of the1r magnitude," Farah sa1d . 

• What can be done about rcg1ons that turn into economic activity zones 
for cnminals and terrorists? The best sanctions arc the targeted trnvcl bans 
and freezing of bank accounts, not general sanctions. '·Name and shame" 
can work. What is most important IS to begin to pay attenuon to these places. 
More and more. criminal orgamzauons, alhed with tcrronst organizations, 
do not JUSt traffic in weapons and commodities, but 111 people. drugs. and 
everything else "When the pressure builds up in one place, "the> 're going 

to be mo,·mg to these countries that we constder penpher;tl and where they 
know we don't ha,·e much Interest and that we think arc at the edge of our 
mtcrests. " 
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Question-and-Answer Period 

• Gutman asked whether other panelists agreed there should be a new fo
cus on the so-called periphery. LeVine responded that it would be wrong to focus 
exclusively on the periphery "because you don't know where your big risks are 
going to come from. " However, Krauthammer's comment that there are pans o[ 
the world that can be safely written off because they don't matter today, never 
mattered in the past, and never will mauer in the future "is, from my experience 
out in the world, foolish.' ' Terrorists in this era of globalization can develop through 
small cells in these states that are over the horizon or on the periphery. Areas that 
are not under the control of a central government become breeding grounds for 
terrorist groups. "If we ignore them, they w1ll not ignore us, and they will come to 

visit, as we have seen on 9/11." 
• Most questions from the audience related to the war in Iraq. The first 

questioner asked for a critique of al-jazeera from a peer perspective. Mel hem was 
quite critical, companng the satellite television channel to Dubai, where it is lo
cated. "just as Dubai is a virtual city ... at al-jazeera, you have a people who live 
111 a compound and who have absollllely no contact with the people." Some o( the 
programs are shouting matches like the 'jerry Springer Show." The problem IS 
that JOUrnalism in the Arab world seems geared to the lowest common denomina
tor and rarely challenges the powers-that-be , and their news judgment on occa
sion is outrageous. They have given a platform to "a bunch of masked men" incit
ing violence against the Iraqi people, and they have aired audiotape or videotape 
that someone has tossed in their laps with no editorial judgment and with no 
thought on the incendiary message it has. "Every time Osama opens his mouth, 
he curses the jews, curses the Christians-and, by the way, there are about 14 
million Arab Christians,'· Melhem said. 

• On the question of what the Unned States should do about it, Gutman 
said, without wanting to advise the government on how to handle the press, it is 
important that when the media err or distort the facts, that those with knowledge 
of the facts write a leuer of complaint. "Use that as your tool," he said. But the 
idea of bannmg a satellite network from covering the governing council in Baghdad 
was a "knee-jerk" reaction. "Get them when they're wrong. Make It known. Make 
it public. Shame them. And on the whole, the media will have to try to come back 
to doing serious professional work." 

• A member of the audience asked if the media self-censored during the 
combat phase in Iraq and now was withholding positive news stories. Gutman 
replied that the deal for embedded reporters was not to reveal anythmg about 
future operations or specific locations. From the Pentagon's perspective. there 
was "a lot of very positive reponing" coming out. but It isn't clear that reporters 
were withholding critical or negative stories. Farah noted that "a lot of the nega
tive" reports originate with American sources. "I think if we weren't reporung on 
people bemg killed and such, it would have been gross negligence." Right now, 
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"there isn't a lot of time to have happy news stories when you see people getting 
shot at and people dying and troops unhappy." 

• Gutman added that as the situation settles down and gets less chaotic, cul
tural and other stories would creep into the mix; however, at present, reporters note 
thatlhings have gone wrong and could get much, much worse and feel a compul
sion to uncover why things are going wrong. "How could there have been this lack 
of planning? How could the civilian leadership have made the assumptions they 
did about the rosy outcome, the crowds cheering in the streets?" Reporters "are all 
really worried." They are trying to figure out "how do we sound the alam1 bell to the 
extent that it has to be sounded that things are as serious as they are?" 

• Murphy said he was traveling to Baghdad in four days and if things are 
getting dramatically better, he would report it; but if they are getting worse or 
stagnating, he would report that as well. 

• Another audience member asked what the United States could do to 
wm Iraq into a model for the entire Islamic community. Melhem replied that 
the United States rarely makes sufficient use of what Harvard scholar Joseph 
Nye cal led "soft power"-culture, education, and its own example of observing 
the rule of law and the rights granted in the American Constitution and the Bill 
of Rights. He urged the United States to support Arab and Muslim reformers. 
The United States dtd not do enough to demand release of an Egyptian-Ameri
can scholar arrested on trumped-up charges. "How come you didn't even save 
the man with American citizenship who is known internationally?" he asked. In 
general, the U.S. attitude on the reformers is to help them but not try to lead 
them. "You are not going to change the Arabs or the Muslim world," but they 
must change themselves. "We have done it before and we should be able to do 
it again,~ he said. But the reformers have to do the work. "They have to em
power themselves and do it. The only thing you can do is help them and ... 
don't compound the challenge and make it more difficult." To assume the Un ited 
States can do the job is a case of naivete. Iraq is a hodgepodge of minorities and 
groups, and it is extremely difficult to replicate the U.S. success in Germany 
and Japan after World War ll. In this instance it is not clear that the neighbor
hood wants the United States to succeed. 

• Melhem said his main objection to the war was what would happen the 
day after. Militarily, the United States has the most lethal military machine that 
the world has ever known. But the challenge to the United States is the day 
after. 

Analysis 

Because its participants are current or former journalists, one is not surprised 
by Panel2's charter descriptton of journalism as a mirror on contemporary events 
and an early-warning system that provides fresh and independent views of items 
that are htgh on the national agenda. This potential structural bias not withstand-



PANEL 2 99 

ing, the panelists offered often candid assessments of the ability of the profession 
to provide balanced reporting. 

Panel moderator Roy Gutman offered two thoughts for further developmem 
by the ensuing presentations. First, he opined that the states that were once con
sidered on the "peripheryn as far as U.S. national security interests were con
cerned are now at the "center." He also suggested that use of the term "failed 
state" has become counterproductive since its use induces one to conclude that 
failed states are "geostrategically" insignificant. He argued that placing countries 
in the failed state category results in the United States turning its interest away at 
a time when failed states pose serious global security challenges. He argued fur
ther that the focus of U.S. national security policy should be on states at war, 
either internal or external, because those wars provide a cover for far worse things, 
such as international terrorism. 

Gutman~ propositions are intriguing. Has what used to be called the periph
ery become the center and the center the periphery? Should the United States 
adjust its national security policy and public diplomacy away from the great pow
ers and toward the disenfranchised states that are not serious prospects for mem
bership in the global community of nations? 

Clearly, great power politics should remain the centerpiece of U.S. national 
security policy and diplomacy, but the United States should not let the opportuni
ties presented by this era of relative great power comity slip through its fingers. The 
center remains the center and the periphery the periphery, but, metaphorically, the 
United States has ascended a level or two up Maslow$ hierarchy. Consequently, the 
United States now has the opportunity to meaningfully address peripheral security 
issues that were once much lower priorities. However, one should not discount the 
national trauma occasioned by the attacks of September 11. If, indeed, inauention 
to peripheral states such as Afghanistan leads to their becoming breeding grounds 
for a fom1 of international terrorism that threatens the very core of American values 
and aspirations, then the strategic stgnificance of those states surely must factor into 
any U.S. intervention or other engagement calculus. 

Hisham Melhem reminded conference panicipants that an ample reservoir 
of Arab and Muslim goodwill toward Americans once existed. It derived mostly 
from an awareness that the United States was the sole Western power without a 
colonial legacy in the Arab and Muslim worlds. He observed that very linle good
will toward America can be found in those regions today. He stated that the dis
like of America is not rooted in religion. It is rooted in the disdain for American 
foreign policy vis-a-vis the Israeli and the Palestinian issue; suppon, in general, 
for what he views as an expansionist Israel; support for autocratic and repressive 
regimes in the Arab and Muslim worlds over the past 50 years to assure access to 
oil; and, most recently, signs of American imperialism in the invasions of Afghani
stan and Iraq and the spread of American culture. 

The fruit of such nearsighted policies is the suffering of millions, such as that 
which occurred in Iraq for decades while the United States supponed, or at least 
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tolerated, the Hussein regime. Some might even argue that radical Islam is not 
compatible with democracy and that a state such as Afghanistan under the Tali ban 
offered no hope for transition to a republic founded upon representative govern
ment in which all adult individuals participate. Others would argue further that 
Islamic fundamentalism impedes economic progress and prevems theocratic states 
from entering the global community on an economically competitive basis. Evi
dence to the contrary does not abound. 

According to Melhem, as the spread of American culture-or, more appro
priately, the spread of Western civilization-<:ontinues tO expand, prosper, and 
nourish, the Islamic world is not experiencing such prospe1ity. While Samuel 
Huntingwns claim of a "clash of civilizations" may be an exaggeration for effect, 
clearly. many islamic states are stmggling in this age of globalization. As the world 
becomes smaller and smaller through improved transportation and communica
tions systems, cultural imerchange and hybridization are becoming inescapable, 
except for the most closed societies. The Arab and Islamic states might be beuer 
served by viewmg the situation as the globalization of cultures rather than a huge 
invaston, as Melhem characterized it. 

Mel hem compared teJTorism to crime, stating that society will never be able 
to eradicate either completely. He also noted that the tactic of suicide bombing 
was developed by secularists, not lslamics. He observed that ten·orist groups dif
fer in their methods and purposes, and, therefore, each must be handled through 
unique, tailored strategies. Political engagement may be appropriate for terrorism 
born of legitimate political causes; however, for the "metaphysical, unrelenting, 
irrational" groups, there can be no political compromise. 

ln the global war on terror, Mel hem appeared to believe the ends justify the 
means. From a Western perspective, the focus of the "war~ is not on competing 
political aspirations. It is a concerted effort to stop a method of conOict resolution 
that is seen as barbaric-that is, the intentional killing and tenorizing of innocem 
nonbelligerents in order to terrOJize a population. The focus is on stopping the 
inhumane method employed. not on prevailing politically. The legitimacy of the 
underlying political objective, if any, cannot JUStify the method employed. One 
mans terronst IS not another mans freedom fighter, as some have claimed. A 
terrorist is a terrorist. 

Melhems remarks concerning Iraq agreed with those of the most respected 
M1ddle Eastern expens. If the U.S.-led stabilization and reconstruction project in 
Iraq fails, the consequences surely will be disastrous. However, the United States 
cannot reasonably expect Iraq to become like Sweden, S\vitzerland. or Germany. 
The most the international community, including Iraq, should hope to achieve is 
a somewhat representative government that is not a threat to its neighbors and 
respects the rights of its citizens. The longer the United States delays in adjusting 
its expectations and those of the Iraqi people, the more difficult its task becomes. 

Dan Murphy observed that the war on terror has severely damaged the stat
ure of the United States throughout Southeast Asia, and parucularly in Indonesia. 
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He assessed the terrorist movement in Indonesia to be an adjunctLO al Qaeda. He 
believed that without U.S. help Indonesia has liule chance of becoming a func
tioning democracy and lamented that, at this juncture, when Indonesia so des
perately needs American help, America's ability to help is the weakest it has ever 
been. This is partially a resulL of Muslim reaction to America's declared war on 
terror, which is perceived to be directed mostly agamst Muslims. The American 
invasion and occupation of Afghanistan and Iraq also have turned many Indone
sians against the United States, as has the swing 111 U.S.-Middle East policy to
ward Israel. Murphy feared that Indonesia will become a breeding ground for 
terrorists who will threaten U.S. national security in serious ways. 

Murphy descnbed a serious state of affairs in Indonesia but offered no policy 
initiatives as potential remedies. His often-graphic description based on personal 
involvement in the Indonesian society should be a clarion call to action. Many 
strategists have suggested that the center of gravity of the war on terror is moder
ate Islam. Were the Islamic population of Indonesia to slide from moderation into 
radicalism, the consequences would be incalculable. 

It is possible that Murphy erred by suggesting that because Indonesians hold 
America in less esteem than in the past that U.S. policies are wrongheaded and 
offensive to Indonesians and legitimately increased attraction to terrorism. Could 
it be that the Indonesian government has a responsibility to educate the people of 
Indonesia that terrorism is anathema to the rules by which the civilized world 
functions? Ts it not the duty of Indonesians to act as responsible world citizens 
and follow the rule of law. while seeking to change those portions of the imerna
tional order with which they disagree through means considered legitimate by 
the international community? It may not be logical to suggest that since Indone
sian discontent is based on U.S. foreign policy and leads Indonesian citizens to 

turn to terrorism , then U.S. policies are illegitimate because they indirecLiy foster 
terrorism. 

Steve LeVine, commenting on Central Asia, Pakistan, and Azerbaijan, stated 
that the region is at a ''[geopolitical! intersection and so is U.S. policy toward it. " 
He assessed that the states within the region will "succeed or fail by themselves," 
but, in a seemingly contradictory way, stated that the United States has hard cards 
to play to influence the regions development. He proposed that the United States 
rely on a strict quid pro quo approach to affect regional governments. His ratio
nale is that regional leaders are so intent on preserving their positions of power 
that they will act only in narrow self-interest when the cost-benefit calculation IS 

sufficiently favorable . 
LeVine's prescription for U.S. security policy for the region seems to place 

insufricient emphasis on a crucial factor: U.S. policy is not based on the narrow 
self-interest of its political leaders but on broad, enduring national values and the 
imerests derived from them. Consequently, U.S. leaders are not predisposed to 
making deals with regional leaders who oppress their peoples, thrive on graft and 
corruption, and are involved in other criminal activity 
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Sadly, LeVine's assessment that democracy m the regwn ts generations away 
probably is on the mark. A key tssue for U.S. policy toward the region is the 
degree of toleration of autocrauc and exploitative regional leaders the United 
States is willing to trade for ncar-term regional stability and the promise of 
future democratization of some unknown extent. Granted, that is a familiar 
chotec. But, perhaps events beginning with the September ll attacks on the 
World Trade Center have established a new context wnhm which the choice 
must be made. 

Commenting on the fmled states of West Africa. Doug Farah noted that failed 
states provtde anonymity and other benefits to terronsts because of the predomi
nance of the cnmmal element wtthm the state. Goods and scrvtces that terrorists 
value arc readily available in most fat led states: passpons. shtp and aircraft regis
try absent the normal safeguards, weapons markets, drug and human trafficking 
bases and routes. money laundenng through the purchase and sale of commodi
ties, and the like. He also observed that rogue states like Nonh Korea may seek 
raw materials, such as uramum, from failed states to pursue clandesune nuclear 
weapons programs. He remarked that U.S. mtelligence-gathering capabilities in 
the failed states of West Afnca arc almost noncxtstent. 

If Farah$ assessment of the rcgwn ts accurate, 11 ts alarming. If the United 
States ts to prosecute a war agamst tcrronsts with global reach , ll tgnores West 
Africa at its peril. Farah astutcl) suggested that "name and shame" campatgns, 
such as that used agamst fonner Llbcna ruler Charles Taylor, potentially can erode 
the power bases of criminal state leaders and force thetr abdicauon, tf not re
moval, from wnhin. 

lhc name and shame campaign should be complemented by all manner of 
sanctions directed spectfically at the targeted leaders and not thetr vtctnnized 
populations. 

A member of the audience asked tf al-Jazeera has an agenda and, tf so, how 
the Unned States could mnuence n so that U.S. policies and acuons are re
poned more objective!)' A panehst obsen·ed that the Arab world ts rediscover
mg the rest of the world through ai-Jazeera and that. unfonunatcl>, ai-Jazeera 
docs not abide by the journahsuc standards we have come to expect of the U.S. 
news media. The panelist opmcd that the best way to overcome the bias in ai
Jazcera~ reporung is to expose llS maccuractes. Over time, the pancltst believed, 
ai-Jazeera will be forced to become more objective or will lose innuence within 
the Arab world. 

The problem with this stmplistic approach is the tendency for people to be
hcve 111 what creates the least cogntttve dtssonance. To the extent al-jazeera re
ports stories that ring true with Arab populations, the more diOicult it will be to 
dtscrcdll al-jazeera by pomung out apparent inaccuractes. Even tf the Western 
press were to show that ai-Jazecra never cnticizes its financtal backers, its spokes
man ts the son of a Lebanese journahst who used to pubhsh an Iraq• weekly 
under Saddam's watchful eye. Sitmlarly, tf the West were to show that stories are 
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based on fundamental inaccuracies, the tendency may well be for much of the 
Arab populauon to interpret those actions as efforts to discredit the leading Arab 
news media in order to keep the Arab masses from learning the truth. 

Another question focused on the ability of the news media to censor itself 
responsibly in order not to thwart U.S. war aims. Not surprisingly, the panelists 
praised the media for the self-censorship practiced during Operation IRAQI fREE

DO~!. However, another aspect of self-censorship has to do with balance in repon
mg or reponing good news as well as bad, and vice versa. Clearly, the reponing 
done by embedded media who had formed close relationships with the soldiers 
and unit leaders with whom they traveled and upon whom they depended for 
personal security was overwhelmingly positive. On the other hand, the reponing 
coming out of Central Command Headquarters. Combined Force land Compo
nent Command Headquarters, and even from aircraft carriers tended to be less 
positive. This is evidence of journalistic bias brought on by the environment within 
which the reporting occurred. 

Another plausible explanation for the preponderance of negative reporting 
is that journalists intentionally point out problem areas to draw attention to 
them in the hope of prompting corrective action. This is the argument forwarded 
to explain the deanh of reponing of the many accomplishments the coalition 
has achieved in postwar Iraq. This school of thought, perhaps, attributes too 
much altruism and not enough self-interest to journalists. lt seems intuitively 
clear that some journalists can be expected to be politically motivated during 
this pre-presidential election period. One panelist offered, "No news is good 
news; bad news is news." 

Although the panel did not cover the breadth of topics suggested by its title, 
it did provide conference pa11icipants much to consider and debate. Additionally, 
it provided glimpses into what motivates national security journalists to report 
what they do and what possible biases may find their way into their stories. More
over. the presentations clearly demonstrated the thorough grasp regional journal
ists have on the issues most important to regional governments and populations. 

Transcript 

JANNE E. NO!J\N, Ph.D.: Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. Welcome 
back to our afternoon session. 

We have, as you can tell I'm sure from the video, an extremely interesting topic. 
This is the portion of the program that was sponsored by the Medill School of 
journalism at Nonhwestern on "U.S. Power and New World Disorder: An Analysis 
by the News Media." And as the video highlights, we really are in a brave new world 
in which it is journalists on the ground, who are often not only breaking the news, 
but involved in the news, and acting as the leading edge of our inforn1ation sources. 
This has become highly politically controversial this year and in recent months. Its 
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defimtcl}' a new era for IOternauonal correspondents, 10\'esugauons. and so fonh. 
We couldn't have a more d1stmguished panel, and I'm gomg to mtroduce the 
chainnan, Roy Gutman, who has assembled this group of people. 

I thmk again to say, in pra1sc of the U.S. Am1y 10 sponsoring th1s event. it is 
really a precedent-setting approach to have these k10ds of invesugativc reporters 
mvolved 10 a debate about mternauonal security and the role ol the med1a. 

Its \'er> hard to mtroducc Roy Gutman, not least because h1s b•o 1s JUStifiably 
very long lie has won muluple awards lor his reponing. for his wntmg, for h1s 
authorship of several books. He is tmly a cutting-edge JOUrnalist. He has been out 
m all the war :ones of the re<.:cnt past and IS truly an IOnO\'ator, both m terms of 
ho'' to cover the news as well as the news that he has goucn access 10, not least of 
wh1ch IS the Balkans, being involved m that toptc well before ll was a headline
grabbmg ISSue 10 the mamstream med1a. lie has reponed for multiple news 
agenc1cs, mcludmg Ncwsday. lie was posted for Reuters m several coumnes. He's 
been m Bonn, Vienna, Belgrade, London, and in Washington, D.C. I can't attempt 
to summanze his bio. I hope you'll look at it carefully. But please join me in 
welcommg Roy Gutman. Thank you very much. 

ROY GUT\1AN: Thank you wry much,janne. and thank rou for hav10g me 
this afternoon. Let me ask my colleagues to come out, H1sham Melhem, Dan 
~lurphy, Steve LeVine and Doug I arah jom me here at the table Thanks. 

Well, on behalf of the Mcd1ll )chool of journalism. on behalf of our news 
organizations and our w1ves, k1ds, and mothers-in-law, thank you for havmg us. 
When I was asked to assemble this panel, my first reaction as a reporter was one 
of skepticism. You really want to have journalists here, at this conference? And I 
did my best to talk the organizers out of the whole notion Capt. George Pivik 
was then the man in charge. And I smd to hm1, "George. the only panel I'd want to 
assemble ts one that has pracuuoncrs from the field. The son that work m the 
worst of the weed patches of the world, as they dig outthe1r stones The son who 
get the1r fingernails dirt). In other words. no colummsts, no anchors, no 
spcechmakers, but pracncingJournalists. And George sa1d to me, Thats exactly 
what we want ... Now, that was very refresh mg. I decided, well, tim IS a thmkmg 
person's Am1y. About a week later, George Ph·ik got reass1gned. Acwally, he was 
named a Wh1tc House Fellow and was promoted. I took the mandate and stuck 
with it. I lis successor jim Craig agreed that we should go for investigative rcponers, 
people who come straight from the field. But interestingly enough, when I went 
to each of m> colleagues and asked them to jom the panel, they gave me the same 
qucsnon that I had at the very stan. They really wanLJournahsts7 Do they want to 
hear it straight? Or arc we supposed to tell them somethmg we want to hear? So 
I ga"e my colleag~.~es one admomuon I sa1d, "Tell the audience what they probably 
don't want to hear unulthcy hear 11.~ And then yesterday when I told this story to 
H1sham t-.1clhem, he commented to me. He said, "Roy, I don't thmk they're gomg 
to mv1te us back, but at least I'll he able to sleep at mght." 
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Assemblmg th1s panel has actually 
been a very educauonal cxpcnence for 
me. I c.lo have-ancl jannc, I appreciate 
your inuoc.luctton-1 have the 
background covering tht· Balkan wars 
of the 1990s. I'm current!) researching 
a book about Afghanistans c1vil war 
dunng the Tahban penod. Everybody 
else at this pod1um, 3l the table. is an 
expert m a d1ffercm pan of the world. 
And over the last month or so. as we 
batted 1deas back and forth about what 
we were going to say and what the 
themes ought to be, I reached a couple 
of conclusions You know. broad 
conclusions or let's say tentative broad 
conclusions. wh1ch I want to offer to 
you now just to start us off because 
perhaps m a way we'll sec whether these 
conclusions stand up as we go through 
the panel, as we d1scuss d1fferent pans 
of the world. 

One conclus1on is this: Smcc the end of the Cold \Var, the states on what 
used to be called the "periphery" olthc cast-west contest have become the center 
of the new world disorder. There is no periphery anymore. fhc periphety is the 
center. The second idea is that-ll comes out of our thscussions, out of the 
expcncncc of the last four to s1x weeks-l'm not sure whether the term 'failed 
state" ts the one that we should be usmg as we describe these statt'S that are 
formerly on the penphery and now m the center. 

I realize I'm swimming upstream in makmg this suggcsuon. But 1ts partir 
from mr own experience. I'\'C covered several so-called fatled states and tt seems 
to me the n1bric does not tell us a great deal that is meaningful about those states. 
Instead, 111} experience IS, and I think this goes for both the Balkan states as well 
as Afghanistan and other places, that on the whole when you dcscnbc a place as 
a failed state it seems to be forted off the radar screen. Oh, it's one of those failed 
states. And I'm just not sure whether It's the term that$ gomg to get our interest 
gomg, wh1ch IS what really needs to happen w1th these state~ that fall under that 
rubnc 

I should also mention. I am surpnsed ll didn't come up m thts mornmg·s 
panel. somethmg of the etymology of the term ~fa1lcd state 'low, I can't pin 
it down prectsely who 1s the f1rst to usc ll I know that Robert Kaplan. in h1s 
famous arttcle in the Atlantic Mo11thh about \Vest Africa, was one tlf the first 
people to usc that term. And the '>tate Fatlure Task Force set up at the CIA 
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was, in many ways. around before Kaplan's article. But Kaplan's anicle helped 
g1ve it a good impetus and led to the creation of that task force. 

So, since a JOUmahst helped to promote th1s term in the first place. it seemed 
to me that as a group of JOUrnahsts. we can call it into question wdar And we 
should, of course-If you're gomg to call a definition or a rubric into question, 
then you have LO son of offer some ahernauve. And of course there I don't have 
anything reall)' dcfmitive to offer. But one thing that has occurred to me as I've 
been talking to my colleagues and thinkmg of the work I've been doing over the 
last 10 or 15 years IS that the focus that I think we really need IS on states where 
there IS a war gomg on-it can be an mternal conflict, 11 can be an imemauonal 
confltct-or states that arc on the edge of war because the)· have a power vacuum, 
which often leads to a civil war. or a security vacuum, which leads to an 
tntemational war 

And it tsn't just because these states get in the news by virtue of just having 
an armed conflict. But as my experience over the last decade that war, small wars, 
small obscure wars in faraway places on what, as I say, used to be called a periphery. 
these wars provide a cover for far worse things than JUSt the war Itself. The) 
prov1de a cover for the drug trade They prov1de a cover for criminality. The) 
pro\'tde a con~r for war crimes. They prov1de a cover for genoc1de. Now, of course, 
as Mr. Gordon pomted out this mornmg, some of these thmgs w11l occur outstde 
of war, and so it may be that war is not the only rubric. But in any case, it seems 
to me that war IS the focus. And of course I'm thinkingjournalisticall)~ And thats 
how we in journaltsm are able to focus peoples attention 

Anyway. what I want to do is JUSt offer those two thoughts to you lO sec 
whether they stand the test of the discussion we're no" about to have I \'e 
asked Hisham to stan the d1scusston And h1s bio IS m the packet But I'll just 
say th1s one thmg: Bes1des gomg to V1llanova, Sllldymg philosophy there and 
at Georgetown, workmg for some of the really best news outlets in the Middle 
East, what he's been doing over the years is both interprcung the United States 
to the Arab world and the Arab world to the United States. So he's one of 
these real messengers and cultural com·crors of informauon and mterpretauon 
And he arn,·ed here a lillie b11 late because he was on deadline, as usual, thiS 
morning. Hisham 1s going to stan by prov1dmg an ovcrviC\\ of how the Unncd 
States is dealtng wnh the Arab and IslamiC world. I turn 11 over to you. 

liiSHAM MELILEM: Thank )'Oll. Ro)', for a well-deserved mtroduction. I 
feel I have to make some eye contact with the audience. I'm not standing the 
ltghts SomehO\\. I cant help but feel I know what went through the heads of 
those poor Chnsuans when the)' were thrown to the lions m the coliseum of the 
early Christian era 

Let me tell you a story. Once upon a time in a galaxy far away called the 
Arab and Muslim world, there existed a huge reservotr of goodwtll toward the 
young Amencan republic. America, in the mmds of many Arabs and Muslims, 
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was a benign, progressive, enlightened 
power. It was the country that built the 
American University m Beirut in the 
1860s, which became one of the finest 
American educational institutions in 
the world. A few decades later, the 
American University of Cairo. lt was 
the country that proposed, through 
President Wilson, the princtple of self
determination for colonized people. 
America was the country that received , 
with open arms, thousands upon 
thousands of Lebanese and Syrian 
immigrants in the second half of the 
I 9th century-people who came to 
these shores and excelled in every field 
and wrote glowingly about the new 
homeland . And as a young lad growing 
up in Beirut, 1 read their accounts
l'm talking about people like Kahlil 
Gibran, Emile Habiby. And one of them 

was a fetsty young man, in the 1930s, who came from Syria. And because he 
loved America so much, he ended up writing a book called A Syrian Yankee . 

However, the most important fact that stood out in the minds of Arabs and 
Muslims in the 18th and 19th centuries and most of the 20th century was the fact 
that the United States was the sole, great Western power without a colonial legacy 
in the Arab and Muslim world. Americans did not rule over Arabs and Muslims 
the way the Brits. the Spaniards, the Portuguese, the French, and the Italians did. 
That is extremely important. This was what I would term the age of innocence in 
U.S.-Arab relationship or in the relationship between the United States and the 
Muslim world. That was the end of this kmd of age of innocence, if you will. If 
you tell the story to your average person in Milwaukee or Kentucky or Idaho 
today, they will shake their heads because today we have a completely different 
situation. Today, when Arabs and Americans talk to each other, they talk at each 
other. There is no dialogue, serious dialogue Americans complain they are being 
maligned in the Arab and the Muslim world. And the Arabs and the Muslims 
complain that they're being demonized in the United States. Both sides are correct 
but only panially concct. Observing the political discourse in the Arab and Muslim 
world , as well as the United States, since 9/ll and the war on terror and the war 
in Iraq, one could safely conclude that Arabs don't do enough introspection when 
they discuss their sorry state of affairs. And Americans don't do enough self-criticism 
when they dtscuss thetr own sorry state of affairs wHh more than a billion Arabs 
and Musltms. 
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Now, what happened? I mean, what went wrong? I mean, many things went 
wrong. And although now the debate in the Arab world, to a lesser extent in this 
country, takes on the aura of metaphysics and extremism and absolute truth. The 
differences and the problems between the Arab states and many in the Arab and 
Muslim world are not metaphysical, are not religious, they are political and they 
are rooted in history. That is extremely important, notwithstanding the crazy 
rhetOric from this side or the other side. Now, if you ask Arabs in the last few 
years and decades what are their problems with the United States? What are the 
reasons for their complaints or even their resentment? Or even, unfonunately, 
these days in some pans of the Arab and the Muslim world, ami-Americanism is 
becoming a religion. They usually recite a number of reasons. They are, as l said, 
mostly political. They start with Palestine. Or what they see as Americas almost 
unqualified support of Israel-not only Israel$ right to ex1st, but since 1967, 
Israel's conquest of more Arab territory; and, in fact, since the johnson 
administration, that issue of Palestine resonated with Arabs and Muslims from 
Casablanca to Cairo, from Khartoum to Karachi. Honest people and dishonest 
politicians in the Arab and Muslim world used it to support their own, at many 
times, parochial agendas, but essentially they used it because they are smart and 
they know that issue resonates with the secularist Arabs-there are 15 or 16 of us 
left in the Arab world-or with the Muslims or with nationalists or whatnot. So 
Palestine is the real nrst issue. 

The other thing, which is extremely imponam also-and it's very relevant 
today because of what$ happening in Iraq, or is likely to happen in Iraq-is 
Americas support for autocratic, repressive, and downright totalitarian regimes 
in the Arab and Muslim world for the last 50 years, especially during the height 
of the Cold War. The United States supported governments that rigged elections 
in Iran, as was the infamous case of 1953 against Mohammad Mossadegh . And 
you go back to 1990 in Algeria, when the United States and France supported 
the military regime in Algeria essentially, when they annulled an open, fair 
election, only because Isla mists won. That is why it is extremely important toda}' 
because when Arabs and Muslims hear the president of the United States or Dr. 
Condi Rice talk about the values of democracy, transparency, accountability, or 
when they talk about this concept of transforming the Middle East, which is 
extremely ambitious, many Arabs look with cynicism or even worse than 
cynicism. And again, you cannot blame them because they will tell you when 
we hear this talk from Washington, we think that the United States is now 
running against its 50-year legacy in the Arab world. In those years, people 
used to refer, in Washington among academics and politicians, to something 
they still refer to as "Islamic exceptionalism"-whatever that means. Well, it 
means Islam is incompatible with democracy Therefore, lets not bother with 
reform and democracy and whatnot, and lets sleep in beds with those regimes 
that are willing to give us access to oil or maintain security and stability in the 
region. 
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Again, this is an extremely important issue. In the last 10 years, during the 
1 990s, because of the sancuons against Iraq, in the eyes of many Arabs and 
Muslims, the suffering of the Iraqi people was caused by the sanctioned regime. 
Now, obviously Arabs and Muslims did not want to admit also the reality in Iraq. 
And the reality has to be-the suffering of the Iraqi people should be laid at the 
brutality of a political regime in Baghdad, Saddam Hussein$ regime, as well as an 
economic sanction regime that was supported mainly by the United States. That:S, 
by the way, one of the reasons many people of Iraq do not believe in the United 
Nations and still have doubts of what the United Nations initiatives will do in 
collaboration with the United States. They also have a fourth reason, if you will. 
Which is sometimes explamed and expressed by mtellecLUals in the Arab world
mostly Islamic intellectuals but also Arab nationalistS-which is this incredible 
new, unfounded, almost irrational fear of globalization. For most of these people, 
and by the way in parentheses, this is how most of the French intellectuals look at 
globalization-they see it as the latest manifestation of an ongoing American 
hegemonic project, if you will. Americans have this incredible economy, incredible 
military power, and now they are invading us culturally-from the Internet to 
Hollywood to the information revolution. And they are threatening our very sense 
of identity. Theresa great deal of exaggeration there, but at least this is one issue, 
espeCially among the intellectuals. 

Now, let me say a few words about the war on terror. Because I see a great 
deal of conceptual and analytical problems in the way the issues are being framed 
in Washington , whether by the administration in the political domain or whether 
by people in our profession in the media or academia-just a few observations. 
I staned-1 wasted seven years of my life studying philosophy and European 
culture and Arab culture. And l don't know why I ended up in journalism, 
although my mother used to tell me, "Son, study something useful, not 
philosophy." 

Terror. Terror is ubiquitous, is as old as organized human society. The tiny 
Greek city-state suffered from it as well as the mighty Roman Empire and every 
subsequent culture or empire or state. You could contain terrorism, but you could 
never eradicate it. lt's like criminal acts, like criminality. You can contain it but not 
eradicate it completely. And incidentally, terrorism in its uglier form today in the 
Middle East and many pans of the Muslim world, i.e., suicide bombings, was not 
at least in the Middle East, was not created by lslamists, it was created by secularists. 
People talk about Hezbo\lah and how Hezbo\lahs su1cide attacks elevated this 
thing into an an, if you wilL Hezbollah teamed its lessons from a group of small 
secularists in Lebanon, who began their attacks against Israeli troops in South 
Lebanon following the '82 invasion. And if you go to Beirut and ask about a 
woman named !inaudible!. a 22-year-o\d woman who belonged to a secularist, 
pro-Syrian political party. She is the first one who inaugurated this kind of attack 
on the lsrae\is, in which she blew up a bus and took with her 13 Israeli soldiers. 
This was the beginning. later this tactic was adopted and developed further by 
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Hezbollah. Incidentally, su1c1de auacks m Palestine and Israel are a recent 
development, only tn the 1990s. In fact, 1f anythmg, m the late '60s m Israel in 
pans, West Bank and Gaza, mthe 70s and '80s, no acLS such as these were carried 
out against the Israelis. So again, it is a recem phenomenon. 

Now, I'm going to say something that will probably sound like heresy in this 
town-my point is all terrorism is ugly, but not all terrorists arc alike, and therefore 
there is no one way and one sure way to deal with terrorism. There is something 
throughout the histo1y of terror and political violence that we call, in our business, 
a hollistic terror or millenarian terror, especially that kind of terror that is laced 
with religious symbolism. And theres a long line of that kind of terror. in many 
cullUres, not only Muslim cultures. You can stan, if you w11l, m medieval times by 
the so-called assassins of medieval Persia and medteval and western Syria, those 
who terrorized the crusaders in greater Syria at that time. And in fact, assassins is 
from the Arabic word hashashin , which is from hashish. Hashish is hash you and l, 
when we were in college. used to engage in and smoke once in a while. And some 
of us. I'm sure, did inhale. Those people were led by charismatic leaders, who 
used to send them on suicide missions to kill either other Muslim potentates or 
the crusaders. Hence. the crusaders-the French Look with them the word 
hashashin, turned it into assassin and brought it with them when they went back 
to Europe. Folks, we gave you many great words like-words like algebra and 
adnma/, chemistly and cipher, zero and I inaudible]. But you get the assassin story. 
If you jump, fast-forward, to the 19th century again, assassins were operating in 
a Muslim culture. You fast-forward to 19th century Europe, to the phenomena of 
the radical violem anarchists, and I'm talking about a group of secularist, high!)' 
educated, upper middle class, who waged a war of terror. unrelenting war of 
terror against every political order in Europe in the L 9th century and up to the 
first pan of the 20th century from Madrid to Moscow. And they were waging this 
existential struggle against state-L:etat as the French would call il. And you jump 
forward to 9/11, to Osama and his killers in New York and in Washington. What 
is in common here is that sense of atavistic, metaphysical, unrelenting, irrational 
kind of tmpulses behind all these groups, although they did operate in differem 
cultures and differem societies. There is no middle ground with this kind of terror. 
There IS no political compromise with this kind of terror. And the only way you 
can deal with this kind of terror is through coercion. 

Now. the problem is. there's another kind of terror, a kind of terror that is 
born out of-albeit in a deviant way-from legitimate political causes. The era of 
decolonizauon in the '50s and '60s in the Third World or developing world, 
whatever you wam to call it, is full of examples of such terror. From the FLN, 
from for the liberation of Algeria m the war of independence against the French, 
to the ANC !African National Congress! in South Africa, to the suuggle of apartheid 
there, to Palestine to Chechnya to Kashm1r to Northern Ireland. Tf you wamto 
add lsraelto it in 194 7 and '48, they did their own version of terror against the 
Palestinians as well as against the British militaty power at that time. So when the 
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president of the Umted States tells us he doesn't want Palestine, this is again in 
parentheses, to be born out of violence, l would sa)~ "Hurray for you, Mr. President" 
I wish It could happen and I adm1re your intentions, but even this great country 
of ours was born out of \'iolence. And the Israeli state itself was born out of 
violence. The problem in all these examples and during the era of decolonization 
is that you cannot reduce those causes into a core issue of terrorism. You cannot 
reduce the struggle of the people of Chechnya or Kashmir or Palestine or Northern 
Ireland , notwithstanding the fact that many of them under the rubric of that 
legitimate struggle did carry out acts that you and 1 would in all honesty have to 
say are sheer terror-the violence against people with the intention to just 
intimidate the hell out of them. The problem is you're not going to reduce Palestine 
or Kashmir to an issue of terror that is gomg to be dealt with through coercive 
means. Therefore, you have to provide a political honzon. What was lacking in 
the discourse on terror since 9111 was this kmd of unpleasant but real distinction . 

So that's why conceptually we havr a problem. One word on Iraq because 
we have to go back now to Iraq. Because Iraq now-we are told the issue is 
Iraq, in the words of the president of the United States-is the central front on 
the war on terror. Now, obviously the reasons that Jed the United States to war 
in Iraq are evolving, they are in nux, and they will continue to be in nux. But 
that's another issue. The problem is, as someone who had deep, deep reservations 
about the war, and as someone who did publicly suppon regime change in Iraq 
in the 1980s when this great country and the Arab world and the French and 
the Russians and the Brits and everybody else was supponing that monstrous 
regime in Baghdad, 1 used to go on Arab television , on CNN, denouncing him, 
and calling him in Arabic and in English the Pol Pot of the Arab world. That's 
another issue. As someone who had objections to the war or trepidations or 
reservations, whatever, I would be dishonest with you if 1 tell you today that l 
am terrified, when I think of the consequences of an American debacle or failure 
in Iraq today, notwithstanding my objections, notwithstanding the ways
sometimes the silly way-in which the war has been framed here. If the United 
States project in Iraq collapses, for one reason or another, this would be truly a 
historic disaster because 24 million Iraqis will be victimized by an Amencan 
failure . The United States will suffer a great deal in terms of stature, in terms of 
treasure and human life and material treasure. Also, who will claim victory? 
Osama will claim victory. Saddam will claim victory. The radicals in Iran will 
claim victory. Those who believe throughout the Muslim world that they can 
cower the United States by means of terror will claim victory. And the United 
States' relationship with a billion people will be jeopardized for a generation to 
come. And that is why Iraq is 1mponant. But let's not be naive about Iraq. Five 
years from now, 10 years from now, Iraq is not going to be Sweden or Switzerland 
or the United States. So let's not talk about democracy nourishing in Iraq the 
way it nourished in Germany. These are lWO totally different, alien situations. 
You cannot corn pare them. I can give you examples if you want later on. Let's 
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not be nal\·e about Iraq nght now and let's lower the ceiling and talk about 
realisuc plans. 

I will be extremely happy with a regime in Iraq that empowers women and 
the minorities, that does not snatch people from their homes at 3:00 in the 
morning. That is somewhat representative. But let's not chase after jeffersonian 
democrats m the Arab and Muslim world. They do not ex1s1. rhey do not even 
exist m Europe. This is a umquc democracy. Let's not be nmvc and thmk we can 
go and export this great system and nnplam 11 and make Baghdad on the 
Euphrates similar to \Vashmgton on the Potomac. It ain't gomg to happen. 
Therefore, let's focus on what can be done. Let's focus on those Arab reformers, 
Muslim reformers, democrats wuh a small "d," who do share m many of the 
values that rou and 1 treasure m this country; bmthey arc not gomg to necessarily 
be natve enough to thmk that they can 1mpon the Amencan model and put it in 
Iraq so that Iraq, in turn, becomes-as President Bush and Condoleczza R1ce 
would tell us-models for the rest of the Muslim world. This is not going to 
happen . Thank you. 

GUTMAN: Well, thank you I think that your note of realism is always a 
welcome thing, Hisham. And I hope-I m sure rou'll be able to sleep well at night 
havmg sa1d that. Now, I wanted to go now from the general ami overv1ew, wnh 
some vital history thrown in, to the speCific. Dan Murphy, who has JUSt arnved on 
the red eye from jakarta, works wnh the Chnstian Science Mom cor , has been m the 
region. spcc1fically lndones1a, but also covering the Philippines, Malays1a, and to 
some extent Thailand, for the last I 0 years, also having worked for the Fw Eas1er11 
Economic Review, for Bloomberg, and other publications. Btu what-the reason I 
wanted to have him here today was that he has been focusing on the smal l wars of 
Indonesia and the rise of al Qaeda in the context of those small wars. And he is a 
guy who has been out in the field and he probably is the most expert JOUrnalist on 
th1s subject. So. Dan. O\'er to rou 

DAN t-.1URPHY: Thank rou for havmg me, as well. \1) talk has two broad 
objecuves. Number one IS to explam how the war on terror has damaged our 
stature and mfluence in Southeast As1a, panicularly in Indonesia, liS largest country; 
and two, to illustrate how that loss of stature may allow a number of southeast 
nuisance conOicts to fester, wh1ch in turn could have long-term negative 
consequences for U.S. strategic Interests. 

I'd like to focus my comments and notes on Indonesia. And this Isn't only 
because th1s IS the country in wh1ch I am most familiar and therefore the eas1est 
for me to talk about. It is also, as I'm sure you've heard manr times before, the 
world's largest country w11h a Mushm maJonty. Though secular, and w11h the vast 
maJOnl)' sull dismterested m IslamiC poliucs. 11 also has a small core of Saudi
influenced preachers in the terronst movement, the jemaah lslalnJ)'a, that is an 
adJunct of al Qaeda. 
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Indonesia is desperately in need of 
U.S. help as it tries to be a stable, 
flourishing democracy. Without 
American help, there is the very real 
risk that its government will continue 
to weaken, and if the conOicts within 
its borders will proliferate, negative 
security implications for all of us. 
Unfortunately, at a time when our help 
is most needed, our ability to lend a 
helping hand is at the weakest it has 
been in my almost 10 years there. I 
don't have a single Indonesian Muslim 
friend anymore who believes that 
America is a force for good in the 
world. Our weakness is a direct 
consequence of our foreign policy, the 
invasion of Iraq at the top of the list. 
Although increasingly in Indonesia, 
Palestine and the issue of Palestine has 
become important to people there, 

even though its so very far away from the Middle East. 
Let me stan by explaining why Indonesia's conOicts matter. Here's a story 

of what went wrong in Indonesia at a time when we were well liked and had 
more inOuence, not so very long ago. Indonesia$ dictator, Suhano, fell from 
power in 1998. Despite U.S. backing for his regime, America was well liked in 
the coumry and seen as having a powerful role to play in democratization. I 
remember attending july 4 parties at the ambassador's house in the mid '90s 
at which dissident authors and democracy activists, including the then
democratic icon Megawati Sukarnoputri, were invited to send a message to 
Suhano. Dreams of the country's scrappy young democracy activists, many of 
whom were jailed and tortured in 1996 and 1997, was to make Indonesia 
more like America. The activists at the time spoke glowingly of Americas rule 
of law, its criticism of human rights abuses inside the country, and the suppo rt 
we provided for many by helping to arrange their educations overseas. When 
Suharto was finally pushed from power in 1998, there was, of course, much 
euphoria that was quickly followed by chaos in many provinces. Fear of the 
regime had covered up ethnic and political grievances around the country, 
and when it fell, a number of small ethnic wars was sparked. As a nation of 
islands, lndones1a has dozens of ethmc groups. Migration and centra l 
government meddlrng in the Suhano years had seen some ethnic groups 
prosper at the expense of others, leaving pent up grievances all over the country 
like so much tinder. 



114 N ATIONAl POWER IN AN UNPREDICTABlE W ORlD 

One of the confiicts was in the two tiny Maluku provinces, known under 
the Dutch as the Spice Islands for the cloves and nutmeg that fiounsh there. 
The islands are home to just l percent of Indonesia's population, but they matter. 
Coloma] Dutch association with the inhabitams had left a substantial number 
of Christians in the provinces, including a traditional Christian ruling class. But 
under Suharto, there was a substantial migration of Muslims from other pans of 
the country, some successful traders who outcompeted the locals. These migrants 
not only had a different religion but were ethnically distinct as well. For every 
migrant winner in the local political and economic stakes, there was a local 
loser. In other words, plenty of dry tinder. Brawling broke out in early 1999, 
quickly deteriorating into full-fledged warfare with the help of various police 
and military units who picked sides. The early fighting was evenly balanced, 
with Christian massacres of Muslim and vice versa, since the biases of the various 
police and military units there seemed to be canceling each other out. To the 
outside world, this was a regrettable situation, but one that would likely burn 
itself out eventually. The U.S. and other governments were alarmed, but there 
was lillie they realisticall)' could do. And bouom, the confiict was made possible 
by the deep corruption and incompetence of the military and police, one of the 
poorest criminal justice systems in Asia, and an abiding distrust of the state by 
fighters on all sides. Fairly quickly, though , the demographics in Indonesia 
reached out and grabbed the conflict b)' the throat. Millions of incensed 
Indonesian Muslims blamed the government for the ongoing fighting-and the)' 
had a point-and supported the dispatch of Mushm militias to the province. At 
the height of the fighting, more than half-a-million people were displaced from 
their homes. In the turmoil , one of the groups that set up shop in the Malukus 
was jemaah lslamiya, an organization that has received al Qaeda training and 
funding. Atthattime,thejl was completely unknown to outsiders. The coven 
and disciplined group devoted to creating a theocracy uniting the Islamic pans 
of Southeast Asia, from southern Thailand to the southern Philippines. They 
were JUSt one of the handful of j1had groups in the province, most entirely 
Indonesian in origin, that participated in that conflict, and they were one of the 
smaller ones at that. Nobody really noticed them. The convenuonal wisdom at 
the time, and one that I have to adm1t l subscribed to, was that true Islamic 
mliitancy wouldn'ttake root in Indonesia and that the relig1ous overtones of the 
conflict were less important than the social and economic grievances that had 
started it. 

Boy, was I wrong. For the jemaah lslamiya. the conflict was fertile ground for 
recruiting and training operatives, who remain at large and will continue to have 
an impact on Indonesian and regional security for years to come. As a consequence 
of Maluku, the genie o[ internationally networked tcrronsm tS out of boule in 
lndoneSUI, something that we all thought Impossible a few years ago. Maluku 
served, in effect, as the Afghanistan for younger generations of Southeast Asian 
men, much as 1l works for the Afghan Arabs. 
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I remember meeting wnh the Mushm mtliua leader m the nonh Maluku 
capital of Ternate at the time-this was back m about 2000-who told me that 
the onl)' real solution to the nghting in that often forgouen provmce was the 
convcrs1on of everyone in the region to Islam and the eventual foundation of an 
Islamic state. He called himself a mujahedcen, the word of the Muslim fighters 
agamst the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan used to describe themselves. He told 
me Osama bm Laden was a personal hero and that the war m Maluku was the 
openmg salvo man effort to transform Indonesia and bnng n "to the true path of 
Islam" My personal reaction was "rou re dreaming, mate. Not m the Indonesia I 
know·· I reponed his comments but couched them in such a wa) as to emphastze 
that he was a member of a lunatic f nngc-son of an Indonesian-tvhch1gan mtlitia
and predtcted along with most every other analyst that, if the government 1m proved 
the conduct of its military, such men would lose their political platform and 
wouldn't have a meaningful long-term role anymore. AI Qaeda and its allies knew 
beucr The jls leaders, most of whom had fought against the Sov1ct invasion of 
Afghanbtan in the 1980s, or at the very least recetved training at camps in the 
Afghan border region in the 1990s. understood the power of a radtcahzmg 
experience. With funding from a resolute!) anu-Western and mtoleram lndonestan 
orgamzatlon, whtch had close ties to Saudt Arab1an chanties,JI members produced 
propaganda vtdeos stressmg the nob1ht}' of the jihadts and the depravny of the 
Chnstlans. And they arranged for the screenings of these v1deos all over Southeast 
As1a. Th1s was powerful stuff. Indonesian, Thai, Malaysian, and Fihpmo men 
who saw these videos answered the call. The Maluku conn1ct may now long be 
over and Jl has moved on, butt he men who served in the organization of Maluku 
arc still out there. And veterans of Maluku have panicipated in every major terrorist 
auack attnbuted to the Jl, which began with the bombing of almost 20 churches 
m Indonesia on Christmas Eve 2000. 

Smcc then, with a! Qaeda aSSIStance, JI has gone on to bomb tram stations in 
\ian1la. an airport m i\hndanao. k1lkd 202 people in an attack on two Bah mghtclubs 
m October of last year, and arranged for the bombing of the j.\V, Marnoll Hotel in 
jakarta th1s August. Some of the members of the Jl cell m !:>mgaporc who were 
aucmpung to destroy U.S. and other embassies with a truck bombmg campaign
the)' were stopped-were also Maluku veterans. In addinon to the men directly 
rccruned mto thejl, there were thousands of other young Indonesians who fought 
in Maluku, acquired military sk1lls there, and felt a powerful sense of purpose while 
pan1cipating in the conflict-the feeling that they were engaged in a struggle, literally. 
between good and evil. These young men wnh the1r bomb-making and other abihties 
arc now back on java, on other tslands, engaged m fannmg. peuy trading, and the 
hke. Average joes again The expcnence of the countnes that had large retummg 
numbers of mujahedeen in the 1980s and early 1990s argues that not all of these 
men w1ll be happ}' with the retum to the quiet life. The megaphone the conflict 
gave to radtcal preachers helped them to reach mtllions more in the reg1on. who 
had never dreamed of being mvolvcd m v1olence themselves, but who beheved in 
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the conspiracy thcones being spun. To whit, that the U.S. and lls allies had started 
the conflict in Maluku as part of a strateg.) of crecpmg Chrisuamzauon for lndonesm. 
I know this sounds b1zan-e, but th1s 1s deeply beheved. 

What could Amenca have done ahout the ~laluku conflict' Its a tough 
question. What 1s an estabhshed fact is that \1uslim rad1cals d1dn't invent the 
gnevances that led to the outbreak of ftghtmg m Maluku or even k1ck-start that 
fighting. Instead they were opponuntsts, movmg in after the conflict had spiraled 
out of control and shapmg ttto the1r own ends. It was the fmlure of the Indonesian 
<>tate that gave them thctr opening When the war started and was still small, it 
was worsened b) the corrupuon and mcompctence in the lndoncsmn security 
forces that seemed to want to encourage the fighting to rage smcc that created 
economic opportumues for them 

Indonesia IS g01ng to need to budd the pohucal and legal means to stop 
these sources of conflicts before they get out of hand in the future. That means 
budding a system m which elections arc used as a means of holdmg those 111 

power accountable for their performance rather than as an exercise in vote 
bupng, a jud1c1ar> and pohce that fa1rly and accuratcl} enforce the countr}·s 
laws and a citizenrr that feels they have a stake m thc1r government. Helpmg 
lndones1a with all of this and much more has been a cruoal component of ours 
and other countncs' a1d budget since the fall of Suhano. But these issues arc 
famously thorny to cleal with and slow 10 improve. Indeed, its hard to argue 
thm we were havmg much 1m pact, as the case of t ... taluku pomts out, m the years 
immediately follnwmg Suhartos fall when we were sui! well liked there. But we 
were at least engaged m a producuve dialogue. Starting wnh the IO\"as1on of 
t\fghamstan, but really snowballing after the tn\'asion of Iraq. I would argue 
that our ab1hty to make a d11Terence has been severely cunmlcd. Most of the 
democracy acuv1sts that were so enamored wnh Amencan democracy, who I 
spoke of at the beginnmg of my remarks. arc now scornful of Amcnca. Most sec 
us now as hypocntcs and many believe America IS engagecltn a hostile imperial 
expenment. Ont: acquaintance of mine. a journaltst who 1s educated on 
c;cholarship here m the Umted States, is one of many people I know who says 
he thinks its poss1hlc that some of the terrorist inc1dcnts m Indonesia were 
engmcered by the U ~ to make Islam look bad. 

Our 1mhtary and cconom1c m1ght 1s Irrelevant m meSS)' transiuonal states 
that aren't strong enough to either be good fnends or dangerous foes . And here 
I'll say somethmg bncfly about the Phtl1ppmes '' h1le we're engaged in an 
c:-.tensive amount of trammg and mtlnary a1d at the moment \Vc're domg that 
because we're concerned about l\lushm msurgency m Mmdanao-spec1fleally. 
the \bu Sa yah, but more broad I} about the security em tronmcnt there. But you 
ma) have seen, there was a coup anempt in Manila last month and some of the 
ofltccrs that pantc1patecl m that were the rcnpients of the recent U.S. trammg. 
While I don'L think thctr traming had anything to do With thetr mvolvemcnt, I 
thtnk what it docs sa} is thm when we bcgm to get mvolvcd wuh the miluanes 
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in some of these weak and very corrupt states, it makes it very difficult for us to 
then go to them and talk about the needs for improved democracies. lntercsungly, 
a lot of Filipinos believe the reason that things have raged on in Mindanao for 
so long is because of the corruption of their own security forces who, like the 
Indonesians, seemed to like to encourage conOict in the south because of the 
opportunities it provides. 

Let me just recatch my thread. 
What we need now in the region is diplomatic clout and credibility to help 

places like Indonesia and the Philippines make the right choices as they try to 
build stable and just societies. Unfortunately. our credibility is at the lowest ebb 
I've ever seen n in my decade in Southeast Asia. When our diplomats urge 
Indonesia to deal fairly and justly with !inaudible! rebels in the troubled province 
of Aceh, where Indonesia is pursuing a brutal and counterproductive strategy, 
the generals throw back in their faces our treatmem of alleged al Qaeda members 
at Guantanamo Bay. When we caution that negotiation provides the best solution 
to Indonesia's separatist conOicts, the generals point to our invasion of Iraq. 
Current president and former democracy icon, Megawati, who since she came 
to power has proved to be something of a reactionary, has lashed out at America 
as a bully and threat to poor countries, most recently at the UN this week. 
Azyumardi Azra, a moderate Muslim scholar m jakarta, who I deeply respect, 
recently lamented to me that the U.S. has provided tailor-made propaganda for 
the country's radical minority. The students at the university he teachers at in 
jakarta routinely describe America as an enemy of Islam. They didn't use to do 
this. Another Indonesian friend who 1 had lunch with the other day, a 
nonreligious Muslim and intellectual. tells how, since the invasion of Afghanistan. 
her 15-year-old daughter who used to love Starbucks and McDonald's, has 
become intensely anti-American and has given up all U.S. products. She spends 
time surfing new sites on the web and dinner table conversation now revolves 
around her anger at the U.S. Could this anger someday cause us problems? 
Who is to say that tiny Singapore won't someday feel it has to reduce its extensive 
military ties with us because of the hostility of its massive neighbors in Indonesia 
and Malaysia? How can we know what our loss of regional prestige will do to 
our efforts to press Burma to open up to democracy, particularly since in that 
case, we have so few diplomatic cards left to play on our own. Fifteen years 
from now, when we need a major military presence in the region, for whatever 
reason, what will our reception be like7 Without improved democracies in 
Indonesia and neighbors like the Philippines, their internal conflicts will simmer 
for years lO come. Each one a potential Maluku, or potential tiny Afghanistan, 
that could hide surprising negative consequences for us all. 

Thank you. 

GUTMAN: Thank you, Dan. And I just think that your example is so specific 
and so rich and, unfortunately. so true that-and the most interesting thing to me 
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is the admission. and this is, you know, what !think any good journalist is going 
to do-that we-at the time this is happening in Maluku, on the whole we 
journalists miss the story. It's not just the government that did. We want to look 
back at these conflicts and see what really happened in them. To learn the lessons. 
which I think you've now sketched out. 

Steve LeVine from the Wall Street journal is maybe one of the best examples of 
a person who toils in the toughest of places He, too. has had the experience Dan 
has and !think probably all of us have at some poim of writing stories that we are 
convinced are truly momemous or at least really imponam. And that went largely 
unnoticed. My recollection of one of Steves best stories was-lthink it was around 
'97 or so-when he was writing [about! bin Laden$ role in Afghanistan and bank
rolling the war on behalf of the Taliban. And the legend of the region is that he 
turned in a file lO a major news magazine-which I have a certain association 
with-of 10,000 words, that was definitive and was stunning. Well , you can 
imagine, the space being what it is, how many words they ran-I think it was 
about 900. But he was there-and he wrote it first. And he got it the hard way. 
He's now got a unique beat with the Wall Street journal. I guess you could say it is 
one that didn't exist until the end of the Cold War. He has central and south Asia. 
He is based in Almaty, Kazakhstan. l dare say he keeps his ear as close to the 
ground as you can without tripping. He's now working on a book. He comes LO us 
from Almaty, by way of Stanford, where he has a fellowship. He is working on a 
book. The title will be Players-it will be published by Random House. IL will be 
on the histOry of the Caspian Sea and its oil. I suppose if you dialed up Amazon 
maybe you can put an order in already. In any case, it won't be out for 1 think a 
good year. But Steve is going to talk about several countries that hes concerned 
with on his beat. Steve? 

STEVE LEVINE: The "Stans" as my region is called, continues to cause 
confusion, even though it's been several years since it auracted auemion because 
of big oil and the war on terror. They seemingly ought to, bm don't include 
Tartarstan, for example. On the other hand. lots of people, including my bosses. 
incorporate places that strictly speaking have no business in the group, such as 
Georgia and Azerbaijan. For purposes of todays talk, I'm also including Pakistan 
in the group, which, despite its name , almost no one includes on a list of legitimate 
"Stans." I hope that's all clear now. 

The region has seen a range of U.S. involvement. On one extreme was the 
short-sighted ostracizing of Pakistan and Afghanistan after the l989 Soviet 
withdrawal from Kabul. On the o ther has been what I regard as a momentously 
successful oi l pipeline in the Caucasus. Today, the region is at an intersection. 
And so is U.S. policy toward it. In Pakistan, General Musharraf still hasn't put 
an end to homegrown jihadism. In Kazakhstan. they're on the horizon of a 
Oood of an oil wells, but President Nazarbayev still hasn't established many of 
the markers of stable democracy. Neither has Azerbaijan, where President Aliyev 
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appears to be about to be succeeded 
by his son, Ilham. Uzbekistan's 
President Karimov, stubborn to make 
almost any reform, keeps sliding down 
a slippery slope to trouble, taking his 
country with him. 

There is a strong U.S. policy 
advantage to all of these situations being 
turned around. You all know the 
reasons, so I won't bother enumerating 
them. One thing that the L 1 years since 
the Soviet collapsed have taught is that 
the "Stans" are going to succeed or fail 
by themselves. No one can force 
Karimov, for example, to lighten up and 
stop provoking his people. The 
presidents sneer at what they regard as 
U.S. "nannying." Incidentally, elegant 
persuasion, threats and pleas also don't 
have a superb record of success. What 
do you do 111 a situation in which the 
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country$ leader has no personal interest or is even hostile toward making changes 
that would or could reduce his own power? In my view, Lhe only method that will 
work in my region is straight quid pro quo trading. Meaning you give something 
and you get something straight in return. And alone and through its influence, 
the U.S. has hard cards to play-EBRD !European Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development) loans, lMF economic support, and the doors that open to other 
multilateral finance, and the U.S. military. There is talk that the Pentagon either 
already has or is about to finalize decisions on when and where to make some 
temporary military bases permanent and perhaps to prolong other such 
relationships in the region. What will you get for that from, say, Islam Karimov or 
from Kyrgyzstan's Askar Akayev? I'm not a doomsday scenarist. l generally go 
along with the muddle-along rule. l think that countries tend to muddle along. 
even under terrible circumstances and not plummet into the abyss. The "$tans" 
conform to this rule. And there are clear success stories-the Bakujahan pipeline, 
which put the U.S. on a previously imperial Russian map before the American 
Army and Air Force showed up; and Kazakhstan's macroeconomic stability, which 
gives it a very strong platform from which to move forward. 

Why dol say the region is at an intersection? Look at these events that are on 
the horizon. Two presidents of the region and one probable future one are 
unindicted co-conspirators m U.S. criminal cases for allegedly receiving payments 
from American companies. They are Kazakhstan's Nazarbayev and Azerbaijan's 
Aliyev and son llham. lf the actual American and European defendants are 
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con\'icted. it won't mean anythmg cnrmnally for these poliucalleadcrs They're 
unlikcl} to face prosecution, ellhcr at home or abroad. But II there arc tnals, the 
ev1dcncc presented in court could alter the political and economic atmosphere, 
and possibly stigmatize these leaders. Nazarbayev has h1s own press under control 
so he tsn't ltkely to face a problem that way. But I hear genuine angst from Kazak 
offictals who say that Nazarbaycvs local nuthority could erode. cspec1ally to the 
degree that hts name comes out tn court man unflauering war A:. for the Aliye,·s. 
I don't expect much trouble at home over anythmg that IS heard in court. bad or 
good. The Azeris have heard it aiJ But abroad is another maw~r r:or example, 
what poltucal calculations would President Bush be forced to make before publicly 
congratulatmg II ham Aliycv on a future clccuon VICtory, as he dtd recently when 
Aliyev was made prime minister, or tnvttmg him to the Whne I louse? What 
calculauons would you have to make as you contmuc your cmcrgmg role tn the 
Caucasus? We arc less than 18 months away from the scheclulecl inaugurauon of 
the Bakujahan pipeline. In about three weeks, however, AzerbaiJan, the source of 
the oil and the hub of the transportauon system, is probably going to have a new 
prcstclcnt And the likely winner, despite hts anomtmem by the U '>. policy and 
poltucal establishment, is untested tn a tough JOb. 

I low long wtll Ilham Alire' last? rhats anyone$ guess. What I do know is 
about the talk on the street The talk on the street in Baku ts of renewed war in 
Armema over Nagorno-Karabakh-somcthmg that llham Ahyc\', htmsclf, has 
encouraged wnh threats about capwnng lost termory. 1-lcs no doubt postunng. 
Butt he ncher that AzerbatJan becomes, the ltkclier it ts that such talk could become 
senous. I won't be surprised if Armenta ancl Azerbaijan go back LO warm the next 
five years. And that would destabilize the whole Caucasus, including the main oil 
and gas route. Moreover, Azerbaijan's oil income flow is projected to start declining 
about 12 years from now. Yet, the Ahyevs have done almost nothing to dtversify 
the economr Twelve }"Cars Thats not a lot of time to get ones population to work 
in jobs that w11l endure once the boom wanes. Not a lot of umc to stabthze ones 
country in an enduring way 

At the other end of the region. the Tahban, not surpnsmgly, ts reconstllutmg 
itself And Pakistan conunues to play host to some of the worlds most dangerous 
rachcals, mcluding fugiuves who k1llecl Wall Strectjoumal reporter Dante! Pearl. I 
personally think that General Musharraf ts sincere. I believe he really ts challenging 
some of Pakistan's greatest demons. But he and the rest of the world will continue 
to be at risk until he excises his homcgrov.rn jihadi groups entirely. rhesc are 
some or the reasons why 1 don't sec stabihty or democracy in a form that Amencans 
woulcl recognize for some ume m much of the Stans, perhaps a couple of 
gencrauons lhats a problem because a stable Stans encompassmg \'Oiatile 
Afgham:.tan and Pakistan, south of historically expanstonist Russta. west of Chma, 
north of Iran, the slle of much otl and gas, ts manifestly m US mtcrests One key 
trouble spot 1s that U.S. pohq m the :,tans ts mconststent. Its no good to lecture 
the Kazaks and the Azeris about holdmg transparent oil tenders and then award 
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Halliburton a $1 million no-bid contract. Its no good to lecLUre Uzbekistan on 
human 1ights and then deal with China, Syria, and Saudi based on no such 
concessions. With 11 years on the job now, the presidents of the Stans realize 
that the dog 1s almost all bark. They also recognize a traditionally short U.S. 
auent ion span 

The main practical problem, in my view, is that the U.S. makes few quid 
pro quo demands. There are almost no consequences to defiance. What did the 
U.S. receive in exchange for its aiel bill in the region? Pakistan and Uzbekistan 
are good compansons-Mushanaf. with a real threat at horne, and Karimov, 
with , in my view, liule. The U.S. backed both after September ll economically 
and militari ly. lL got a military payoff in both countries. But what did it get in 
terms of developing stable states that aren't embarrassments to U.S. ideals? 
Pakistan paid a price for its assistance. lL was on its way arguably to real economic 
growth after meeting IMF targets year after year. It also has made elemental, if 
somewhat flawed, steps toward elected government. As for Uzbekistan, the U.S. 
got very liule indeed. Pres1dent Karimov 1s yet again promising to meet IMF 
standards. I'll be the first to cheer if he really does, but the record does not 
build confidence. Uzbekistan$ standard of living continues to plummet. And 
Karimov continues to crack down against a supposed opposition threat that the 
U.S. already all but destroyed. l don't think the Uzbeks tend toward radicalism. 
Indeed , they're mostly apathetic. But I think anger is growing. Over the years, 
I've heard numerous times U.S. officials emerge from meetings with Karimov 
saying roughly the same thing. We really had a connection. I really got through 
to him. We really understand each other. Ladies and gentlemen, no one ever got 
through to Islam Karimov. He IS a master of makmg powerful people feel they 
did. When base discussions arc finalized wllh Kyrgyzstan , I think one of the 
issues on the table ought to be the release from prison of opposition leader 
Felix Kulov, and amnesty for all of his alleged past acts as an official and the 
right to run in the 2005 presidential elections. In Uzbekistan, there should be a 
concretely enacted IMF program and general amnesty for those imprisoned 
thousands who are in prison simply because they are pious Muslims. And in 
Pakistan, the U.S. should live up to its milnary and economic promises and in 
turn gets Musharraf to completely dismantle the Jihadi apparatus. 

Thank you. 

GUTMAN: Thank you, Steve. !think journalists are. by our nature , observers. 
And we don't have that much ins1de information, unless you're really lucky. And 
you have to rely on your wit. And it seems to me, nevertheless, what you were 
just saying sounds pretty definitive to me. 

I've asked Doug Farah from the Washington Post to give our final presentation. 
Hes, you know, one of these reporters who has covered various regwns, always 
with great competence. !think of his coverage from Central America. from South 
America, the drugs, the cocame traffic in Colombia, and then finally, West Afnca. 
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One of the unique things about h1s reporung in the Wa~h111gton P(ls! 1s-t think 
thcrl''s no tougher beat for reporters. quuc honestly, than to cover tcrronsm because 
ll JUSt is an area where we have so little access to 111formauon. And we can be so 
eas1ly manipulated. But what Doug has done, what he did in his umc 111 West 
Africa, was to actually uncover a whole aspect of the financmg of the al Qaeda 
network through precious stones there that was really path-break111g coverage. 
And I th111k H showed all of us m JOUrnaltsm that there rcall) arc stories we can 
sull break m this area and \'Hal ones. lie's completing a book now as well. It's 
called Blood From Stones. I hope ll w1ll be out soon. I'm sure H w1ll be a dramatic 
read Doug 

DOUGLAS C. FARAH: Thank you, Roy. And thank you for havmg me here. 
too. 

I thought I would pick up a llltlc on what Roy said at the openmg and the 
dcfm1tion of failed states wh1ch I also hnd a little mushy; and I'd hkc to concentrate 
on perhaps the subset of the failed st<lles which are criminal states wh1ch I have 
fmrly extcnsive dealings with 111 West Afnca, and try to point out wh) I think they 
matter I was a lmle surpnsecl 111 the vehemence of one of the panelists m the first 
panel that these countries don't matter 1f you can't see a parucular threat. I'd hke 
to ma)·bc try to show you why the 1ssues in L1bena and S1erra Leone m fact pose 
a maJor threat to the Unued States or have posed a maJOr threat 

In 1991, a small group of L1byan-tramcd rebels carried out an attack 111 S1erra 
Leone for the first time. It was the coming of age of the Revolutionary Unncd 
Front [RUFI. an event that nobody pmd pan1cular attention to, even the 
govrrnmem of Sierra Leone. And nobody could understand and nobody could 
sec at the time why it mattered Over the course of the next I 0 years, on a very 
human level, it did matter. The RUI· became mtcrnationally known lor Its s1gnaLUre 
atroCH), wh1ch IS hacking off the arms and legs of women and chtldren and 
noncombatants, the use of mass rape as a weapon of control. and the ab1lity to 

completcl) destroy countries m ways I'\'C ne\'er seen 111 covcnng many d1fferent 
wars Ill many d1fferent continents And on a human level, that became apparent. 
What d1dn't become apparent unul recently. until after 9/l J, was that the RUF 
and its sponsor, Charles Taylor, the former pres1dent of Libcna, had a d1rect tie to 
terronsm. And what do terrorists look for 111 failed and coll11psed cnmmal states? 
I thmk hrst you have to understand that Liberia, smce before Taylor became a 
formal president, was in fact a lunctiomng criminal enterprise. lie controlled the 
money, he controlled the 111vcstments, and the goals of both the RUF war and h1s 
own personal war were the cllamond hclds of Sierra Leone rhey're pamcularly 
lucram·c or des1rable because )'OU dont need much investment to m111e them. 
Th1s IS alluv1al m111ing so you can take a httle shake-shake, wash the stones and 
gravel that come out of the nvcrs 111 eastern S1erra Leone. and get d1amonds with 
probably a S 15 investment Taylor made hundreds of nulhons of dollars by 
controlling the sale of those weapons. But why are cnmmal states attractive, why 
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would al Qaeda and Hezbollah set up 
shop in West Africa? Largely because of 
the anonymity these states offer. And 
also largely because of the benefits you 
can get. In a criminal state, like Liberia, 
what could international criminals and 
terrorists get? Diplomatic passports, 
which Mr. Taylor issued to a wide range 
of international criminals including 
some of the most notorious Russian 
organized crime figures. Victor Bout, 
probably the largest illegal weapons 
dealer in the world. registered all his 
aircraft in Liberia because you could do 
it online-probably cost him about $15 
an airplane. There were no inspections 
and no corporate records required. He 
didn't have to base his airplanes there. 
He based them in the UAE !United Arab 
Emirates! instead. When the Belgians Douglas C. Farah 
figured out that there was something 
sort of funny about Victor Bout's 
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operations, he simply moved his registration first to Equatorial Guinea, another 
bastion of democracy and transparency, where you could also register your airplanes 
online. 

When that got a lillie uncomfortable, he moved on to the Central African 
Republic, another well-known democratic society with transparency. You can get 
numerous things from states like Liberia. But states like Liberia don't function
and I'd like to try to make a little distinction between failed states and criminal 
states in this sense-they don't function on their own. They need legitimate states 
also to survive. Taylor couldn't have operated completely in a vacuum. So he co
opted his neighbors, partly through threat of invasion and physical harm to their 
countries and partly through sharing some of the wealth that he acquired. Most 
notorious was Burkina Faso, the neighbor to the north where President Blaise 
Compaore came to office by assassinating his best friend and then-President 
Thomas $ankara and then assumed the presidency himself and has been there 
ever since. What could Blaise Compaore offer Charles Taylor? Well, Taylor was 
under an economic embargo and an arms embargo ever since he took office in 
1997. What could Burkina Faso do but provide end-user certificates? End-user 
certificates, as you know probably beuer than I do, are necessary supposedly for 
the purchases of weapons of war. So Burkina Faso imported close lO 250 tons of 
weapons in the course of just the ones we tracked from 1999 to 2000 for Mr. 
Taylor. Most of them went straight to the RUF and Taylors own oppressive regime. 
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But there's a symbiouc relauonship here. And thats how cnmmal ~tales like this 
operate. And thats wh)' I thmk they're so tmportant to focus on m analyzmg the 
security mterest of the Umtecl States in areas that, as Roy smd at the bcginnmg, 
arc considered peripheral They're not pnipheral. They're the breeding grounds 
and they give the lifeblood to organizations that need that ktnd of access and also 
need that kind of anonymny to operate m tmpunity. In Ltbena, specifically what 
happened is that followmg the 1998 bombings m East Arnca by al Qacda. the 
Umted ~tales froze about $220 rmlhon wonh ofTaltban and al Qaeda assets that 
were, incredibly enough, kept 111 gold deposits 111 the Unlled ':>tales. They ftgured 
out that that was not a sman thing to have done. as they constantly analy::e and 
reevaluate thc1r own operations and the) decided that would never happen agam. 
Starting m 1998,they sent a very htgh-lrvel envoy to Libena to negOtiate chamonds, 
both as a business and as a way of punmg their finances tnto tlt::unonds. There 
were mtermiuent business deals until early 2001, when you saw thts sudden 
buying surge of diamonds by unknown buyers. Legiumate buyers couldn't buy in 
Sierra Leone in the summer of 2001 and then right after September I I, of course, 
11 dropped off and the money ts gone. 

AI Qacda. I think, made a consciOus decision over thts pcnod, not only in 
d1amonds Best! can calculate. tht.') probably put $20 million w $30 million imo 
dtallll)nds at this ume. which IS not a huge amoum of money. Tht.>y also wem mto 
tanzanite, as the \Vall Street journal reponed extenst,·ely, sapphtres out of 
t-.tadagascar. emeralds out of Afghamstan, and a host of other commodlltes. But 
they're able to work because of thetr ability to function in tht.>sc states Who supplied 
Charles Taylor with hts weapons? Who new hts weapons in, in the Iauer pan of 
hts regime? Victor Bout, the RussH\n arms merchant. Who suppltcd the faliban in 
the mtd-l990s? Victor Bout. Where dtd he regtster hts airplanes? As I said, in 
Ubcna Where dtd he get hts weapons' Out of what one would call the cnm111al 
swtes of the former Sovtet Umon. particularly Bulgana. Taylor also bought massive 
amounts of weapons through another Russian named Lcomd '111111111. who ts also 
one of the maJOr orgamz:ed crime figures out of the former "oYtet rcpubhc. He 
brought in notonous South African mercenaries. 

And these people formed over ume a series of alliances and mostly economic 
alltanccs that allowed them to funcuon 111 a world where one would thmk they 
shouldn't be able to function It was stunning to me bcmg on the ground 111 
West Africa, both before and after 9/11, that the U.S. had almost completely 
abandoned the reg10n 111 terms of intelltgcnce gathering. ro 11s credit, I'll sa> the 
DIA [Defense Intelligence Agency! had a stronger and much better sense of what:S 
gomg on than the CIA and other tntelhgcnce agcnoes. And 11's tllH because 
people arc stupid or dtdn t want to do thctr JObs. Bm m \\'est Afnca. the CIA 
literally had a station chtcf nmmng two or three stations. ~laybe one other 
person would be helping h1m out. And they were luck> to do baste pohucal 
repotung. The explanation to me was that during tht: C.old War largely the 
African embasstes were used-by the stauon and others-to rccrun Russtans 
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and other people of interest to their companion embassies. When the Cold War 
was ended, those stations were cut way back because there was perceived to be 
no strategic interest. I think that ts exactly the type of thinking that leads to the 
abtlity of terrorist groups to COntinue lO nourish. 

I think as a final example, one could look at the Democratic Republic of the 
Congo, where no one knows what goes on outside of Kinshasa in any reasonable 
way, except the people who live out there. lts a country that was divtded up among 
seven neighbors for economic reasons. Kabila has wamed to retain his power. The 
U.S. has nobody, at least what they tell me, and !think its probably true because its 
dangerous to be out there, very few people outside of Kinshasa. Diamonds now to 
Zimbabwe. Diamonds flow to South Africa. Timber flows to Uganda. Timber flows 
around to all its netghbors. All of the m~jor commodities of the Congo go elsewhere. 
And nothing is known what goes on. There are direct nights from the liule town 
called Mbuji-Mayi in the southern pan of the country to the United Arab Emirates. 
Why are there direct [lights there? Well, nobody knows because nobody goes down 
to Mbuji-Mayi and nobody$ actually figured out what these flights are. Its a linle 
alarming given the fact that the financial capital of al Qaeda has been traditionally 
Dubai and [}ights go back and forth to there, and Mbuji-Mayi is not exactly a booming 
commercial center in the jungles of Aftica. 

North Korea has been known to be looking for uranium there. There are a 
host of things that are going on that we have simply no idea of their magnitude. I 
think one of the values that journalists play or correspondents play is being out in 
the field and trying to see some of these things-like I say, it's not because 
imelhgence services don't want to do then· job or because people are stupid. They 
simply don't have the resources any longer to go out there. And these are not 
things that will be detected through satellite imagery; they're not things that are 
going to be picked up through telephone intercepts. They're not going to be picked 
up through any of the ways we now gather so much of our intelligence. You have 
to have people on the ground to see it. And often we're not seeing it. 

In talking with Roy about this a liLLie bit before, l was trying to think of some 
of the policy recommendations. And l'm not very good at that. But the things that 
I have seen that worked to a degree and which have now seemed largely to have 
been abandoned-principally, as Steve was saymg-lthink a "name and shame" 
campaign is incredibly effective. When people started saying that Charles Taylor 
was a mass murderer and a criminal and was raping his own country and put a 
travel ban on him, that was devastating for him. It was the beginning, lthink, of 
the end of his iron grip in Liberia and son of slipped away from there for a lot of 
other reasons as well. 

l think that when you target your economic sanctions at people or leaders of 
criminal enterprises that you know to be heads of staLe or in government its 
much more effective than general sanctions that go after the general population
travel bans, freezing of accounts, tf you can find them. Most people are far too 
smart to put their money anywhere you could easily find them. But it's also not 
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that dlfftcult to figure out where some of the money goes. Ltbcna regtstcred for 
Taylor-for Liberia registered $3 btl !ton m Swiss bank accounts JUSt from Liberia. 
There aren't many Liberians who can put $3 billion in a Swiss bank account. So I 
thmk there arc ways to get at thiS. But ! think it's also just incrcd1bly important to 
begin to pay attention to these places because as pressure grows in the developed 
world on financ1al structures, on bankmg systems, on weapons flows, more and 
more of these criminal organizatwns, alhed with terronst orgamzauons, alhed 
wnh a host of other terronst organ1zat1ons-don't just do weapons and illicit 
commodities. They do people trafficking; they do drug traff~ekmg. The)' do 
everything else son of in tandem And as the pressure mcreascs here, they're 
gomg to be mo,·ing to these countncs that we consider penphcral and we don't 
have much interest in and that we thmk arc son of at the edge of the world and 
don't affect us. and they do. 

rhank you. 

GUTMAN: Well, thank you very much, Doug. I guess I should ask other 
members of the panel just before we go to questions from the audience. Is this 
thcs1s plausible that-what we should all be doing as JOUrnalists and probably 
ewn ma)·be the goYemment m1ght want to consider the same thmg IS to stan 
takmg a look at the so-called penphcrr as the center of allthmgs that arc gomg to 
go wrong? 

Is that a fair thesis to advocate? Because !think Doug bas1call) has endorsed 
11. And of course hes talking about \Vest Africa. But the pomt that seems to me 
you made is that Liberia should not be wmten off as a place of marginal interest. 
And that Charles Krauthammcrs argument this morning, which was, essentially, 
ll is d1spensable, that you can 1gnore It, that this 1s a-his argument 1s not based 
on an understanding of what really goes on in a place hkc L1bcria when its 
abandoned 

But let me ask the other panelists if they want to take up that bas1c quesuon. 
)te\'t~' No? Okay 

MURPIIY. The whole pomt \vllh, you know, what mtght happen mthc future 
IS you don't know where your b1g nsks arc going to come from. So I wouldn't only 
focus on the periphery. I thmk there arc people that are pretty central where 
threats to us come from as well. But the comment this mornmg that there are 
parts of the world that can be safely wrillen off because they don't matter today. 
never maLtered in the past, and never will matter in the future-from experience 
out m the world-would seem loohsh 

MELHEM: Its not possible LO 1gnorc the periphery m a globalized world. 
Doug talked about Hczbollah m Liberia. One of the reasons wh> Liberia IS 
1mponant probably for Hczbollah or why South Amenca IS 1mponant for 
llczbollah, and I'm lebanese, l know, IS the fact that there arc Lebanese 
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communities in Liberia. At one time, there was a very influential Lebanese 
community in Monrovia that was influential economically, to the point where on 
Lebanese Independence Day the commercial sector of Monrovia would be closed 
down. And recently we read stories about how Hezbollah has been generating 
funds in Africa because of the Lebanese community, some in the Lebanese 
community, as well as in Latin America. And that's why its extremely important 
these days, because of globalization, because of the information revolution , that 
small groups of people can employ Western technology and technical skills to do 
some tremendous harm . l mean, the only difference really between Osama bin 
Laden, and what he did on 9/11, and the anarchists of the 19th centUJy, or the 
assassins of medieval times, is the advancement of technology. I have no doubt 
that if Osama had access to a small nuclear device or anthrax or whatever, instead 
of killing 3,000, he would have been able and willing to kill 30,000. And that's 
why 9/11, in an incredibly scary way, is the marriage between atavistic sense of 
beliefs and modern technology. That's terror in the year of globalization. And that 
terror can develop through small cells in areas of our-over the horizon or in the 
periphery or call them whatever you wish. And that's why you cannot ignore, and 
I think people like Colin Powell and others in this government can understand 
this. so-called failed states of Af1ica or the Muslim world or that area of no-mans
land between Afghanistan and Pakistan and pans of central Asia that are not 
under the control of any centralized government !because they! can be breeding 
grounds for groups. lf we ignore them. they will not ignore us. And they will 
come visit with terror as we have seen on 9/11. 

GUTMAN: Let me go to questions from the audience. We'll start right down 
here. Sir7 Thank you. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: My name is Stacy [inaudible!. I'd like to ask a question 
about the Middle East with al-jazeera. As journalists, what is, in your opinion, al
jazeera's agenda? Not at a super institutional level, but on the part of your peers. 
the reporters. editors, the presenters, who are shaping the news as it is presented 
the to the Arab world? What is their agenda? And secondly, with that as a reality, 
how best does the United States deal with that? And how do we best present or 
use that as a vehicle to get our message across effectively? And to communicate 
effectively with that world? 

GUTMAN: I think 1 know whom this falls to first. 

MELHEM: 1 don't want to monopolize this. I'd be interested in what my 
colleagues would say. 

You have to keep in mind that historically. with few exceptions, in the Arab 
world like Lebanon before the civil war and, to a lesser extent, Egypt, we did 
not have a long tradition of free press because of the nature of the political 
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regimes m the region. What happened with the prolifcrauon of satellite 
technology 111 the 1 990s-and these arc, by the way, stations that are either 
sponsored by the powers thnt be, like in the case of al-jazccra, n is essentially 
rinanccd by the foreign minister and the sheik of Qatar. And al-jazecra actually 
is ltke Dubai. I always refer to Ouhai as a virtual city-1 hope this is off the 
record, by the way. I want to be able to go back to the Arab world. just as Dubai 
is a vmual Clly, really. I mean, to talk about thousands and thousands of Russ1ans 
and people from the former So' 1ct republics that have been \'!Siting Dubai by 
the thousands. I mean. there are three, four 01ghts from those rcpubhcs to Dubai 
m the 1990s and that's why I'm not at all surprised b)' what we heard from 
Doug. But JUSt as Dubai is a \'Jrlual Cll), al-jazeera is a vmual swuon. Practically 
99 9 percent of those who work 111 al-jazeera are not Qatans. In other words. 
you have a group of people who hve in a compound who have absolutely no 
contaCl with the locals. And yet they arc producmg news about the rest of the 
Arab world. At times they are very critical. At times they arc downnght nasty. 
Many times they will not even get the story. Many times in thctr talk shows-! 
call them political "jerry Springer" shows-you have two people shouting at 
each other, and people mistake that for democracy. We have thatm th1s country, 
too. unfortunately, with the mOue nee of FOX. I don't care 1f th1s is on the record. 
b)' the wa)'. I don't care 1f that's on the record. I call FOX ·at-jazecra-htc. ~ 

I have an aristocratic sense of Amcncan television, folks. M) first appearance 
on Amencan television was on the "News Hour" 21 years ago. so I can afford 11 . I 
do a weekly program show for AI-Arab1ya, which is a new satelhte, wh1ch is 
supposed to be the altemative for al-jazcera, although m the recent few months 
and weeks. they are making some ol the same-that competing wuh al-jazeera by 
trymg to outdo al-jazcera, unfortunately, and in that it is not obviously very 
encouraging 

But to be fmr, th1s new phenomenon. thiS proliferation of satellite televiSIOn 
in the Arab world. had some posnrvc benefits 111 the sense that for the first time, 
Arabs arc rcd1sco,·enng the rest of the Arab world through Arab eyes and Arab 
language and whatnot. Some of thr artificial barriers are bemg brought down and 
some of them did discuss top1cs that have been hitherto some son of taboo. So 
there IS a positive sign to it. On the other hand, what is very d1sturbmg about this 
IS that they did not elevate the level of journalism the way we know ll m this 
coun try. Instead, they appealed to the most common denominator. And instead 
of challenging the powers that be, rnstead of, for instance, as in the case of al
jazccra-al-jazcera criticizes other Arab states, butll docs not critrcize the emir 
or the sheik of Qatar Other Arab satelhtes. ther don't cnt1crzc the1r financial 
backers. whether they arc govcmmt.•nts, as the case of Egypt, or even powerful. 
wealth) donors. as is the case m Lebanon and other places. '->o )'OU have this 
strange phenomenon in which one satclhte challenges or cntJCIZes other countnes 
but docs not or will not critiCIZe the country from whrch ll operates. They did 
not. as I smd, challenge the powers that be or elevate the level or standard of 
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journalism. In fact, I have a big problem even with the network that l-and, you 
know, that:S one reason, actually, I'm a freelance journalist. 1 would never put my 
neck on the scaffold of one Arab editor. 

For instance,just one thing. Recently, the United States, from Donald Rumsfeld 
to Paul Wolfowitz, whom 1 mterviewed-and 1 interviewed George Bush, by the 
way, before he went to the Middle East-they did something that was outrageous. 
I mean , totally outrageous. They gave platform to a bunch of masked men, leaving 
statements, inciting violence against members of the Iraqi Council. Now, no matter 
what you think about the Iraqi Council, you cannot allow a bunch of masked 
men who may be thugs and killers, Saddams people, foreign terrorists, or whatever, 
to read a statement like that and then complain, as they did with the United 
States, complained officially, that they represent the lraqi reststance. I mean , what 
kind of Iraqi resistance is this? 

Again, when they show Osama bin Laden's tapes-! mean, the joke in the 
Arab world, even among us journalists, is that al-jazeera now is Osamas network 
and Al-Arabiya is Saddam:S network. And when these guys sit down and somebody 
throws in their lap, literally, a tape or audiotape or videotape, and then they air it 
in toto, with no ednorial judgment. And every time Osama opens hts mouth, he 
talks about the jews. He curses the jews. lle curses the Christians, and by the 
way, there are about 14 million Arab Christians, and then he curses the crusaders. 
And these guys show it on and on, practically every hour, with no sense of judgment 
as to what this kind of incendiary message is doing to people there. 

And while l criticize the American media's coverage of the war because 
everyone focused on shock and awe, and there was a sense of American 
triumphantism, especially by our friends at Fox and some of the other cable 
stations. although print media in America did a wonderful job and the folks from 
the Washmgton Post and the Ciuistian Science Monitor; 111 particular, and a few people 
like john Burns and others at the New York Times did a superb job. I mean, thank 
God for print media in this country because, if it was left to the cable and FOX, 
we'd be in deep trouble. 

But just as the American media focused on that sense of triumphamism, at 
least early on in the war, in the Arab world, they focused only on the civilian 
victims. And they did not want to believe that the Iraqi Army is going to fall apart 
in a few days. And I got imo trouble because I appeared on Arab television and 
said the war, the conclusion 1s known, the regime will collapse, this is the house 
of cards. and whatnot. People did not want to believe it. And now they are extremely 
anu-thc Iraqi Council JUSt because it was appomtecl b>' the United States. And 
that is the sad part. Many people in the Arab world don't want to admit that the 
United States is capable of domg somethmg good. Even when the Amencans 
saved the Kosovars and the Bosnians, Muslims-from the slaughter at the hands 
of i'vlilosevic-denounced the attack as a violation of the sanctity of Yugoslavia, as 
if Milosevic left anything of the sancuty of Yugoslavia. This is why there:S a negative 
impact of these satellite stations in the Arab world, unfortunately. 
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GUTMAN: But the second pan of the question was what should the United 
States' altitude be toward it? And I wanted to throw in another one. What is the 
state of accuracy of al-jazeera, AI-Arabiya, and the others? How good are they on 
technical reporting and getting things right? 

MELHEM: l mean, take the war in Afghanistan. The fellow who is now-and 
I really hate to talk about a colleague-l've been on the record saying this-he 
covered the war from Kabul essentially saying the Americans were bombing 
civilians on purpose. He went on record in saying 9/ll could not have been 
carried out by a bunch of people from the Third World, which I call a reverse
sense racism. As if we, in the developi.ng world and in the Arab world, are a 
bunch of idiots. We can't coordinate Lhe hijacking of four airplanes. And I remind 
everybody that in 1970, a group of Palestinians coordinated a hijacking of three 
airplanes and took them to a remote place in jordan. He was believable. Many 
people believed him. 

In fact, talk about accuracy, the editor of AI-Ahram, the largest Arab 
newspaper in Cairo, accused the United States of throwing tainted, poisoned 
food to the Afghans when the war began-and this guy was appointed by the 
Ministry of Information in EgypL. So we have sometimes inaccurate reporting. 
There is no one level; there's no one standard. And depending on the 
background of the journalist-some of those who worked for the BBC at one 
time did a relatively good job because of their training. Others follow the 
now. And today, the spokesperson of al-jazeera is the son who used to work 
for the Iraqi news agency when Saddam was in power. His father was a Lebanese 
editor who used to publish the weekly sponsored by the Iraqi government. 
And now he criticized the Americans when they showed the bodies, which, 
by the way, was a silly decision on the pan of the United States, to show the 
bodies of Uday and Qusay, especially the second batch of bodies. The first 
one, fine. But the second one, when they cleaned them up and cut them up or 
whatever, that was totally uncalled for and silly and disgusting. But, you know, 
he said we were vindicated. Why? Because we showed the bodies of American 
soldiers, the dead bodies of the American soldiers or because we showed the 
Ansar at-Islam types who were killed in the nonh . And at that time you know 
what they did, they focused the cameras on these mutilated bodies and faces 
and ran it in slow motion. 

GUTMAN: I was going to say one answer to your question-and I don't 
thmk any of us wants to stan advising the U.S. government on how to handle 
the press, we have a hard enough time getting information from the U.S. 
government on our own-ts when you spot an inaccuracy, and there are quite a 
few of them , some of them are a genuine mistakes. accidents, they happen. And 
some of them are exaggerations and hypes and deliberate distortions. I always 
say write a letter to my editor. Or complain. We in the press say that we're the 
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watchdogs. Well, who's going to watch the watchdogs? Somebody has to 
complain and make it very clear if there are errors and use that as your tool. I 
think the whole idea of banning reporters from covering the Governing Council 
in Iraq, I don't know that that's a great idea. 1 think a lot of it is knee-jerk 
reaction. I think, get them when they're wrong, let them know, make it public, 
shame them. And on the whole, the media will have to try to come back to 
doing serious professional work. 

Next question. Up there, sir. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Thank you. Hello? I'm from Azerbaijan . My question 
actually goes to Mr. LeVine. You spoke about central Asia and Caucasus and 
you gave us very good examples, and there's a lot of examples of instability and 
potential instability in the region. But you didn't actually touch or lOuched just 
a little on regional intrastate and interstate conOicts. Actually, these conOicts 
brought to the vacuum in the region a lOL of trafficking and other criminal 
activities. Don't you really see these as a threat for security and stability of the 
region? Thank you. 

LEVINE: When you say interstate, do you mean Armenia, Azerbaijan? What 
do you mean? 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Interstate. 

LEVINE: All right. And you mean specifically Azerbaijan? 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I mean Nagomo-Karabakh. I mean all the states where 
you have lots of criminal activities. 

LEVINE: This was a phenomenon in the late 1980s and throughout the '90s. 
Georgia, at one time, 1 think I counted, had five civil wars going on at the same 
time. Five differem civil wars involving differem groups. You know, frankly if you 
present something that you think concretely is a current danger-! don't know 
what you mean specifically 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: !inaudible] 

LEVINE: Okay. !think I know what you're getting at. I mean, are you getting 
at this rumor that nuclear stuff goes through there? 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I'm not geuing at any rumors. Because you're talking 
about veritable instability, right? If you're speaking of instability, you said about 
some issues, which l can't agree or not. But you didn't mention this issue, which 
1 consider as the biggest threat to security and stability. 
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LEVINE: Okar I guess we can agree to disagree on that Nagorno-Karabakh 
is a hve and raw issue right now. And as I said, I do thmk ns gomg to lead to 

renewed war between Armenta and Azerbaijan. There is an open border between 
Armenw and Iran. Th1s IS how 1\rmema keeps alive to a large degree. I don't 
know if this rumor is true thatlmcnuoned. that nuclear matenal somehow passes 
through from Nagorno-Karabakh mto Iran or not. But m)' own focus IS, I think. 
on rcgardmg the kind of hard conn!(:tm\'olvmg war and mstab!lnr: lthmk IllS a 
com·cmion<ll ''ar between Armenta and AzerbaiJan. 

GUn.tA01: Next question, sir, standmg m the back. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Yes. Its twofold. Several weeks ago. Chnsuanne 
Amanpour-1 believed I pronounced her name correctly there-sht' wlkcd about 
seH-ccnsorship. And I was wondenng 1f we could get some InSights from the 
p<mcl on just media and the whole self-censorship prior to and dunng the war. 
And the fact that this statement was made after or in a postwar environment. And 
then, personally. 111)' own pcrcepuon and what! sec as a secmmgly ncgauvc outlook 
from the media You kno''· a soldier d1ed today. Two soldiers <.hed today Rather 
than anr talk-and I know this is a problemauc question-of the positive thmgs 
that are gomg on inside Iraq and I know that's a speCific qucsuon to Iraq But 
ma)·he you can speak across. 

GL'TMAN. Was the pon1l by Chnsuanne Amanpour regardmg coverage of 
Iraq dunng the war? 

AUDIENCE MEMBER· Right That the media had. and she was speaking for 
an awful lot of media. I knO\\, exercised self-censorship. 

Gun .. IAN: just to gi\'C a top of the head response. I know, I was not an 
embedded JOurnalist, but that was the deal. That was the agrecmem that you had to 
!'elf-censor m order to be pan of an l)perallon. You could not rcn~al anythmg about 
future operations or specific locauons And I thmk journalists accepted that And I 
thmk 1f thats the point she was makmp, I that that was! a reason:.1bk rcstnwon in 
order to be able to give the fullest possible account of what happened after it 
happened . 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I thought she was speaking more on the sense of 
bcmg pos!II\'e versus bemg ncgat 1ve Not so much m the sccunty aspect of It. but 
from bcmg optimistic ,-cr-;us being pessimistic. if I gathered that corrcctlr That 
was my impressiOn. 

GUTMA '\. There was a lot of very posill\'e reportmg commp, out. Ccnainly 
on the tacucallevel dunng the conflict, I know the Amencan government. lthmk 
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the DOD, l think the Pentagon, l think the unifonned military was very happy 
with liLI because it was just straightforward reponing of what people were seeing. 
You really have to give examples of where reporters withheld stOries that would 
be at the time, ctitical or negative. I mean, you recall the example of the story of 
the killing of civilians at a roadblock, where it was witnessed by a reporter from 
the Washington Post and some others, and it was a hard one to read and hard to 
swallow because it was such a terrible tragedy that these people were killed. And 
he just son of deconstructed it and reponed what happened. And I thought that 
was a great example of, you know, warts and all. lts a good idea to have the media 
along because you can report those things right awa}' in the fullest possible way. 
Another example is the shooting of the Reuters journalist at the Palestine Hotel. 
There were reporters embedded in the unit, including one from FOX, 1 believe, 
who were able-within a very short time-to report what happened within the 
unit , even though there are still questions about it. 

So I think, on the whole, things wem wrong, they got reponed . As for the 
problem you have now with reports on things going wrong, well. as you very well 
know, no news is good news. Bad news is news. And mistakes, things happening 
that shouldn't be happening are, almost by definition, what news is. You know, 
on the whole. reponing, I'm just saying as a consumer, is pretty setious from the 
region. I wish there were more reporters embedded now because I'd like to know 
what the feeling is within the units. I'd like to know just how tense it is, how 
concerned they are, how they avoid being targets. Now is the moment I would 
really like to see embedded reponing. And unfortunately, the news organizations 
have, on the whole, withdrawn most of their staff. 

GUTMAN: Does anybody else want to comment on this? Doug? 

FARAH: Well , I would just say on the issue of the negative reponing, too, 
what I've seen is a lot of the negative stuff is coming from the Americans on the 
ground there, too, especially the troops. And I think if we weren't reponing the 
people being killed and stuff, it would be gross negligence. l think, and its not 
because he writes for our paper, but we have a guy named Anthony Shadid there 
who may be the only native Arab speaker there. And he does, I think, fantastic 
work. And you can tell he speaks the language. And I think that hes done an 
extraordinaty job of conveying the reality on the ground there far above any reporter 
at the !Washington! Post or any other publications that I've read. So I think that 
people make a real effon-l've been through a lot of war coverage. and I think 
you know, it's hard-there isn't a lot of time, a lot of times, to do the happy 
stories, too, when you're getting shot at and you see people dying and troops are 
unhappy and things come out. I don't think it's deliberately negative. And I think 
as the sHuation settles down and is less chaotic, I think you'll see probably a lot of 
types of other stories. Maybe not happy stories, but cenamly stories like culture 
and other things that should be out there. 
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GUTMAN: I'd like also to pick up on the point Hisham made earlier. l think 
we're all really scared in our boots that things--while things are going wrong now 
on a certam level, they could get much , much worse. And I think everybody feels 
a compulsion to try to uncover why things are going wrong. How could there 
have been this lack of planning? How could the civilian leadership have made the 
assumptions they did about the rosy outcome, you know, the crowds cheering in 
the streets, and so on, and have had so little real planning? I think we're all really 
worried as citizens, but certainly as reporters, and so you'll probably see a lot 
more reponing on this very thing because theres an irresponsible set of decisions 
made at a certain point before the conflict began, basically not to plan. So, you 
know, now the chickens are coming home to roost, and it could be the beginning 
of something far worse. So we're all really wonied. And I think our colleagues on 
the ground are sensing that and are try1ng to figure out how do we report this to 
the American people? How do we sound the alarm bell to the extent that it has to 
be sounded, that things are as se1ious as they are? 

Dan? 

MURPHY: I'm going to Baghdad on Monday. I've never been there. And if 
I get there and it seems like thmgs are getting dramatically beuer or in certain 
areas there are fewer troops being killed, l hope to God that I'll notice that and 
repon it. Conversely, if it seems to me that things are getting worse or stagnating 
and I' ll report it that way. I think that:S what we try to do. We believe in getting 
it objectively right and sometimes we get it wrong. But l think thats probably 
the issue. 

GUTMAN: Another question? Yes. Good afternoon. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Good afternoon. My name is Katherine [inaudible). 
First of all, l want to give you kudos, which for me, this has been a great bit of 
insight and great dialogue back and forth. I can't not make a couple of comments 
before my question. I'm just compelled in that direction. 

Roy, I would recommend not hatching our chickens before they're counted, 
in terms of just counting the good news stories. We don "t want to fall into the 
same mindset perhaps of our al-jazeera coumerpans, to only focus on the bad 
news SLOT)' using the propaganda methodology of not bringing out whether there 
are miscalculations on whatever side of the equation. I think being able to be that 
fair and balanced set of professional journalists is to tell the good news story so 
that everybody sees the favorable outcomes that are happening, alongside of the 
bad news stories, so that the people who might want to, you know, take full 
opportunity and exploit bad things-they are seeing the positive things that go 
on as well. I just felt compelled to throw that in there. 

The biggest question that I have, l heard it said that \vithin the last week, that 
President Bush perhaps was very optimistic in taking on this Herculean task and 
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this endeavor. And then the retort was, who but an optimist would take on this 
Herculean task? And then to hear Hishams comment regarding the Baghdad on 
the Euphrates is not going to be the Washington on the PolOmac. My question 
would be, as Iraq-if we want to try to model this program, so to speak, for the 
entire Islamic community, if we're not going lO be able to do it in this setting, 
what would your recommendation be, perhaps either Hisham or anyone else on 
the panel, how can we closely approximate that? What would it look like, perhaps? 
And, more importantly, what are the impediments out there in making that happen? 
And what can this community perhaps do to make that happen? 

The other observation I wanted to make is the comment about the media 
perhaps not getting access to information from the government. I've had the 
good fortune to be able to both purvey and get information from all sides, both 
when in uniform , as a contractor and in the private secwr, and I think that m 
my ll-plus years of doing that, it's come a long way. And I think its a great two
way street. lt has a lot to do with the approach and the relationship building 
side. !think it's come a long way. 1 think that we do a great job on the DOD side. 
And on the panel's side of the fence, I think it's just all in how we ponray the 
objective and how we execute the mission. For my uniformed brethren and 
government brethren, I just want to kind of pm that out there. But l do think 
this is a wonderful opportunity. I think its great. BUl there are no women up 
there. l just can't help but notice that. I just wondered if you might be able to 
comment on that? Because women seem to have a big stake on war. 

GUTMAN: You are absolutely right. lfl could just say on that, a terrific journalist 
was invited to come from Kandahar. But frankly-a woman journalist-but 
unfortunately, the logistics were so difficult she couldn't make it. So--l tried. Blame 
it on whoever runs Kandahar Airport. I think its the U.S. Air Force. And literally, 
travel there from Afghanistan is exceptionally challenging and just couldn't do it. I 
think on your other point, though, Hisham really ought to respond on this. 

MELHEM: Look. l mean, this country is a great country, can infiuence events 
in the Arab and Muslim world , but the United States cannot be the agent of 
posilive change in the Arab world on its own. And that is my problem with the 
whole notion of transformation in the Middle East. 

Now, we are in Iraq. And you tried to make the best out of it, obviously. But 
there are other assets that the United States has, which is beyond the mi litary power 
and beyond the economic power, which is what joseph Nye refers to as "soft power." 
I'll give you my example, of my own childhood in Lebanon. l grew up admiring
the first time I saw "Citizen Kane" was in an American cultural center. The first time 
I read Steinbeck and Faulkner was in Arabic, translated by the same center. In 
Beirut, I used to watch the best of Hollywood and the trash of Hollywood. And I fell 
in love with the American blues. And I know so much about the blues l can even 
write a book, and I'm not exaggerating. So that aspect of popular culture, that aspect 



136 NATIONAL PoWER IN AN UNPREDICTABLE WoRLD 

of the soft side of America is extremely important and it is rarely used. It is rarely 
employed in a creauve way in OLher cultures. 

During the Cold War, l used to argue that there is no way the Soviet Union 
will win the war for a variety of reasons. One of them is the appeal of the popular 
culture of America. This is incredibly vital, you know-transfonnative-it has its 
crazy side, too, but iL is extremely important. Many people in the world don't 
know much about why someone like me would love this counuy. Which is, you 
know, in my case, l can do well in Canada and Western Europe. But, consciously 
at one time, although I came here as a student not to live here, I used to be 
extremely radical but now I am mellowed because of what 1 refer to as my secular 
bible, whtch is the Amencan Constitution, the Bill of Rights, the Federalist Papers, 
and whatnot. That aspect of America is not knovvn. And when I cntiCJzed the 
United States during the Cold War years [it was because! these great values of this 
country and in those days would stop at the waters edge, and the other side 
would see nOLhing but a hypocritical Amctica. And to me, there is a lot the United 
States can do, culturally and economically, to help those reformers in the Arab 
and Muslim world-and there are refonners in the Arab and Muslim world. They 
would have to change their own societies. You can help them, but you cannot 
lead them. And that is the problem. I'll give you an example. Egypt. Egypt is a 
country that you and 1, as good taxpayers, provide every year with $2 billion. I 
am Arab and T say publicly I don't want that $2 b1lhon to go to Egypt, and by the 
way, l don't want that $4 billion to go to Israel, but thats another issue. But last 
year the United States didn't do much to save a social scientist, a man who was 
involved in human rights issues, Saad Ibrahim, 68 years old, who happens to be 
a dual citizen, who has an American citizenship in addition to his Egyptian 
citizenship, and is married to an American woman. And he was in jail on trumped 
up charges for six months. Talk about not being able to influence. 

GUTMAN: There were protests-

MELHEM: Later on, I mean, later on, after six months. Then, when the 
presidem of the United States, after six months and every human tights organization 
was raising hell in this counuy and we were signing petitions on his behalf, he 
threatened to withhold some financial aid. 

l mean, when you tell me. through the president of the United States or 
Condoleezza Rice, that you want to support the reformers in the Arab world, I 
will tell you how come you didn't even save the man who has an American 
citizenship and who has incredible stature in the Arab world and is known 
internationally? These are some of the problems that we face. 

You are not going to change the Arabs or the Muslim world. And I'm not 
saying that those societies, that maybe seem exotic or alien to some of us here, 
cannot have genuine representation and viable societies. All you have to do ts 
just read the history of medieval Spain and Cairo and Damascus and Baghdad 



PANEl 2 137 

and sec a great deal of vttality, culture, creativity, and whatever. We have done 
it before and we should be able to do ll agam. But they have to do it. They 
have to empower themselves and do ll The only thmg vou can do is to help 
them and don't compound the challenge and make ll more <.llfftculL. And that's 
why there is the sense of, you kno''· forgtve me for saymg, natvete. that we 
can go there and get nd of the btg cllctator and rebuild ewrythmg from scratch. 
Germany, at the end of the Second World War, was a very developed soctet>· 
culturally and poltucally. japan was like that. Iraq is a hodgepodge of minorities 
and groups. And n's not even a homogrnous society. ltts rxtrcmcly difficult to 
do in Iraq today what the United States dtd 111 1945 in Coermany or in Japan. 
I mean, at that umc at least, the netghborhood wanted you to succeed. I'm not 
sure today that the netghborhood wants you to succeed 111 Iraq. At that tunc, 
wtth German> and japan, we had a common enemy called the Soviet Umon. 
whtch scared the hell out of all of us. And that was another incenti\'C for 
people to collaborate with the Amcncans. And when Condolcezza Rice and 
Secretary Rumsfcld-forgtve me agmn folks for sa> ing it-dredge up what 
happened in 1945 and talk about Nazi opposlllon to the Amcncans, that didn't 
happen. There was ver> hule of that I mean. the Amencans 111 KosO\'O and 
Bosnia and other places. when thC} were embarked on nauon bmldmg, they 
are not being auacked hke they arc bemg attacked m Iraq. 

Thms why the story-all the ncgauve parts of whatts taking place in Iraq
has to be reponed Because the comcxt1s, we might not be great at nation butlding 
111 America, but at least people don't shoot at us. And the)' didn't in Bosnia, they 
d1dn't m Kosovo and other places or 111 Germany and in Japan In seven years of 
Amencan occupatwn m Japan, dtd anybody get ktlled) That's'' h> it is d1sturbmg 
''hats taking place m Iraq. That s why n s mcumbem on people who want the 
Americans not tO fatlm Iraq to report the negauve s1de and try to ratse the quesuons 
<15 to what happened. What Roy was s;1ying. what happened? One of my mmn 
objections to the war was what IS likely to happen in the day after? Militant>: 1 
know this is the most lethal military mac.:hmc that htstory has ever known And I 
mean, that ragtag arm> of Saddam's ts supposed to stand up to them? That's 
nonsense-but the day after-and these arc the challenges that you are dealmg 
wnh l mean, I'm sorry. 

GUTMAN· lltsham, thank you. !think that's the right note to end on. lts a 
provocati\'C, controversial note, maybe tn th1s audience But l think it is telling n 
.1s )'Oll see it. And I thank you very much. the panel And I thank the audience, 1 
thmk 1t was a good dtscusston. Thanks a lot 
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Introduction by: General Peter j. Schoomaker. Chief of Staff, United 
States Army 

Summa1y 

• Although most people are familiar with the innovative war plan that General 
Tomm)' Franks and his superb team of joint warfighters put together to defeat the 
Iraqi regime, less familiar is the equally innovative and impressive plan to win the 
peace. It is important to discuss the strategy being employed to secure the peace in 
Iraq and in Afghanistan-the philosophy behind the American approach, why it is 
different, and, indeed, it IS different from some of the so-called nation-building efl"ons 
of the past; and why this new approach is important not just for Iraq and Afghanistan, 
but potentially for international efforts to help stmggling nations recover. 

• There have been suggestions that the Iraq plan is nawed, that the United 
States is going at it alone, that the United States did not anticipate the level of 
resistance the coalition would face, and that the United States failed to send enough 
forces to do the job. Today there are suggestions declaring that the postwar effort 
is on the brink of failure-that it will take longer than 21 days. But when all is 
said and done, the Iraq plan to win the peace will succeed just as the war plan to 
win the war succeeded. 

• Why did some predict failure in the first days and weeks of the Iraq war? 
One reason is that Franks' plan was different and unfamiliar. Because it did not fit 
into the template of general expectations, many assumed at the first setback that 
the underlying strategy had been nawed. But it was not nawed. 

• In the postwar effort in Iraq today, once again, what the coalition is doing 
is different. It is unfamiliar to many, so when the coalition faces the inevitable 
setbacks-and it will-the assumption being widely expressed is that the under
lying strategy is failing. That is not the case. The United States is on track. 

• Today, in Iraq, the United States is operating on the guiding principle that has 
brought success to its effort in Afghanistan. The United States does not aspire to own 
Iraq or Afghanistan or to occupy or 1un them. During the war in Afghanistan, this 
philosophy shaped how the United States approached the military campaign. 
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I. Instead of sending a massive invasion force, this country adopted a 
strategy of teaming with local Afghan forces that opposed the Taliban. After the 
major fighting, the United States did not Oood Afghanistan with Americans. In
stead, the United States worked with the Afghans to establish an imerim govem
ment and an Afghan national army. 

2. In Iraq. no force of Iraqi fighters could have toppled Saddam Hussein 
without significant numbers of coalition forces. Even so, the United States did 
not Oood the country with a half million U.S. troops-the United States kept its 
footprint modest. When the major combat ended, the United States immediately 
began working to enlist Iraqis to take responsibility for governance and security. 
And the United States has made significant progress. 

• There is no comparable experience in history, even in postwar Germany, 
postwar japan, Kosovo, and Bosnia, where things have moved so rapidly. 

I . Within two months, all major lraqi cities and most towns had munici
pal councils. This wok eight momhs to accomplish in postwar Genmmy. 

2. Within four months, the Iraqi Governing Council had been appointed 
and a cabinet had been named. This took 14 months in postwar Germany. 

3. In just two months. an independent Iraqi central bank was established 
and a new currency was announced. This wok three years in postwar Gennany. 

4. Within three months, the United States began training a new Iraqi army 
and within two months, a new Iraqi police force was conducting joint patrols 
with coalition forces. It took 14 months to establish a police force in Germany 
and 10 years to begin training a Gem1an army. 

• It is important to enlist Iraqis in security and govemance at the early stages 
because it is their country. The United States is not in Iraq to engage in nation 
building. The U.S. mission is to help the Iraqis build their own nation. This is 
something the Iraqi people have to do for themselves, something that cannot be 
handed to a people. 

l. This is an important distinction. A foreign presence in any coumry is 
unnatural. It is a lot like a broken bone. If a broken bone is not set properly in a 
relatively short period of time, the tendons and the muscle and the skin grow 
around the break. The break then becomes natural, and eventually the body ad
justs to what is an abnormal situation. lf one tries to refix it, or extract it to mend 
that break after it has already healed incorrectly. then there is a problem. 

2. This is what has happened in some past nation-building exercises. Well
intentioned foreigners arrive on the scene, look at the problem and say, "Lets go 
fix it for them." Despite good intentions, there can be unintended, adverse side 
dfects. Also, when foreigners come in with their international solutions to local 
problems, it can create a dependency. 

• The U.S. objective is to encourage Iraqi independence by giving Iraqis more 
and more responsibility over time for security and governance of their country. 

l. Long-term stability will come not from the presence of foreign forces
American or any other-but from the development of functioning local institu-
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110ns. The sooner the lraqts can take responsibility for thetr affmrs, the sooner the 
United States and coalition forces may lea"e 

2. With the money the prcstdent has requested, the goal ts not for the 
United !:ltates to rebuild Iraq, hut rather it is to help the Iraqis get on a path where 
they can pay to rebuild their own country. The money is a crucial clement in the 
coahuons extt strategy: the sooner the United States helps lraqts defend their 
own pcople,the faster foreign forces may leave. Then the lraqts can move forward 
wnh the task of fashioning truly lraq1 soluuons for the1r future 

• The United States cannot underestimate the challenges in Iraq today, whtch 
include foretgn terrorist and Ba'athtst remnants and crimmals. The work IS diffi
cult, costl). and dangerous, but it IS worth the risk and cost because, 1f the coah
uon succeeds, terrorism will be dealt a s1gmficant blow. A democrauc Iraq in the 
heart of the M1ddle East would be a defeat for the ideology of terror that is seeking 
to take control of that area of the world. 

• America needs tO proceed with some humility to help Iraqis succeed. 
American and coalition forces cannot prov1de permanent stabtlity or create an 
lraqt democracy. In the last analysts, that has to be up to the lraq1 people. And n 
w1lltakc pauence, but1f the United !:ltates 1s steadfast, Iraq could become a model 
for a successful transition from t} ranny to democracy and self-rehance. 

Analysis 

The secretary of defense, of all the speakers at the Eisenhower Conference, was 
the only one heckled by a couple of protesters at the stan of his speech As the heck
lers were being led away, Donald Rumsfeld remmisced abom the Berrigans protesting 
decades em·her about the Vietnam War. For someone who continues to state that we 
arc not headed for another "VIetnam quagmire," the use of a Vietnam analogy was 
perhaps unfonunate. For the rest of h1s speech and in his response to questions, the 
sccreuuy remained much more on theme He touted the joint force that won the war 
so qUickly, contrasted gloomy medm reports about casualties and lack of progress 
wnh the amazmg successes that have transptred in the five months smce the end of 
maJor combat operations, emphas1zed that the current force in Iraq IS about nght m 
quantity and mtemational makeup, and restated his position that the U.S. tmlitary is 
not overstretched. Good arguments all, but each can be challenged. 

At one time during April of thts year, it looked as if vicwry would be slower 
m coming and would be more costly, both in tenm of casualties on both sKies and 
damage to Iraq. The media prcd1ctiom, at that time proved to be incorrect and the 
operational objecuves were rapidly ach1eved at perhaps the lowest possible cost. 
fhc danger now IS that a v1ctonous force will succumb tO what Commander, 
jomt Forces Command Adm1ral Edmund P. G1ambasuam, Jr. calls "\'ICtors dis
case: The \'ICtor in battle frequent!} 1s unable to analyze h1s performance cnu
cally 10 make the force adjustments necessary to ensure success m future cam
pmgns. That IS especially Important when the foe is one who was as tcchnologi-
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cally ovennatched and as inept as the Iraqi Anny. The leadership points to knowl
edge, precision fires. speed, and increased lethality, along with improved joint ness, 
as key to victory. All of those are valuable characteristics of the armed forces, but 
the Defense Department needs to discern fairly precisely which were key and 
which were not so decisions can be made about where to invest limited resources 
and how to apply them in future conflicts against more capable enemies. 

The milital)• itself, though. may own part of the blame for the wrong messages 
being sent to the public. lt is useful to point out, as the secretary did, that major 
combat operations only ceased some five months ago, but comparisons to progress in 
post-World War ![japan and Genuany may not be panicularly helpful. The devasta
tion in those countries was far more extensive than the combat damage in Iraq. Posi
tive news from Iraq-of wluch there is plenty-needs to be exploited beuer to gamer 
international support, sustain domestic support, and convince Muslims in Iraq and 
around the Middle East and the world that the United States is not at war with Islam. 
The continuing combat operations must be complemented by civic action and diplo
matic initiatives if the war of ideas is to be won. The coalition may be killing lots of 
ten·orists every clay, but if their actions are creating resentment that produces more 
breeding grounds for terrorists. they will lose in the strategic context. 

Secretary Rumsfelds comments about the size of the force in Iraq may have 
focused too much on the numbers of countries that are contributing to the war and 
reconstruction effort. The fact that dozens of nations are contributing troops is im
portant, bUL size really does mauer. The small contributions of countries like Latvia 
are important in the information war, but they do not make up for the absence of 
countries like Germany, France, and Russia, nor do they make up for the lack of UN 
resolutions. The force is an international one, but the U.S. contribution continues 
to ovetwhelm the others. Until a UN resolution is passed, the imbalance between 
U.S. forces and the rest of the coalition will remain. Secretary Rumsfeld did not talk 
as much about the total numbers of militaty personnel on the ground. The opera
tional success was achieved with a minimum number of troops on the ground, but 
that smaller number left the coalition somewhat unprepared for the manpower
intensive occupation tasks in the post-hostilities phase of the war. That remams 
true today. More international support is needed, but if that comes, it does not 
necessarily follow that a corresponding number of American service members will 
be coming home. They will need to be routed instead to the partS of Iraq where 
economy of force measures are required now. The growth of the Iraqi security fort:es 
will compensate somewhat in the long run, but that effort remains behind schedule 
because of overly optimistic predictions of security forces surviving the war intact. 
This was complicated, of course, by the decision to disband the military. 

Finally; it is becoming more difficult to accept the statement that the U.S. mili
tary is not stretched thin. On September 11, 2001, the U.S. military-particularly 
the Army-was already challenged in meeting its global commitments. just over 
two years later, the nation is embarked on a major war and none of the previous 
commitments have been eliminated-but the size of the force remains unchanged. 
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This weight of the added commitments has been carried on the backs of the sol
diers, sailors, airmen, and marines who constilUte the force today In the fairly near 
tenn, that added weight may result in retention and recruiting problems. 

Transcript 

The Army Chief of Chaplains, Maj. Gen. David Hicks 

!-liCKS: Let us pray. Almighty God, we live in an unpredictable world where 
the nature of human power continues to change and evolve. Institutions and 
issues once thought to be stable have been under assault from within and without. 
All of us in leadership are endeavoring to find solutions to these perplexing 
problems. As the 34th president of the United States, a man known for the courage 
of his \rision and the stability of his spirituality once said, "We must come together 
to help promote a common knowledge and understanding of the critical issues of 
our time." Lord, your holy scripture reminds us that if any lacked wisdom, let us 
ask God, who gives generously to all, and it shall be given to us. We come to you 
today with full hearts and empty hands, as we stand at the crossroads of complexity. 
We offer ourselves to you, maker of heaven and eanh. 1 implore you, oh Lord, to 
renew our minds. restore our souls, protect our nation, and bless this gathering 
and the food that we are about to eat. For it is in your holy name that I do pray. 
Amen. 

JANNE E. NOLAN, Ph.D.: Thank you very much. Its a great honor to be 
here to, once again, introduce General Schoomaker and to say welcome to all of 
you-those of you who were here during this very, very interesting day and those 
of you who have just joined us. Again. it is a huge tribute the U.S. Anny to have 
put together this marvelous eclectic, very forward-looking, and vety original set 
of presentations that we heard today. 

lf you look at the list of participants for tomorrow, as well, you see the 
sponsorship of the U.S. Army and its co-sponsors with a serious vision for the 
future security of thts country. For those of us who live in the civilian world 
mostly and operate out of places that are academic and think tanks and you look 
at the kind of organization that's been brought to bear just this evening, and all 
you can say is. wow. Thank you for including us. 

General Schoomaker is known to, 1 thmk, most of you. And as I imroduced 
him this morning, he is a great leader, a great visionary; we are all very lucky to 
have him back in Washington I think perhaps the only person who doesn't share 
that view, maybe, his wife, who I'm sure supports him fully, but was also pan of 
private life. What a great thing to have him back. Please join me in welcoming 
him to introduce Secretary Rumsfeld. 
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GFNERAL PETER J. SCllOOMAKCR: Well, good evemng everyone. It 1s my 
great pleasure to introduce our keyrnote speaker. the Honorable Donald I !. Rumsfcld. 

lie is a distinguished public servant, a steadfast patriot who has ded1cated his 
adult life to the service of this great nation. A graduate of PrincetOn University, 
Secretary Rumsfeld has a wealth of expenence gained over half a century in service 
in both the public and private sectors. 

lie served the nation as a naval av1ator, a congressman, a counselor to the 
pres1dent, ambassador to NATO, \Vhne House chief of staff. and he was our 
yotmgest secretary of defense the first ume he held this positiOn In the pnvate 
sector, he served as the ch1ef cxecuuve officer of two Fortune 500 compames. As 
our 21st secretary of defense, he has used his experience and talent to confront an 
array of national security challenges 

lie d1rected the actions of the Defense Department m response to the terrorist 
auacks on September 11, 2001, he led us through two wars in Afghanistan and 
Iraq, and he continues to lead us in the global war on terror. 

lie has led the most profound change m the Department of Defense since it 
was organized in the late 1940s, from a new national security strategy to a joint 
CONOPS [contmgency opcrauonsl. to restructuring m1ss1le defense, to a new 
global posture, and a new im·cstmcnt strategy. These changes are remarkable and 
far-reachmg. To lead change of th1s magmtude takes v1sion. perseverance. and 
courage and our secretary of defense embodies all these key attnbutes 

L'ld1es and gentlemen, please welcome our secretary of defense. the Honorable 
Donald H. Rumsfeld. 

DONALD H. RUMSFELD: Thank you very much. Thank you. 
Thank you all and good evcnmg. And General Pete Schoomakcr, thank you so 

much for your willingness to come back and serve your country. ':>ome people said 
that 1l was an unusual selection to have somebody come back m after bcmg gone, I 
sa1d thats not unusual at all. In fact lthoughtll was a terrific 1dea, so we really appreciate 
It Pete, and we're so pleased you're wllhng to take on these b1g respons1bli1lles. 

General Sulli,·an.ladles and gentlemen. It is a pleasure to be here. Its appropriate 
thm thiS conference be co-hosted by the United States Army and that 1t bear the 
name of one of the Am1ys greatest leaders, Dwight David Eisenhower. As we all 
know, in the last centmy he led the Allied forces that liberated Europe from tyranny 
and teiTor. Today, in the 21st century, the armed forces he once led arc now doing 
the dangerous work of liberation, this tunc in Iraq and in Afghanistan. Its a liulc 
embarrassmg, but l've been around so long that I had the brnefit of having fom1er 
President Dwight Eisenhower help me m my first campaign for Congress, back m 
1962. And I tell you as a 29 year old runnmg for Congress for the f1rst tune, havmg 
someone hke former President Eisenhower come in and give you a boost-n was 
an 1mpress1ve and memorable thmg 

I recently had the opponunny tO VISit with several of the Am1ys chvtsions now 
in Iraq l met the troops of the 4th ID [Infantry D1visionl whose forces went under 
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E1senhowers command-were among 
the first to assault the Nonnandy coast 
and the first American troops to enter 
Paris. This year, a half cent my later, they 
were the first coalition forces to enter 
Tik1it and Kirkuk. In Mosul, 1 visited the 
lOlst Airborne, same division that in 
World War 11 fought its way from 
Normandy to Hitler's mountain 
hideout-the Eagles Nest-and in Iraq, 
the 10 lst stormed another regime 
hideout, the Mosul mansion, where 
Uday and Qusay Hussein had taken 
refuge. and dealt with those two 
dangerous individuals. In Baghdad, I met 
with the troops of the 1st Armored 
Division , a division that defeated 
Rommel's Africa Corps in the deserts of 
Nonh Africa. Today, in lraq, this division 

Donald H. Rumsfeld is once again dealing wnh deadly 
adversaries working to bring freedom to 

a long oppressed people. These Anny divisions that helped bring freedom and 
democracy to Europe half a century ago are now helping the Iraqi people get on a 
path for democracy and self-govemment alongside their comrades from the Air 
Force, the Navy, the Marines, and the Coast Guard; and l should add alongside the 
troops from 32 separate coalition countries. 

I know some of you folks here, certainly General Schoomaker and others. 
have had the opporwnity to visit these troops; they're doing so many things that 
are so innovauve and so constmctive and so different from each other. This "facts 
on the ground" in different portions of that country vary dramatically, and these 
leaders and their terrific troops are fitung in and adopting approaches that are 
distinctive. are innovative, are unique, so too are our coalition forces; and it is a 
truly impressive thing to see. So much of what$ been done, they have contributed 
to in a fundamental way. 

By now, all of you are familiar with the innovative war plan that General Tom 
Franks and his superb team of joint warfighters, General McKiernan and General 
Mosley and Admiral Keating, General Daly, put together to ddeat the Iraqi regime. 
Less familiar is the equally innovative and impressive p lan to win the peace. So l 
want to discuss the strategy being employed to secure the peace in Iraq and in 
Afghanistan, the philosophy behind our approach, why it's different, and indeed 
it is different from some of the so-called nation-building efforts of the past, and 
why this new approach we believe is important not just for Iraq and Afghanistan. 
but potentially for international efforts to help struggling nations recover. 
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My goodness gracious. 
Twenty-five years ago, when I was seeretar) of defense, we used to have the 

Berrigan brothers come in and dig graves in our from yard. So l guess everything 
changes and nothing changes. 

I'm sure you've heard suggestions that the Iraq plan is flawed, that the U.S. is 
going it alone, that the U.S. didn't anticipate the level of resistance the coalition 
would face , and that the U.S. failed w send enough forces to do the job. l'm speaking 
of course about the suggestions that were offered two weeks into the Iraq war when 
some prognosticators were declanng that Operation IRAQI FREEDOM was a failure. 
The coalition forces then took Baghdad in 21 days. Today we're this time declaring 
that the postwar effort IS on the brink of failure, that it will take longer than 21 days, 
but I believe that when all is said and done the lraq plan LO win the peace will, in 
fact , succeed just as the war plan to win the war succeeded. 

Why did some predict failure in the first days and weeks of the Iraq war? One 
reason. I suspect, is that General Franks' plan was different and it was unfamiliar 
to the people who were commenting. And because it didn't fit imo the template of 
general expectations, many assumed at the first setback that the underlying strategy 
had been flawed . It wasn't. In the postwar effort in lraq today, once again, what 
the coalition is doing is different; its unfamiliar to many. So when the coalition 
faces the inevitable setbacks, and it will, the assumptions being widely expressed 
are that the underlying strategy is failing. Now, l don't believe that 's the case. Nor 
does our combatant commander General john Abizaid, nor does Ambassador 
jerry Bremer, the head of the Coalition Provisional Authority. nor do General 
(Richard) Myers or (General) Pete Pace, the chairman and vice chairman of the 
Joim Chiefs of Staff. They all believe that we are on track. 

Today, m Iraq, we're operating on the guiding principle that has brought 
success to our effon in Afghanistan. Iraq and Afghanistan belong to the Iraqi and 
to the Afghan people. The United States does not aspire to own those coumries or 
to occupy them or to run them. During the war in Afghanistan, this philosophy 
shaped how we approached the military campaign. Instead of sending a massive 
invasion force, we adopted a strategy of teaming with local Afghan forces that 
opposed the Taliban, and after the major fighting ended, we did not flood 
Afghanistan with Americans, despite the many who urged us to do so. Instead. 
we worked with the Afghans to establish an tnterim government and an Afghan 
National Army. You may remember that the Soviet Union had 300,000 troops in 
Afghanistan and lost. So the numbers of forces, it seems to me. do not necessarily 
determine an outcome. 

In Iraq, no force of Iraqi fighters could have toppled Saddam Hussein without 
significant numbers of coalition forces, though in the Nonh, Special Operations 
Forces and Kurdish Peshmerga fighters not only tied down Saddam Hussein$ 
northern units, but also captured Mosul and helped to unravel the northern front 
with dispatch. Even so, we did not flood the countty with a half-million U.S. 
troops. We kept our footprint modest, liberating Iraq with something slightly 
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over lOO,OOO forces m the country. And when major combat ended, we began 
working umnediately to enhst lraqts to take responsibility for governance and 
secumy of their own country, and we·ve made solid progress. Wnhmtwo months, 
all major lraq1 cities and most towns had municipal councils-this is something 
that took eight months to accomplish in postwar Germany-and I should add 
that a great many of those counctls-representative councils were encouraged by 
the Army forces and the Manne forces on the ground in that country and the 
coahuon forces through thetr fine work. Within four momhs,thc lraqt Governing 
Council had been appomted and a cabmct had been named-somethmg that 
took 14 months m postwar Germany. In JUSt two months an mdepcndent lraqt 
central bank was established and a new currency announced. accomplishments 
that took three years in postwar Germany. Within three months we have begun 
traming a new Iraqi anny and withm two months a new Iraqi pohce force was 
conducting joint patrols with coaliuon forces. By contrast, it tOok 14 months to 
establish a police force in Germany and 10 years to begin training a German army 
Allthts and more has taken place in Iraq in less than five momhs. I know of no 
comparable experience in htstory-whether postwar Germany. postwar japan. 
Kosovo, and Bosnja-1 know of no example where things have moved as raptdly. 

Now why is enhstmg lraqts m secunLy and governance early so tmponam? 
M)' new IS Its tmponam because HIS thetr coumry: we arc not m Iraq to engage 
m nation bwldmg. Our mtsston IS to help the lraqts so that t.hey can build their 
own nauon. Its somethmg that a people have to do for themselves; 1t cannot be 
handed tO a people, and lthmk its an important disunction. The foreign presence 
many country is, in my view, unnatural. lts a lot like a broken bone: if a broken 
bone IS not set properly in a relatively short period of time the tendons and the 
muscle and the skin grow around the break and the break becomes natural. and 
eventually the body adjusts to what IS an abnormal situauon. If one then tries to 
refix n. to extract It, to mend that break after its already healed wrong. theresa 
problem And this is whats happened in some past nauon-bwldmg exercises in 
my vtcw Wcll-mtentioned forctgners arnve on the scene. look at the problem. 
say, "Lets go fix It for them" and, desptte good mtenstons,there can be umntended 
adverse stdc effects. 

When foreigners come in with thetr international soluuons to local problems, 
it can create a dependency. For example. East Timor is one of the poorest countries 
in Asia . yet the capital is now one of the most expensive cities in Asia. local 
restaurants arc out of reach for most the T1morese and cater to international workers 
who are patd probably somethmg like 200 times the average local wage. At the 
cttys main supermarket, pnccs arc reponcdly on a par wnh London and New 
York. Or take Kosovo-a dri\'Cr shuuhng mtemauonal workers around the capital 
cams l 0 umes the salary of the umvcrsny professor. Four years after the war the 
United Nauons still runs Kosovo b) executive fiat. Decisions made by the elected 
local parliament are invalid wnhoutthc signature of a UN admmtstrator. And sull 
to tl11S da), Kosovo mimsters have UN overseers with the power to approve or 
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disapprove their dec1sions. Now that's just a different approach-l'm not saying 
that may be okay for Kosovo, but my interest is to see if we can't do it in a somewhat 
different way. Our objecuve is to encourage Iraqi independence by giving Iraqis 
more and more responsibility over time for the security and governance of their 
country. 

Long-term stability will come, not from the presence of foreign forces
ours or any other countries, btll from the development of functioning local 
institutions, and the sooner the Iraqis can take responsibilit)' for their affairs, 
the sooner U.S. and coaliuon forces can leave. That is why the president has 
asked for $20 billion to help the Iraqis get on a path to self-government and 
self-reliance. He's requested $15 billion to speed repairs to lraq's starved and 
dilapidated infrastructure, so Iraq can begin generating income through oil 
production and foreign investments. He's requested another $5 billion to help 
the Iraqis assume the responsibility for the security of their own country. So 
the goal is not for the U.S. to rebuild Iraq, rather it's to help the Iraqis get on 
a path where they can pay to rebuild their own country. The money the 
presidem is requesting is a critical element in the coalition's exit strategy because 
the sooner we help Iraqis to defend their own people, the faster fore1gn forces 
can leave their country, and they can get aboUl the task of fashioning truly 
Iraqi solutions to their fuwre. 

This is not to underestimate the challenges in Iraq today. Foreign terrorist 
and Ba'athist remnants and criminals are doing a variety of things to try to 
stop the Iraqi people's transition to democracy. and we can expect that they'll 
continue to auack our successes and that the brave Iraqis who work with us 
will be auacked as well, but coaliuon forces arc dealing with the threat. The 
work IS difficult, costly, and dangerous, but it's worth the risk and it's worth 
the cost because if the coalition succeeds we will deal terronsm a powerful 
blow. A democrauc Iraq, in the heart of the Middle East, would be a defeat for 
the ideology of terror that is seeking to take control of that area of the world. 
But to help Iraqis succeed, we need to proceed with some humility. American 
forces and coalitton forces can do remarkable things, but they cannot provide 
permanent stability or create an Iraqi democracy that, in a last analysis. has to 
be up to the Iraqi people. It will take patience, but. if we are steadfast, Iraq 
could become a model for a successful transition from tyranny to democracy 
and self-rehance. 

A few months ago, that statement would have seemed fanciful to many. If 
you Lhink about it, ns been less than five months since the end of major combat 
operations in that country, and yet today, given the progress taking place and the 
support from 32 countries on the ground and additional countries providing 
financial assistance and humanitarian aid, that goal seems at least possible. But 
only if we help the Iraqis build their nation, instead of uying to do it for them and 
1f we have the wisdom to know the difference. 

Thank you very much. 
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Now, l'm told there are some microphones, and l see one there and one over 
here, and maybe there arc some others. lf people would like to go stand up by the 
microphone and ask a question, I'd be delighted to try to respond to some questions, 
and if they're too tough, I'll get Pete Schoomaker up here to answer them. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Thank you, Secretary Rumsfeld, first of all for coming. 
My name is Don Courtney. I'm a student at American University. Now recently 
President Bush met with Prime Minister Schroeder to mend relations and to discuss 
postwar Iraq. 

RUMSFELD: You're going to have to talk slowly theres an echo that makes it 
hard for me to follow your words. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Got you. It's been reponed that President Bush and 
Schroeder agreed to mend relations and get on with the rebuilding of Iraq. Can 
you lend a little bit of insight into Lhe agreement they made, be it troops or 
financially, that Germany will help us, and the significance of that agreement? 

RUMSFELD: I cannot. I have not seen the presidem since he got back from New 
York and met with Mr. Schroeder. I plan to see him tomorrow morning about 8 or 9 
o'clock and if you check in with me later, why maybe I can give you some insight. 

I would say this about the Federal Republic of Germany. They have very 
recently taken over responsibility for the International Security Assistance Force 
in Kabul, Afghanistan. If I'm not mistaken, it"s the first time that German forces 
have assumed a military responsibility outside of the Federal Republic since 
World War II , and it is a big responsibility. 1 met with the German general; 
they're tackling the job in a very orderly way and discussing at the present time 
ways that NATO may expand their responsibi lity in Afghanistan, which we 
believe would be a good thing, and we're delighted they're doing what they're 
doing there. 

Yes, sir, no I'm going to go over here. Yes. ma'am. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Can you hear me? My name is Lorelei Kelly. I work in 
Congress in the House of Representatives and my question for you is, I've been 
noticing with the discussion of the supplemental on the Hill that whether or not 
people agreed with the Iraq war, its become obvious that our budget for foreign 
affairs in general and defense is out of balance and our interagency planning process 
is inadequate for not only the prevention of state failure. but for interventions and 
for post-conflict challenges. My question is: do we need a reform initiative 
equivalent to Goldwater-Nichols for our civilian policy agencies, and what can 
we learn from the military's expencnce with jointness? 

RUMSFELD: The last part of the question, what can we learn about what? 
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AUDIENCE MEMBER: What can we learn aboutjoimness, workingjoimly 
from the military$ experience since Goldwater-Nichols? 

RUMSFELD: Well, let me first take the joint ness and then I'll come back to the 
Goldwater-Nichols for the government as a whole. We've learned a lot aboUL joint ness. 
I think that the historians, some of whom are in this room, will very likely look at 
the Iraq war and conclude that in earlier conflicts individual services-land, sea, 
and air-tended to work very hard to de-conflict, but did not get the true benefit of 
jointness and the leverage and the lethality and the power that that provided. And 
in this Iraq war, my guess is that historians will look at that and say, there, more 
than ever before, they did in fact achieve a leverage through joint ness because of the 
unique personalities and the time they had to think about it and work together and 
their recognition that they could in fact achieve a great deal more by forgeuing 
whether or not some capability came from land, sea, or air. It didn't matter-they 
wanted to have the ability to put power on a target. and they worked exceedingly 
well together. So I think that one of the lessons learned out of this is that theres an 
enormous advantage to having a truly joint warfighting capability. We're taking 
those people-with the exception of General Franks, who unfortunately made a 
decision to retire, which it was certainly his right but we would have loved to keep 
him around-who are involved in that warfight at the next level down and engaging 
them in various key spots in the Department of Defense so that they can bring that 
joint warfighting knowledge and experience, and indeed I would say conviction, 
which is so important. 

Your other question. or the part of your question, is an important one and I 
would say this: I'm not an expert on the rest of the government, but I know that 
the Department of Defense still is organized in a way that is a bit related to the 
industrial age rather than the 21st century; and all of us know that, all of us see 
that, all of us recognize that we've got to see the procedures and the processes we 
use are modernized and shortened, abbreviated, because if we're going to be agile 
and capable of responding in days or weeks instead of months or }'Cars we're 
going to have to fix these systems in our department. 

The point you raised is every bit as valid for the government as a whole. The 
problems we face in the world are not problems that come and fit neatly imo one 
department or agency. They're problems that inevitably require the involvement 
and engagement of more than one depanment or agency: And we end up spending 
incredible amounts of time that just kind of suck the life out of you at the end of 
the day spending four, five, six hours in interagency meetings; and the reason is, 
is because the organization of the government fit the last ccmury instead of this 
century and frankly the organization of the Congress-it's a mirror-and the 
jurisdictions of the committees and the subcommittees dearly are something that 
people are comfortable with and know about. But let me give you an example. 
We've got wonderful people in the Department of Treasury trying to deal with the 
finances of terrorists, we've got great people in the Department of justice working 
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on it, we've got tenific people in Homeland Security and in the Department of 
Defense and in every department, the Department of State working, trying to put 
pressure on terrorist networks, trying to find ways that we can share intelligence 
and capture or kill people who are determined to go out and kill innocent men, 
women, or children. While that's all going on, there are a number of locations in 
the world where new terrorists are being trained, people are not being taught 
math or science or language or something that would enable them to contribute 
to the world and make a livelihood for themselves. They're being taught how to 
kill people and being told that thats a good thing to do. Now do you suppose 
we're capturing or killing or incarcerating more than are being made in that process? 
No one knows. Are we winning the battle of ideas in the world? Are the things 
that we can contribute to the folks in that pan of the world that are fearful that 
their religion has been hijacked by a small minority and turned into a terrorist 
force? Are we doing the kinds of things that can reduce the intake in that process, 
that can reduce the now of funds to the small number of Madrasas schools that 
are training people to kill? 

Heres this country of ours that's got the best advenising, the best marketing, 
the best communication of any country on the face of the earth, enormous skill 
sets, and we're not doing a very good job at that. Why is that? There are a lot of 
reasons-there's our organization, which L personally think we need to address 
and ask how can we beuer bring together all the skills that exist. We've got laws 
that inhibit certain types of things; we have traditions that we have to be careful 
about, and sensitivtues, but by the same wken we've got a problem m the world 
and the battle of ideas is taking place out there, and we need to engage it in a 
much more thoughtful, innovative, constructive way than we're doing it; or we're 
going to find that while we're working the problem over here, more people are 
growing up over there. So we've got to do something for the government in that 
field. It's not easy, goodness knows, its not easy to make the kinds of changes that 
General Schoomaker listed, that we're working on in the Department of Defense, 
bm its wonh doing. 

Thank you. Yes. 

AUD IENCE MEMBER First of all, Mr. Secretary, I'd like to thank you for 
coming. My name is R.j. Cloon. I'm from American University. I was just wondering 
if you could please comment on the morale of the troops in Iraq right now? 

RUMSFELD: Well! guess its been three or four weeks since I've been there, but 
General Schoomaker's been there. I've talked to john Abizaid today and our military 
leadership is persuaded that the morale of the troops there is high. 1 see the troops 
that are wounded at Walter Reed and Bethesda and at Brooke Army Hospital, and l 
know from those recent visits in the last weeks that their morale is high, as badly 
wounded as some of them are. l am convinced that they know why they're there; 
they know that the global war on terror is important; they believe in what they're 
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domg and they're proud of what they're doing. They also have to be rewarded b)' 
feeling the response they're geuing from the Iraqi people for the work they're doing. 
For every incident you read in the newspaper about an auack on Iraqis or on us, 
around coalition forces, there are probably a hundred, two hundred instances where 
our forces are assisting people with schools or soccer teams or fonning c1ty councils 
or training policemen or training the army or training different aspectS of the security 
forces. We've gone from zero Iraqis providing for their own security to 56.000 Iraqis 
in four and a half momhs with another 14.000 recruits that are in training and 
within a mauer of weeks will make it 70,000 Iraqis providing for their own security. 
So when you hear people running around wringing their hands saying there$ no 
plan, theresa plan; we don't know what we're doing, the sky 1s falling-how in the 
world do you go from zero to 56.000 Iraqis trained, armed, equipped, and out 
contributing to the security of the Iraqi people? Our goal is not to add more American 
troops; our goal is to keep increasing the number of Iraqis mvolved in their own 
security so that they can take over that responsibility. 

Thank you. Yes. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Good evening, Mr. Secretary. Larry Poner, U.S. Anny. 
My question is, are there concerns about Syrian or Iranian influence and, if there 
are, how are they being addressed? 

RUMSFELD: There is concern; we're getting cooperation from most of Iraq$ 
neighbors-Kuwait, Saudi Arabia,Jordan, Turkey. We've scooped up, l don't know, 
something between 200, 250 foreign fighters who've come across the border into 
the country, and when you look at their nationality a very large fraction-more 
than half-are Syrians and another cluster are Lebanese, which Syria occupies. 
So we are concerned about that border, and we're not getting the kind of 
cooperation that we would hope to get. The situation in Iran-a large number of 
Ansar al-lslam terrorists moved from Iran back into Iraq and are there now and 
are undoubtedly involved m a number of auacks that are taking place. So we're 
working on it; we're talking to those folks and allowing as how we have a minimum 
of regard for what they're doing and we'll just have to see how it all works out. 

Yes. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Evening Mr. Secretary, Lt. Conrad Thoreau, U.S. Coast 
Guard. I wamed to also thank you for coming out tonight. I wamed to thank you 
and the Bush administration as well for the excellent job you're doing and for 
your guidance. 

RUMSFELD: Thank you. sir. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Quick comment and question. My wife and 1 talk 
about how our country as a whole. we feel, needs to embark on a beuer advertising 
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campaign and I thmk that you kmd of hn on that a ltttle bn alrcad), so that was 
kmd of my suggestion and I would usc the example that you put out. I bclteve 
you smd, we have 32 countnes mvolvcd with us in Iraq, IS that correct? 

RUMSFELD: With troops. and we have some additional countries helping 
financially and with humamtanan assistance. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER. Unul I heard that, I probably could have named about 
three myself. and I guess I would suggest that would be a great p1ece of media along 
wnh e\·crythmg else you've shared w1th us tomght. to help us 31 home and those 
:~broad see whats truly going on . And my quick question for you 1s. could you give 
us a lew of the names of some of those countries because I'm re:tlly qunc Interested? 

RUMSFELD: I can. I'm going to have to s1ft out the ones that arc public and 
the ones that are not public, but the United Kingdom, Denmark, Norway, Poland. 
I londuras, El Salvador, I belteve Mongolta; there are 32 of them and they're 
from ;\II pans of the world. I'm not surpnsed you weren't aware of that I am 
absolutely dumbfounded that the people keep saying you shouldn't go 11 alone. 
The prcs1dent of the Umted ~tales. after September 11. put together a coalition 
of 90 nations in the global war on terror-possibl) one of the b1ggcst coahttons 
m the history of rnankmd He hac; put together, starung from day one of the Iraq 
war, a coaliuon now thats up to 32 wnh troops in that country. And people say, 
why arc you going it alone, why don't you turn It over to the UN or why don't 
you turn it over to NATO? I'll tell you there are not a lot of volunteers, and n 's 
easy for someone to say that, but Colin Powell has gone out to something in 
excess of 75 coumries to get additional countries to partiCipate and a lot of 
countnes have participated I've heard people be dismissl\•c; thr) say, oh another 
country was lat,•ia, someone the other da) said Latvia, you know like that. 
doggone n.those people showed pohucal courage. Those people showed personal 
courage to send the1r troops there and almost all the troops that are m there are 
volunteers, ltke ours arc~ and I'm grateful for that; and, as a proporuon of the1r 
populauon. some of those countncs arc making contnbuuons of troops that are 
truly stgntflcant, and I thmk tt's tmportant for us to be apprec1al1\'e of what 
those countnes are doing. 

I'm sorry I didn't realize there wasn't a mic there, my apolog1cs. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER Thats all nght. Nick Fraser of BBC. You're the author 
of the most famous and notonous remark. for Europeans at least. that you div1ded 
Europe into old Europe and new Europe. I wonder. since some months have 
passed , 1f you'd like to say if you suck by th1s remark or if rou'd hke to modify it 
or you'd ltkc to retract it? 

RU~I~fELD: None of the above. 
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What I will do IS tell you how it happened. I was at the Foreign Press Club one 
day, just good old Don mmding my own business. I wem over there and they started 
asking me a whole bunch of questions. And one question after another was, Europe is 
against you, Europe this, Europes not doing that, Europe is not cooperating in the 
UN, Europe-and l staned listing the European countries that were supponing us 
and there was an overwhelming majority of the European countries that were 
supponing us. France wasn't, Germany wasn'L. Belgium wasn't, but country after 
counuy after country was supporting us, and I was getting a liule tired of people 
casting their questions with the premise being that France, Belgium, and Gem1any 
constituted all of Europe. Now 1 was ambassador of NATO back in 1973 and '74-I 
see Arnaud de Borchgrave sitting over here somewhere I think, where are you Arnaud? 
There you are. You were over in Belgium and Switzerland during those days. My 
recollection is NATO had 15 countries at the time in it; today its got 19 going lO 26 
invitees, most of those countries that won their freedom very recently and they value 
it very highly. And out of my moULh in response to this repeated statement that Europe 
is against you, I allowed as how Europe wasn't against us, that the overwhelming 
majority of the countries in Europe were supportive and friendly and helpful. And I 
was mentally thinking aboUL the NATO I knew-the old NATO at 15 and the new 
NATO at26, which is a different NATO. The center of gravity of NATO has shifted; its 
moved toward the east and out of my moULh, instead of saying old NATO and new 
NATO, I said what you said I said and I've never said it since. (laughter.) 

Sir. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Nick Berry, Foreign Policy Forum. If you'll indulge 
me, Mr. Secretary, with more humor. You seem to think that the media must ask 
you bad questions because you tend to ask yourself your own questions. 

RUMSFELD: I do. I like them better. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Thank you very much. 

RUMSFELD: Yes, sir. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Mr. Secretary. David Georgie. You spoke earlier about 
the war of ideas and with the 20/20 vision of hindsight, what preconception, 
assumption, belief would you now change that you held say prior to the action in 
Iraq? And what action would you take proactively to enhance our stature in the 
world in this war of ideas? 

RUMSFELD: You know there are certain things a country can do alone and 
there are a lot of things a country can't do alone. One of the things a country can't 
do alone is deal with the problem of proliferation. It just doesn't work to try to 
think you can do it yourself; we simply have to have cooperation to deal with that 
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problem. That means that the ltnkagcs that our nauon, or an) other nauon , has 
wnh other nations are enormously important, and we arc scnstuvc to that, the 
president is, Secretary Powell is; and they spend a great deal of ume worrying 
about that and thinking through how they can engage people. 

The problem that we've gone through is there was a convicuon on the pan of 
the prcstdent and Prime Minister Blatr and other countries that what was done in 
Iraq had to be done; and there was a conviction on the pan of some countries that 
it should not be done. The UN passed a resolution; a few countnes opposed an 
addn10nal resolution . The coalitton went forward. It created the issues that we're 
now seemg, and I think that what one has to do is exactly what the prestdem and 
all of hts admimstration are domg and that ts recognize that we have to conunue 
to try and engage the international community in the projects we beheve are 
tmponant and the tasks we believe are crllical to a stable and peaceful world. 1 
don't know that I can-that I would go back and try to second guess the decisions 
that were made by the president. I think he was right, and I believe that he will be 
demonstrated to have been right by history. 

Yes, sir. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER. 5ecretary Rumsfeld, I'm Chaplatn Lt Col. Wilham 
Lee and honored to see you thts cvenmg, str. If I might make one note , the last 
ume I saw you was September 17, when you took time to come out during shift 
change whtle I was at the north parkmg lot at the "wash~ site; and somebody said, 
"Look up, it's the SecDef," and I thought, "what?" and you were there early in the 
mornmg. If a measure of a man [is not I what he says but what he docs. I might 
forget that and so thanks for !cuing me ask you a quick question. 

RUMSFELD: Thank you. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I'm usually the state area command chaplain for 
the Maryland Guard. This year I'm pnvtleged to be at the Kennedy Center 
domg a )'Car of research as a nauonal secunty fellO\\ When you menuoned 
the Mushm world or at least from your read on Iraq as people who feel that 
theu· fanh has been hijacked by a small radtcal element. how successful do 
you feel we are at bringing local faith leaders or indigenous religious people 
to the table as pan of our stability operalions' planning and unplememation? 
As a way to perhaps close that door of suspicion about us bemg, tf you wi ll . a 
western occupying country rather than a people there to help them and to 
butld thetr own country? 

RUI\ISFELD: I think that tf one looks worldwide. we would ha,·e to say we're 
not-we do not have a very good approach to that worldwide If one looks in Iraq. 
I would gtve very high marks to General Petraeus and General Odtemo and General 
Dempsey and the Marine leadcrshtp, as well as Jerry Bremer. I thmk they're spendmg 
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a good deal of time-they recognize the importance of fanh in that country and 
they recognize the role that's played and believe that through their awons and their 
acuviues, they can gain greater suppon for the kmd of Iraq that would be a country 
that IS at peace with neighbors and respectful of all the diverse clements and religions 
and cthmc groups in the country. 

I m told that I'm gomg to get the hook m a few mmutes. Why don't I take 
these two and these two and then I will let you have your dessert or whatever it is 
that comes next. Yes, sir. 

i\UDIEl\CE MHIBER Thank rou. t-.lr. Secretaf)~ forcommgout \1y name 
IS Capt. James Saddler. I'm current!) a SA IS studem here 1n Washington, D.C .. 
and as a husband and a father of four, you hear a lot these days about 
overstretch and the abdll)' of our Army to meet all of the demands m this new 
global war on terrorism. I'd like }'OUr thoughts, sir, on the concept of overstretch 
especially with Congress talking about more divisions, the need for more 
troops. What are your concerns about overstretch and arc we able to do what 
we can wnh wha1 we have knowmg that nansformauon Is a prwrny? 

RU~ISFELD: The Joint Chiefs of S1aff have done a number of tabletop 
exercises and analyses that md~eatc to me and to the president I hat we have the 
capab1ht) to fulfill our stratcg} the wa) It's written. Second, there IS no question 
but 1ha1 1here IS stress on the force We're in a maJor sp1ke m activity m Iraq 
wnh 130,000 troops there; 1hat IS not the norm. Th1rd, we have been Imperfect 
m clrawmg down forces mother countnes. We need to doll better. faster, smarter, 
and to do that you've got to sec th,u the civil side is built up and that those 
countnes do what we're talking about trying to do in Iraq-see that they have 
the uvil s1dc developed and the pollee and the secunty capabilny, so that we 
ran in lact contmue to draw down forces. Its working prctt}' well 111 Bosma
those forces probabl) will contmue to be drawn down Kosovo 15 sull at a higher 
le\'el \\c sull have troops 111 the ':imai that ha,·e been there 22 rears. not a lot 
but some \Vc have a footpnnt that better fits the last ccnturr than the current 
centurr. and we're addressmg that What we have to dots make sure we recognize 
that the smgle-most Important thmg we've got in the Department of Defense 
arc the people, and we have to make sure we manage that force-the total force 
the active componenL and the reserve component, in a way that's respectful of 
them. And to do that, you've got to be very scnsuive about the nsk of back-to
hack deployment for active sen•1ce; you've got to be very careful about short 
call-up penods for the resenT . )'ou've got to give them as much certamty as 
possible , you have to usc volunteers to the extent possible. and rou have to, in 
addition It seems to me, undenakc a prOJCCt wh1ch Pete and other folks 111 the 
depanmcm and I spent a lot of time talkmg abom today- about rebalancmg the 
Guard and the reserve wuh the aCU\'e force. \Ve have a number of skill sets that 
arc only in the resen•es-the result of that, of course, IS you end up calhng 
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those people up over and over and over agam and you s1mply can't do that. If 
the} wanted to be on acuvc duty, they'd be on active duty, and Its not fair to 

their famihes; its not fair to the1r employers. So we have to fix that and we're 
working on ll. 

Yes. 

AL DIENCE }.!EMBER: Good e"ening. Mr. Secretary. Brook We1ss from the 
~led Ill School of Journalism. 

RU~ISFELD: In E''anston? 

AUDIENCE ~I EMBER. Yes, but we have an office in DC. 

RUMSFELD: Ahh, thats too bad. You should be there, back mmy hometown. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Since the end of combat operauons. how do you feel 
the solchers m psycholog•cal operations and civil affairs are domg wllh getting 
L S pohcy to the Iraqi people, and how IS the press wllh bringmg It back to the 
Amencan people? 

RUI\I!:>FELD· l would gi\'C the folks in CIVIl affa1rs an A+, and I w1sh we had 
four or f1ve tunes as many as we have and I wish we had many more on acuve 
duty than we have-we have so many of them in the reserve force. Now that 
smd, the ones in the reserve force tend to be people who arc doing things that 
parucularly equip them to do civil affa1rs. and you don't want to have it all on 
the acuve force because the value you get by bringing those folks in from time 
to time IS sigmficant-but l would cenamly give them an A+. What was the 
5econd part? 

AUDIEi\CE ME~1BER: I It)\\ 1s the press domg with bringing the infonnauon 
back? 

RUMSFELD: I thought thats what 1t was. (Laughter.) 
Ahh, we're going to be back to that earlier quesuon in the center msle that 

caused such a sur about old NATO and new NATO. 
I continue to hope it will be beuer. (Laughter.) I am so young and optimistic 

that I have conviction that It wlil get bctter, and I think we ought to try to help 
them get better every· chance we have. 

Qucsuon 

ACDIENCE MEMBER: Good evenmg. }.lr. Secretary M)' name 1s Ma.J !\lark 
Recard1 I'm wnh the Colorado Nauonal Guard. One point and one quesuon. IJUSL 

returned from Afghamstan, and I wanted to thank you for g•,·mg me an opportunity 
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LO, in a small part. change a nation. I will tell you from the ground poim of view that 
the soldier morale there is excellent, the Afghan people welcomed us. and we did 
change a nauon, and we have you to thank for that and the president obviously. 

RUMSFELD: Well thank you for what you've done and-something like 46 
million people have been liberated in the last two years and that is something 
important. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: My question, sir, dovetails on the previous question. 
Is there a plan to transform or increase the size of the National Guard so that we 
can address both our state and our federal mission with the amount of overseas 
deployments that we're currently seeing? 

Thanks, sir. 

RUMSFELD: Thank you. The answer to that is that there are people who are 
thinking about that. At least it has not come to my level that there is a demonstrated 
shortage of people to comribute to the homeland security task as well as the 
normal rotations that we may be likely to see wirh respect to the regular force. I 
was asked a lot of questions by the press recently about whether or not, given the 
hurricane and the fact that some Guard forces were serving. and we counted up 
the number of Guard forces that exists in the United States that was not activated 
in that moment, and it was obvious that it was a large, large, large number. So at 
least, at the moment, we have not seen a competition or a conOict between the 
needs. On the other hand, you can'tlook at the active force withoutlookingatthe 
Guard and reserve because they're so intimately connected. And as a result, the 
study that the senior officials in the department arc engaged in are in fact looking 
at that as well as the balance. 

RUMSFELD: Next to the last question. And there's the last. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Good evemng, Mr. Secretary. My name is Becky 
Bowman. I'm also with the Meclill School of journalism, here in D.C. 

RUMSFELD: Good. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: And I want to thank you for letting me ask you a 
question this evening. I understand that members of Congress have been making 
their way, group by group, to Iraq to get a firsthand look at the country and to 
visit with troops there and visit with the Iraqi civilians. 

RUMSFELD: With my encouragement, we're hoping the more of them that 
go there the more they'll see whats actually taking place and come back and talk 
to their constituents and give them a straight talk about it. 
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AUDIENCE MEMBER: I understand that this had quite an impact on the 
Democrats especially who have become critical of the media since their return 
from their nips. How critical do you think it is for the U.S. people that members 
of Congress make their way over there in larger numbers? 

RUMSFELD: I think it~ important. I think its important that people, not just 
people from the Congress but others. There are a lot of knowledgeable people 
around who are experts, and to the extent they are physically !active] and they 
talk to people, not just in Baghdad where a lot of people go and just stay, but out. 
It's very different in the north; its different in the south; it's different in the west; 
the central area of Baghdad and in that central area is where most of the difficulties 
are, obviously-it's a city of stx million people. 

I was with a president of a country the other day that have six million people, 
and he said by actual count last year they had 3,500 homicides, assassinations, 
and murders in a country of six million people. Baghdad is about five-and-a-half 
to six million people. Here's a country with 3,500; I don't know what the number 
is for the United States, and of course I'm sufficiently prudent that I wouldn't ask. 
But I do think it's important for members of the House and the Senate-they 
serve such an important function of representing; they're the human link between 
their people and their government; they have to vote on these matters, and over 
and over again, the ones that go over come back with an impression that is distinctly 
different from what they have as an impression. I think pan of its because of 24-
hour news; we see the same thing over and over and over again, you think il 
happened 15 times and if it's something bad, then something bad happened 15 
times in the 24-hour cycle. Goodness knows, it's not going to be something good 
that's going to get repeated 24 times in 24 hours. 

Yes. sir. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Good evening. Secretary Rumsfcld. First, I'd like to 
thank you for coming and taking my question this evening. My name is David 
Houlihan. I'm representing American University this evening. I was wondering if 
you could tell us a liule bit about your perspective about the soft power and its 
role that Mr. Nye discussed with us earlier today? 

RUMSFELD: T wasn't here to hear Mr. Nye. 1 know who he is and he's a 
thoughtful person, but-what was his subject? 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: He discussed like a difference between a hard and 
soft power, I was interested-! was kind of wondering what you thought about 
the role of soft power, being the secretary of defense? 

RUMSFELD: 1 don't know what it means. I learned to say l don't know when 
I was very young. What is the difference between soft power and hard power? 
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AUDIENCE MEMBER: I m afra1d of slightly over s1mphfymg. but he d1scussed 
hard power as more milnary and forceful power and soft power bemg more 
pohtu:ally mOuenced and cultural 

RUMSFELD: Diplomacy. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: D1plomac; 

RUt-.ISFELD: Oh, they're linked I mean the last ch01ce m the world ts to ha\'e 
to usc mllltalJ power, to have to usc kmet1cs; you don't want to do that You want 
to do everythmg humanly poss1ble through persuasion and d1plomacy and 
econom1c acll\'it)' and coahuon blllldmg to try-L mean thmk what Pres1dem 
Bush went through. There were 17 UN resolutions on Iraq and Saddam llussein 
defied them. He then wem to the UN; there was patience and then bclore he did 
anything with the coalition, he gave one last chance for Saddam llusscin to respond 
to the United Nations or leave. So, It IS y·our absolute lnst choiCe. And on the 
other hand, simply passmg rcsoluuons, 17 resolutions, didn't do iL. rhere needs 
to be sometimes a consequence and we were hopeful that we could through the 
build up of forces over a penod of some five or si.x months, affect d1plomacy 
favorably, that IS to sar support d1plomacy and not have to use force That was 
what the design was and that was the hope and indeed the pray·er 

So I think that it's not easy to separate the two. I think that your last choice 
always IS the use of force, and we need to always try to find ways to be persuasive 
and help countries. And people who wish ill of others or intend to mvade their 
nc1ghbors, find ways to persuade them short of the use of force, if us humanly 
possible. 

Thank you all-nice to sec you 

NOLAN: Thank }'OU vel) much to Secretary Rumsfeld. It IS perhaps fitting 
that we have no further diSCUS510n except one vel) Important addn10n to th1s 
cvcnmg, wh1ch IS the Umted States Army Band, .,.,.h1ch you wtll hear over your 
dessert \Ve will see you all tomorrow 
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HO\\ TI-ll CIIA "--GING ROLE OF NATIO'\AL POWER 

Ar JlC.T~ INTERNATIOt'<;AL CoRPORATIONS 

Davtd M Cote, Chairman and Chief Executive Officer, lloncywdl 

flltmcludron hy: Frances Hessclbcin. Chamnan. Board of Governors, 
Leader to Leader lnsututc 

Summary 

• Not only does a strong economy strengthen nauonal power. it also creates 
stabrlny \\ nhm a nauon and between nauons. 

• lloncywellts a good example of how to run an orgamzat ron. 
1. lloneywell is one of the 30 companies in the Dow jone5 Industrial 

Average. It operates in four maJor, diverse business areas: aerospace, amomation 
control soluuons, specialty materials, and transportation systems 

2. llonerwell does many drffen.'l1l thmgs and that generally leads to the 
qucsuon of how one manages <\11 emaprrse as large and complex as lloncywcll. 
The chalknge is to figure out wh1ch dcosions should be made locall) and wh1ch 
should be dnYen cent rail)·. Too much local1s anarchy Too much cemral1s paraly
srs \:enher works. 

3 Leadership and ownershrp of three essential company processes-strat
eg) operauons, and people-need to be centralized. These three proccssc5, com
mon to most companres, need to be robust. 

4. The key is how well a company perfomts these processes The rntcnsity 
of and commitment to each process rs more rmportant than the written pohcy cov
enng them. rhe tdea that a business leader can just be a big p1cwrc gu}· IS a mrstake. 

5 !:>rmultaneously. ll rs unplHtant lO dm·c deCision making as t lose to the 
action as possrble. A potent comhmauon for decis1on making includes overall 
drrcuton from the top that also ~~ raptdly rcsponsi\'e to local condH1ons. 

6. llone)"vell has fiye imtiall\'CS that mcludc gro\\'th, pmducm·it)'. cash. 
people. and enablers. Ther appl)' acro5s all bustncss segments. and. cwn though 
thcr 11M}' appl) lO \"arytng degrees, evcrronc has to embrace them. 
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• Growth is essential because organizations that stand still become stag
nant. Driving growth is a great stimulus for thoughtful customer focus. 

• Productivity is a shorter way of saying, "How do we do more with less 
everyday?'' Honeywell believes growth is compatible with productivity and thai 
success consists of being able LO do two seemingly mutually exclusive or opposite 
activities at the same time. Honeywell also believes that as it grows it becomes 
more productive, and as ll becomes more productive, it grows because it can be 
even more price competitive. 

• Cash is especially important because as much as people focus on income 
and accounting, it is not cash. Although measurements are done through ac
counting using income as the bottom line, cash is what one actually spends. Ev
eryone is paid with cash. Cash is used to purchase new equipment. lt is essential! 

• People are the ultimate differentiawr. The best people, organized correctly 
and motivated, generally overcome bad processes and sometimes even bad strat
egies. 

• Enablers include two major sets of tools for improving the other four ini
tiatives. Digital Works makes it easier for people to get their jobs done and done 
well. Six Sigma provides quality-oriented tools that ensure products, services, 
and processes are robust and work every time. 

• Business is pan of a well-functioning society. lt is important to consider 
the role of business, its contributions, and how business and government work 
together to accomplish the mutual objective of enhancing U.S. national security. 
There are several important concepts to consider when thinking about the role of 
business. 

1. Economics is not a zero-sum game. Someone else's gain is not 
Hone)'\vell's loss, and both sides benefit. A cmcial implication of this concept is 
that productivity, or the ability to do more with less every day, is a good thing. 
Another implication is that globalization, provided companies and countries com
pete fairly, is a good thing for everyone. 

2. "Creative destruction,» as described by economist joseph Schumpeter, 
is a reality. For the world to advance, old technologies and old ways of doing 
things have to die as new technologies and new ways of doing things come into 
existence. An implication of this concept is that companies have to be allowed to 
fail if they do not do well. Another important implication is the importance of 
free now of infonnation, capital, goods and services, people, and entrepreneur
ship. Freedom counts. 

3. Trust in the entire system is important. There must be trust in our 
institutions, in government, in how business is conducted, and in the coun sys
tem. Although there has been a price for Americas principled stand, it is over
shadowed by the standard it sets for all nations. 

• lttS helpful to look at how various pans of the world are evolving in their 
ability to support business and producuvity as they project the element of na
tional power. 
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l. japan is still the number two economy in the world but has been relatively 
stagnant for a decade. japan must acquire the ability to allow companies and people 
fail, Lhat is, to encourage creative destruction, which is necessaty for advancement. 

2. China is a formidable economic force and has made huge strides in the 
last decade. Although it is doing many things correctly, China needs to enforce 
more strictly intellectual property protection. The development of a middle class 
also will have a profound impact on China. 

3. India has much potential and some incredibly well-educated people; 
but at the same time, it has a stultifying bureaucracy with its auendant regulation 
that stops progress in its tracks. India provides a lesson: When one gives up 
power-in this case, regulation, one gets power-here, innovation and growth. 

4. Much of Africa suffers from a lack of credibility in its institutions and 
government stability. There is much to do. 

5. Europe is in a fascinating transition with the evolution of the European 
Union. Overall, there is good trust in the system, but the region would benefit 
from greater freedom of movement and from a greater commitment to creative 
destruction. 

6. Brazil has to address its cost-prohibitive social system, and Mexico would 
benefit from a greater commitment to technical education. 

• Business plays a crucial role in the development of living standards around 
the world. Business should not go unbridled, but government should be the most 
ardent supporter in creating an environment where business can nourish. A ro
bust economy provides a strong base to project national image and exercise na
tional power. As business prospers so do people, and prosperous people increase 
stability. Stability contributes to our national security and helps to keep our troops 
out of harms way. Business and government need each other; smart nations sup
pon productivity and business. 

Analysis 

In his opening remarks, David Cote discussed three topics: the management 
of his corporation; the relationship bet ween national businesses practices, a stable 
and prosperous society, and national security; and the evolution of worldwide 
business. He intimated that each topic would provide some information of value 
for military leaders, but generally avoided offering direct comparisons with or 
lessons for the military. 

CO£e's management principles sounded very much like those proposed by 
the Department of Defense for the transformed force. Centralized senior manag
ers must be responsible for intensely prosecuting overall strategy, operations, and 
personnel policies. On the other hand, local execution and decision making are 
the responsibility of local leaders. who must be rapidly responsive to local condi
tions. Though material products and measures of success for his company are 
different from those of the military, effectively managing and leading similar pro-
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ccsses. usmg many of the same techniques. IS equally imponamto both cndca\'
ors. Espeetally cogent for the m1htar> arc Cotes comments about the Importance 
of itwesung m "good people," the ulttmme differentiator, as a means to "overcome 
bad processes and sometimes bad strategies." 

!he need to manage changmg tcchnologtcs is faced by both business and 
nuluary communnies. Cotes comments on the benefits and costs of "creative de
structton" once again reinforced what the Department of Defense and the servtccs 
arc facmg in transformation. lie and most mtlilary leaders rccogmze that the1r 
rcspccti\'c enterprises must adopt new technologies if they are to advance and 
stay competitive. The potential cost ts to people, those whose knowledge and 
trammg arc m danger of becommg obsolete in ever-comprcssmg crcles of mnova
tlon I Its solution was to fac1htate rcqutred shtfts m sktlls and indtv1dual flexibil
Ity through continuous quality educatiOn and hfclong lcarnmg. 

At a different level, Cote offered some support lor john F Kennedy ~chool of 
Government Dean joseph Nyc's concept of soft power. lle said that the Foretgn 
Practices Act of 1997 and other reasonable regulation, though they may have lost 
some business, have resulted m standards of business pracuce that make 1 he United 
States adnmed, respected. and trusted by the world Thts positt\'e outcome IS 
ultlmatcl} good for busmess. d1plomacy. and U.S. interests. 

Finally. Cotes assessment of rcg10nal strengths and weaknesses can be valu
able to reg1onal combatam comm<mders 111 their Theater Secum> Cooperation 
Plans (TSCPs) Though TSCPs arc pnmarily for application of mtlnary assets, 
those assets address a number of rcg10nal tssucs that go beyond application of 
military power. As Nye pointed out in his opening address, the soft power aspects 
of mihtary-to-military rclationshtps have great impact on other countncs. The 
lSCPs and thetr predecessor theater engagement plans have a tradlllon of ad
dressmg a \'ariety of "good go"crnancl?" 1ssues. 

Trcmsnipl 

JANNI: E NOLAN, Ph.D: Good mormng to all of you, laches and gentlemen, 
d1stmgUtshcd guests. We have today, this second day of the 2003 Natwnal Security 
Scncs. sponsored by the U.). Army, along with its co-sponsors. For those of you 
who were with us yesterday, }'Clll know that we had an extremely \'1\'lcl, pro\'ocative, 
and lthmk really unpreccdcntcdly eclectiC program of speakers, culmmatmg with 
a speech and quite an act of dialogue wnh Secretary Rumsfeld last mght. 

Its really again a tribute to the L .S. Army. to General Schoomaker. and to 
all of those assoCiated wtth htm who h;l\·e pulled together this really wonderful 
C\'ent. \\'chaw another \'cry spcual day toda}·. begmmng wnh this scsston And 
my job here for the lntl!al mtroductlon 1s. once more, to gt\'C a couple of 
admtnbtrati\'c announcements, to rcmmd you to ltlrn off your cell phones, 
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'"h1ch I forgot to do last mght, actually. 
and mme went off during the speech I 
shouldn't have to confess thnt . but I just 
d1cl. Also. when we do take quesuons 
and answers, 1f you would wan for the 
microphone to come to you and stand 
and 1denufr yourself Hopefully today. 
unlike yesterday, ll w1ll be a hule eas1er 
to see the audience, so that it1s actually 
poss1ble to moderate. 

Let me pHKeed wnh the 
introduction of our first speaker today. 
It 's a great, great pleasure to have 
Frances llesselbem w1th us. She IS the 
chairman of the Board of Governors of 
the Leader to Leader Institute. But }'OU 

all have a copy of her b1ograph)~ She IS 

a formidable woman. A woman who 
has been a corporate leader. a piOneer Frances llcssclbem 
m every sense in the busmcss world, 
as a management consultant. as an 
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expert on that subJect, as an educatOr, as an author, as a rec1p1ent of so man} 
honors, including the Presidential Medal of Freedom, wh1ch IS the highest civilian 
honor that a person can recel\'e. She also is the first recipient of the Dwight D 
Eisenhower Nauonal Securit} Series Award, which 1s notable I am parucularl} 
humbled by her 16 Ph.Ds. I only have one. But you can see from her b•o and 
from her speech to come that this is a woman to reckon with in the bes1 possible 
:.cnsc Please join me m welcommg her toda). 

FRANCES HESSELBEIN· Thank you,Janne. Good mommg. 
At 8:00 Fnda} mormng. one year ago, I stood at this lectern, about to 

speak on managing change to our countrys great mil nary and c1vilian leaders 
And it wac; our first Dwight D. Eisenhower Conference on National Securit}' 
And I knew at that moment that u was one of the great moments of Ill} life as 
well as one of the most mtimidaung moments of Ill}' ltfe. And that 2002 
Eisenhower Conference obtained a level of excellence and commitment of 
performance and results that 1s rare I) expenenced in our world. So this week, I 
wondered 1f our second E1senhower National Sccunty Conference could reach 
that incred1ble lc\'el I think you w11l agree wah me that >'esterda}'. from the 
moment that Janne Nolan and General Schoomaker and ~usan E1scnhower 
welcomed us, that all day through all of those open and powerful and provocauvc 
speeches and panels. that 11 was five stars all the way. And today. promises to be 
Its equal 
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Our opening speaker this morning is profoundly well qualified to address 
the topic, "How the Changing Role of National Power Affects International 
Corporations." Born in Manchester, New Hampshire, David Cote graduated from 
the Universily of New Hampshire in 1976. He went to school during the day and 
worked at night as an hourly punch press operator for the local GE aircraft factory. 
And after graduation, he continued with General Electric, progressing through a 
series of positions of manufacturing and strategy planning and markeling, finance , 
and general management, and then rising to corporate senior vice president, CEO, 
and president of the $6 billion GE appliances business. After leaving General 
Electric, he joined TRW, serving as that $16 billion company$ chairman and CEO 
prior to assuming his current position in 2002. No one could address this topic 
with greater experience, greater understanding. 

So ladies and gentlemen, it is a great honor for me to introduce Lhe chaim1an 
and chief executive officer of Honeywell International, David Cote. Dave? 

DAVlD M. COTE: Thank you, frances. Both your kind introduction and the 
opportunity to participate in the prestigious Eisenhower National Security Series 
are appreciated. This is an impressive conference and a compelling topic. 

When first invited to share my views on national power in an unpredictable 
world, I was impressed to see that business had been accorded a significant role 
in the agenda. Not only does a strong economy strengthen national power, it also 
creates stability within a nation and between nations. lt:S great to see business 
considered along with diplomacy, culture, and the military as a key contributor to 
the nations power. l hope to accomplish three things in this discussion. The first 
focuses on Honeywell and how we run the company. And I expect you'll draw 
from that whatever you would like, in terms of running your own organizations. 
The second is my perspective on business as pan of a well-functioning society
what$ the role of business, how it contributes, how to help it; how business and 
government, when working together, accomplish our mutual objective by 
enhancing our national security. The third concerns my views on how various 
pans of the world are evolving from a business standpoint. 

Now lets begin with something I am very familiar with and that is Honeywell. 
Honeywell is one of the 30 companies in the Dow jones Industrials Average. We 
have over 100,000 employees working in 95 countries. Our sales in 2002 totaled 
$23 billion, with $8 billion of that outside the United States. Of that $8 billion, 
$6 billion was in Europe, and $2 billion in Asia, with $500 million in China. 
We operate in four major diverse business segments: aerospace, automation 
control solutions, specialty materials and transportation systems. Our largest 
business is aerospace with $9 billion in sales, $5 billion commercial, and $4 
billion in defense. We make jet engines, auxiliary power units or APUs, engine 
controls, very sophisticated avionics, like digitally integrated cockpits for the 
space shuttle, and for business jets, allowing pilots to fly with easy-to-use point
and-click methods. We make precision guidance mechanisms for the most 
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advanced weaponry such as jDAMs 
Uoim Direct Attack Munitions[. High
level systems integration for complex 
applications like satellite tracking and 
collision avoidance avionics for 
aircraft. Our collision avoidance 
product called EGPWS or Enhanced 
Ground Proximity Warning System has 
a database of the world~ terrain, and it 
actually tells pilots when they are on a 
collision path with terrain or structures 
that they aren't aware of. It's a problem 
that occurs more often than you might 
think, an example being the crash of 
Secretary Ron Brown~ plane in Croatia. 
We also recently announced an 
additional application of this 
technology-the runway collision 
avoidance, another issue that occurs 
more often than you might think. Even 
more importantly, we are now testing 

167 

David M. Cote 

a further devclopmem of EGPWS that will preclude a pilot from being able to 

ny into a nuclear plant, a chemical plant, or even over a no-ny zone like 
Washington. 

So, as you can see in our aerospace business, we make some pretty technically 
advanced and very relevant stuff. Our automation control solutions business has 
$7 billion in sales. Major business areas include integrated and distributed process 
control systems for complex process operations like refineries and pharmaceutical 
manufacturers. We make energy-efficiency products, from the very simple like 
that Honeywell thermostat found in 100 million homes and five million buildings 
around the world-and hopefully there is a little round yellow d1al in all of your 
homes also-to the complex, energy management systems for entire complexes 
like military bases, government buildings, and campuses with multiple buildings. 
We have fire and security systems for homes and commercial buildings that will 
see significant growth with the worlds commitment to homeland security. If you 
were to go to the Sydney International Airpon in Australia, for example, you 
would be protected by a state-of-the-an, totally integrated Honeywell security 
system that includes fire, barrier, access control, HVAC [heating, ventilating, and 
air conditioning], all tied into a single, simple cemral control system. And there is 
nothing like it in the United States today. Our controls business, pan of ACS 
[Automation and Control Solutions], is also the world's biggest player in sensing 
and control devises that measures things like temperature , pressure , position , 
and increasing presence of gases, people, anything. Sensors usage will increase 
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substanually as semiconductOr costs decrease and applkaunns become 
mterconnccted. From computers to cars to medical equipment, sensors will 
prohferate. They'll be connected and ther'll act as smallmformauon systems. Our 
sensing technologies, combmed wtth our ability to make m1cromm1aturc machines, 
known as MEMS [Micro ElectroMechanical Systems!, gtves us a worldwide lcadmg 
position here. 

We also have a chenucals business called Specialt) Materials with about 53 
bilhon m sales We arrange for more prosa1c products hkc nrlon and polrester to 

the complex, like non-ozone depleting HFCs [hydroOuorocarbonsl \\'c are 
cspcCtall) excited about some of our new products hkc ~pectra and Lum1lux. 
Spectra, a product 10 times stronger than steel. floats. Its used m bulletproof 
vests, mcludmg those used by our sokhers 111 Iraq and Afghamstan, hlast-contammg 
cargo comamers, rope and protective barrier nets being I used] by the Coast Guard. 
Lumtlux, a nontoxic phosphorcscemmaterialused in pamt, to prO\'Ide emergency 
pathway lighting without electricity. lhc light is bright enough that you can read 
b) 1t. Lumilux is also used as a lummcsccnt anti-coumerfcu ing thread m Euro 
currency. 

Our fourth busmess IS transportation products. \Ve make automobile brakes 
and we're m the retail auto aftcr-nMrkct wnh well-recognized brands hke Fram 
f1hers. Autollle spark plugs, and Prcstone anufreeze. \Ve also have a magnificent 
tmbo charger busmess for both automouve and large engme apphcauons that's 
growmg at a double-dign rate. lhc s1gmhcance of a turbo charger. and It's really 
just a small jet engine, is that it allows an mtemal combustion engme. be It gas or 
d1escl, that is a tlmd to one-half smaller in size to deliver the same power at the 
same total cost to the consumer-111 effect, the 4-cylinder engine that cnn perform 
hkc a 6-cylinder. That means the consumer gets the same power and performance 
that they always d1d, but because the engine is smaller. both fuel usage and 
emiSSions can be cut by a tlmd \Ve call It respons1ble power 

"\ow, as you can see, we do a lot of d1fferemthmgs. And that generally leads to 
the quesuon of how do you manage an enterpnse as large and complex and d1,·erse 
as Honeywell? The challenge, m 111)' new, 1s to figure out what dec1stons should be 
m:~de locall) and what should be dnven centrallr Too much local 1s anarchy. Too 
mtlch central is paralys1s. Nenhcr works. What does need to be centralized IS 
leadership and ownership of three csscnual com pan)' processes: s1 rategy. operations, 
and people. These three processes need to be robust, and almost all companies have 
them. The key is how well }'OU do them. The intensity of and comrmtmcnt to each 
process IS more important than the wnttcn policy covenng them. In each of the 
three. I can assure you, wuhoUl direct (.I:O and operating management nwolvcmem. 
the)' wHI not be robust processes. The 1dea that a busmess leader can be a b1g 
piCture gu> IS a mistake 

Simultaneously. it's important to dri,·e dec1s1on making as close to the acuon 
as poss1blc. DecisiOn makmg that IS consistent with overall d1rccuon from the 
top, but is also rap1dly rcsponstve to local condiuons. prov1dcs a potent 
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combination. So w1th these core processes in place and decision makmg combined, 
ns then poss1ble to dnve broad themes across a company. In Hone) well. we ha\'1: 
our five initiatives: growth, productivity, cash. people. and our enabler:>, D1gital 
Works and S1x S1gma The> appl) across all husmess segments and may apply to 
varymg degrees, but everyone has to embrace them. lrrowth is cssenual because 
orgamzations that stand still get stagnant wnh all the unpleasantness that word 
1m plies. Dn\'lng growth causes people to thmk about whats nght for the customer, 
what needs aren't fulfilled. what technologies can be applied, ns a great sumulu'> 
for thoughtful customer focus. We concentrate on several areas: having a robust 
process m every busmess to generate, select develop. and then kiss or kill ideas. 
Domg a great job for our customers ever> day m quahty, dchvery, value, and 
technology. Actually its amazing how often businesses forget the importance of 
domg a great JOb for the1r customers Developmg supenor sales and marketmg o;o 
we reall> understand customer needs GloballzatlOn IS cntical. And finally, havmg 
robust, funded technology road maps for new products and sen•1ces, all supported 
wnh des1gn for S1x S1gma The strength of our com pan> for I 00 rears has been 
technology. and we always need to excel. 

Our productivity imuati\·e is one we talk about along with growth. Productivity 
1s a shorter way of saying how to do more \\lth less e\·ery day Some consider 
growth to be incompatible wnh producuvny, thinkmg you euhcr have a growth 
focus or cost focus as a company. We reJeCt that notion and instead say that success 
consists of bemg able to do two seeming!}· mutuall> exclusive or opposite awv11ies 
at the same ume, finding the root cause or the balance that allows you to do both. 
We believe that as we gro\\, we become more productive There arc more units to 
spread costs o,·er And as we become more productl\·e. we grow because we can 
be more cost compeuuve. In busmcss and m ltfc, it seems. )'OU re always tl)·ing lO 

accomplish or balance two compeung goals. Some examples: you want low 
mvcmones, meamng not much cash 1s used. or do you want good customer sernce? 
Do you want the speed of local dec1s1on makmg or the control of central command? 
Do you want high quality or low cost? Do you want forl' lgn pohcy to be mululateral 
or unilateral? Do you want,, smaller force or a more lethal force? Focusing on just 
one and not recogntzing the need to accomplish the seemingly repeatmg goals is 
a failure mode. The trick is to fmd a way to do both The cash lmuauvc is especially 
1mponant because as much as people will focus on mcome and accounung. 1ts 
not cash. Although related, cash IS chffercnt. The s1gmficancc IS that although 
measurements arc clone through accounung, using income as the bonom line, 
cash ts what you actuall) spend. Thats what all of us get pa1d wuh Thats ho\\ 
you bU)' new equipment. It's essenual. 

Our fourth imuauve 1s to focus on people. People arc the uh1mate d1fferenuator 
People make a lithe dtfference The best people orgam:ed correctly and mouvatcd 
generally overcome bad processes and somcumes even bad strategies. We pay n 
lot of aucnuon to ha\'lng the very best. So what does that actually mean? It means 
providmg a stimulating place to work. where you feel challenged all da). 
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compensation and bendit plans at the top end of the range; nuly paying for 
performance, meaning top performers get high-end rewards while low-end 
performers get zero raises and sometimes have to leave; having corporate learning 
centers and a company committed to learning; and an environment where people 
can fulfill their natural human desire to get ahead if they perform. It means focusing 
more on the 90 percent of the people who come to work everyday wanting to do 
a good job and go home at night feeling good about what they did, rather than on 
the LO percent who don't. And most imp01tantly, being a company where people 
can be proud of where they work. That means a worldWide focus on integrity, 
which we accomplish through our code of conduct, a commitment made public 
on our web site. We commit to obey all laws in all countries and when standards 
are higher, for example in the United States. on safety or environmental matters, 
we follow the strictest standard no mauer where we are in the world. It means 
having a foundauon. In this case. Honeywell Hometown solutions where we donate 
$10 million annually to causes like the USO !United Service Organizations]. 
Rebuilding Together, the National Center for Missing and Exploited Children, 
and NASA-sponsored education programs for children. Supporting employees in 
the communities where they work through Dollars for Doers, providing $500 
grants when they volunteer 50 hours. Allocating nearly 50 percent of our 
foundation budget to education, supponing33 American universities and doubling 
our commitment outside the United States to $500,000 for 27 schools. In India. 
we are supponing 2,400 students with scholarships, employee memoring, and, 
in many cases, the clothes they wear to school. 

For our servicemen and women called to duty, we continue to pay their annual 
salary on top of their government pay. We value the dedication of these men and 
women and want to support them as best we can. People are critical to success. 
And it really is ironic that, as important people are, it seldom gets discussed in the 
analysis of any company. 

In our enablers, we have two sets of tools for improving the initiatives just 
discussed. They are Digital Works and Six Sigma. Digital Works, meaning a focus 
on information systems to make it easier for people to get their job done and done 
well. Si..x Sigma provides quality-oriented tools that ensure products, services, 
and processes are robust and work the way they're supposed to every time. 

You've probably gathered by now that I'm pretty proud of where I work. And 
while it can seem to be a pretty complicared portfolio of unrelated businesses, by 
focusing on broad themes and having terrific people, leading an enterprise like 
Honeywell is made significantly easier. 

Lets tum now to the next topic for discussion. That is. what is the role of a 
business in a well-functioning society? And what needs to be in place for business 
to function well? There are several important concepts to consider when thinking 
about the role of business. First is that economics is not a zero-sum gain. Second, 
the creative destruction, as described by the economist joseph Schum peter, is a 
reality: And third, the importance of rrust in the entire system. Economics is not a 
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zero-sum gam. That means that someone else's gain is not m> loss. In economics. 
both s1des benefit from a trade. When someone buys somethmg, both the buyer 
and the seller are ennched. One 1s not cnnched at the expense of the other. One 
side rece1ves the money. The other gets goods or servtccs they deemed worth 
paying that money tO rece1ve. Both benefit. Now, it sounds simple, but n 's extremely 
important. It's incredible how often people still view economics as zero-sum. One 
of the cntical implications of this concept is that productivity, that abllit)' tO do 
more wnh less every day, IS a good thing. To the extent you can get more output 
per dollar of mput, the natton and the world become richer and more able to 
pro\'ldc for an expanding populatton It sttll sounds s1mple 

Lets bnng the 1ssue a lmle closer to home. Cons1der a plant m the Umted 
~tates that's closmg because operations arc bemg moved to a devclopmg country, 
say the Czech Republic, for cost savmgs. Ir you view econormcs as zero-sum, you 
would say the United States lost and the Czech Republic won. If, however, you 
view it as a mutually beneficial transaction and, assuming the other nation is 
competing fa~rly, you would say both nauons benefited. The developing countr)' 
gams JObs and will help to create wealth and the United States gains lower cost 
goods or sen·ices that enhances the bupng power of the country's citizens. In 
addJtJOn, the company has more moner to m\·est m R&D !research and 
de\'elopmeml and other things. The d1ffJcuhy here hes m that n IS easr for anyone 
to sec the JOb losses because us focused and \'LSible, while the purchasmg power 
benefit ts chffuscd among the popuh\l10n of an entire nauon. And 1ts tough to see 
that its a net gain for the country Its also why Honeywell, and many other 
compames for that mauer, provide transit ion benefits for employees m this siwation 
because it's a liule more than unreasonable to expect an employee bemp, laid off tO 

ask them to feel good about their Job loss directly contributing to the productivity 
of the country. Nonetheless, it IS 1mponant to recognize that productivity is a 
tremendous source of the wealth for nat1ons. Another 1mphcauon of the concept 
that econom1cs IS not a zero-sum gain IS that globahzauon, agam prov1ded 
compames and countries compete fa1rl). is a good thing for e\'ef)·onc All nations 
wm as globalization expands C.ountncs that impede productivit} and 1mpede 
trade hun the standard of ll\1ng of their own citizens. The prospenty of other 
nattons mcreases our own prospenty and our national secunty Economic security 
d11·ectly contnbutes to national security for all nations involved Increased trade 
between nations promotes peace because ties become closer. 

The next concept, and you could say its a corollary to the first one, is the 
Importance of creative destruction. for the world to advance, old technologies 
and old ways of doing things have to d1e as new technologies and new ways of 
domg thmgs come into existence Buggy whip manufacturers were not excited 
about the automobile. Retailers felt threatened by the Internet. Trpewnters and 
typesetters are nearly extinct Staff orgamzations in every company have been 
reduced because of information systems advancements. In each case. the old way 
of doing somethmg declines or disappears. Resources arc redeployed C.ompames 
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and people adapt. The new way grows and society benefits. The problem with 
creative destruction is that its painful for anyone who's involved in the old way. 
Qualit)' education and lifelong learning for all is essential to facilitate these shifts 
and provide that needed flexibility. While we may want to smooth some of the 
rough edges, it is important that, as a country, we support the constant transition 
that creative desuuction generates. An implication of creative destruction is that 
companies have to be allowed to fail if they don't do well. The specter of liquidated 
bankruptcy must be real. Risk is an imponam pan of human nature and essential 
for a thriving economy. 1L applies to people, companies, and militaries. It causes 
you to think differently about deployment of resources so you don't waste them, 
helps to ensure the prize is worth the risk of failure, and causes everyone lO adapt 
faster. But risk is not real if it has no teeth. If people and companies know you 
always get a second chance. 

Another important implication is the importance of free flow of information, 
of capital , of goods and services, of people, of entrepreneurship; free markets, 
freedom coums. just like a business where people need the freedom to make 
decisions at a local level, its important for countries to allow freedom as well. In 
countries where it's difficult to let people go during difficult tunes, it causes 
companies to be extremely cautious about adding during good times. The result? 
Resource redeployment is delayed and so is economic recovery and growth. Bad 
times happen and can't be avoided. They can be minimized, though, through our 
ability to react. Being open to the movement of people. for example. immigration 
in the United States, particularly those with skills, is good for our economy and 
shouldn't be restricted. In a simple example, the NBA !National Basketball 
Association) and major league baseball are made significantly better because the 
worlds best players want to come here and we let them. I like sports and I can tell 
)'OU its exciting to know that I'm watching the worlds best. When it comes to 
technical talent, we can't have enough. At a time when many would agree we 
don't graduate enough of our own technical talent, we should be very open to 

others. Freedom of entrepreneurship means making it easy for people to stan 
companies with the hope that their idea will make them $1 million or in some 
cases today, even $1 billion. It harnesses. to the benefit of society, human natures 
desire to get ahead. It is a powerful catalyst for innovation and hard work. We 
should wamto open up America to the best ideas and people in the entire world. 
Thats a good thing. 

Now, for the final concept, the imponance of trust in the enure system
trust in our institutions. That means trust in the government, uust in how business 
is conducted, and trust in the court system. This is why corruption is such a killer 
of commerce. A few people benefit and the nation suffers. Some might say the 
Foreign Corrupt Practices Act of 1977 that precluded bribes by American 
companies operating anywhere in the world was overreaching. In other words, 
>vho are we to say what rules an American company must follow in another 
country? Instead, its been the absolute right thing to do. There ts no doubt 
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Aml·ncan compantcs have lost bustncss because they weren't allowed 10 make 
J'><l}'mcms. So there has been a pnce for our principle stand. But tts overshadowed 
by the stand that 1l sets for all nattons. And its widely understOod we won't do tt, 
and as the global leader in busmess. tt was the right thing for the Unnecl States to 
do. lrust tn the government also applies when it comes to regubtion. Now I'll be 
the first to agree that some regulation is always needed because unbndled business 
is as bad as any other unbndled force, whether tt's govemmem, mtlttary. or eYen 
tone lawyers. lts a quesuon of degree and consistencr. The balance quesuon 
dtscus:;ed m the beginnmg comes mto pia) here: Too much and )'OU ha\·e central 
control. no freedom in movemenl, and resulting stagnauon, too ltttle or 
tnCllllStstency m applicauon and you have chaos. There has to be certatlll)' of how 
thtngs work, how regulation is unplcmented. Busmess and people need to know 
regulauon IS thoughtful and constdered, not arbitrary or capnclous. As an astde, 
all that bemg said, I can say as a businessman, I felt no shortage of regulation to 
date. I rust in how busmcss is conducted is imponam and clearly was damaged in 
the Umted States with revelauons of corporate scandals over the last couple of 
years Unfortunately, there will alwa)'S be criminals in business. JUSt hke we have 
murderers and muggers. There still needs to be faith, though. that when busmess 
people do something cnmmal, ther will be treated like cnminals. Trust m the 
coun system IS essential. so everyone knows disputes w1ll be handled fmrly, 
peaccfull). and reasonably exped!ltously Disputants need to know the system 
can't be unfmrly innuenced. There can't be a fear of violence or fear of rid1culous 
outcomes. Thts is a big deal. 

l .ct's consider now the third quesuon teed up at the beginning. How are 
various parts of the world cvolvmg in their ability to support business and 
productivity as they project thts clemcm of national power? We'll start in the Far 
East and move westward. And please recogmze I'm only rccognizmg my views 
and undoubtedly O\'ersimphfymg to make a pomt, but hopefully it w1ll be helpful. 
Japan ts sullthe number two economy mthe world but has stopped movmg for a 
decade. They need to acqUire the abtl11y to let compamcs and people fail, to 
encourage that creative destntction so necessary for advancement Chma. clearly 
a form1dable economtc force. has made huge strides. pantcularly m the last 10 
years. rhey are doing a lot of thmgs nght. Certainly, we would hke to sec stronger 
cnforcemem of intellectual property protection. That has to get solved to build 
trust. But with every visit there, I am astounded by the progress smcc my previous 
visll. It's easy to predict an onward and upward path that [wasl once internalized 
as C..htna taking over the entire globe Now, all of us know deep down that that's 
not the way thmgs work. Somethmg w1ll happen. One cons1derauon IS what 
happens as a true middle class develops? The tmddle class man}' country acqutres 
a power and mnuence all11s own as 11 becomes more wealth). Thts phenomenon 
w1ll undoubtedly have a profound impact of some kind on China Although tls 

tough to pred1ct what it wlll be, certatnly we should be thmkmg about 11. India 
has all kmds of potential and some mcred1bly well-educated people , many of 
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whom have fueled technical and economic growth in the United States. At the 
same time, it has an mcrechbly stultifying bureaucracy with its attentive regulation 
that stops progress in its tracks. lntereslingly, that is not true for software, back 
office operations or call taking, where the Indian "cognizantee" would say success 
came because these areas were new and unregulated, they moved faster than the 
bureaucracy could catch up to them and then grew at an incredible rate. Clearly 
there is a lesson here for all of us. ln this case, when you give up power, regulation , 
you get power, innovation, and growth. Much of Africa suffers from a lack of 
credibility in its institutions and govemmem instability. Anti-corruption drives, 
peacefu l and fair settlement of disputes, freedom of movement , and 
entrepreneurship all have to be addressed. There's a lot of work to do. Europe is 
in a fascinating transition. Evolution of the European Union [EU) could take 
decades, but it is inevitable. City-states [that] become nation-states will someday 
become a Euro state. Not without considerable "Sturm und Orang," of course. 
Overall, there is good trust in the system, bUL the region would benefit from 
greater freedom of movement, for example the ability to lay off workers during 
tough times, and from a greater commitment to creative destruction, allowing 
poorly performing companies to fail. Inclusion of Eastern European countries 
will benefit the EU overall because of their increased competitiveness. It is 
important for all of us to pay auention to Euro developments, not just when they 
make balance of power comments and alarm all of us who think that we should 
instead be all working together, but also to the daily activities. We've all noticed 
the impact of EU ami-trust authorities, of course. Blll Euro activity is becoming 
pervasive. 

A good example is their effort to estabhsh a single sky policy where all Euro 
Oights will be coordinated on a regional basis rather than separately by each 
nation-a very good idea. ln the United States, it's been said that this effort merely 
allows them tO catch up to where we are today because the U.S. already has a 
single sky. However. given that many would say our air traffic control system is 
antiquated, with bottlenecks that will become very evident when air traffic returns 
to previous levels, that seems a naive posiuon. As we all know, Europeans are 
smart people, too. You have to expect that they would also upgrade their emire 
system at the same time. They would involve European companies in the process. 
And they would set the standards. Ir the United States doesn't engage in the process 
or doesn't stan lO upgrade our own system, American companies could very well 
be left out in the cold, and we would eventually have to adapt to whatever standards 
are established in Europe. Europe is a big trading partner and all of us need to pay 
attention to what the European Union is doing and engage them. 

looking at the biggest countries in the Americas, Brazil has to address their 
cost-prohibitive social system. And Mexico would benefit from a much greater 
commitment to technical education. In the United States, we have faith generally 
m the strength of our institutions. Despite the constant concems and occasional 
trauma, generally there is trust in the system. Creative destruction works. And I 
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thmk n's absolmcl}' magniHccm that man} of the smartest people in the world 
want to come here with thetr tdeas so they can make $1 mtlhon or S l btlhon. 
There is good freedom of movement mall areas. 

The biggest concern now is that companies arc losmg trust in an om-of
control ton system, our court process. No company advocates the abolition of the 
tort system. We all recogmzc tts importance m a system of checks and balances. 
However, as we discussed m the bcgmning, where compeung goals have to be 
balanced, we haw gotten wa> out of whack here. It sucks the hfe out of companies 
frequently for unJUStifiable reasons. There has to be a bcuer wa> that allows all 
people for redress for legtumate issues and grie,·ances while pronding a conststency 
and fa1rness for all partictpants m the process. Asbestos is a perfect example. Even 
the Supreme Coun has satd the current court system resolvmg asbestos clmms is 
broken and needs to be resolved lcg1slauvcly to compensate the stck cxpcdniously 
and fair!)'. We need to restore trust in our court system. 

As you probably have already determined. I believe business plays a c1itical role 
mthc development of living standards around the world. fhat doesn't mean business 
should go unbridled. But1t docs mean government should be the most ardent supporter 
m creaung an cn\1ronment where busmcss can flourish. A robust economy pro\1des 
a magnet for the world and generates resources needed to support a strong military 
and to soften the harsher aspects of cconotmc transinons. It also prondes a strong 
base to projeCt national 1mage and exercise nauonal power As busmcss prospers, so 
do people A prosperous people tend to be stable. Stabihty contnbutcs to our national 
sccunt}'. helps to keep our troops out of ham1s way and focuses people on a beuer 
world rather than their fears. Busmcss and government need each other, and when 
working supportively can accomplish objectives that se1ve everyone. Smart nations 
suppoH productivity in business. Our company. Honeywell, succeeds because the 
United '-.tates IS a strong and vtbrant nauon And l want to thank all of you, the United 
States government, and our mtlitaT}~ for establishing and protccung those freedoms 
that are so necessaT}· for our compan}' to succeed. Thanks for hstenmg. 

Thank rou. And I beheve jannc w1ll be moderating for any questions. 

NOLAN. Thank you veT}. verr much for the excellent, excellent presentation. 
It really kicks off the mornmg in a great wa). Now the lights arc wa}' better todar, 
so It will be easier to sec those of you who have your hands up If you it could 
please raise your hand, someone with a m1crophone will come to you. Stand up 
and identify yourselves. 

Over here, we're going to take this quesllon here. And IS this someone else? 
Lets start 

ALiDIENCE MEMBER. Thank you, Sir. \lly name IS Sarah Trout And I'm a 
student at American Uni,·erSH} ~I} qucsuon was regardmg Braz1l and where rou 
sec our trade relations gomg with Brazil under its new government smce Lula 
assumed presidency? 
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COTE: Yeah, I'd have to say I'm cautious-and l can only speak as a 
businessperson myself, and how I end up viewing the country. ls it one where f'm 
cautious about putting money in? As somebody who made a big investment when 
the real was pegged at a $1, one for one. and now it's around $3.50 or $3.96, you 
understand the pain of the devaluation when you've made that kind of investment. 
So it tends to make you very cautious. And the social system, !think people know 
it needs to be changed. lts just the political will needs to be there to make that 
happen. But you have people retiring in their 40s from government JObs in the 
system that can't afford to support it. lts an area that I tend to be cautious. 

NOLAN: Question? 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Gram Hammond, Air War College. Would you give 
us a business perspective on concerns about both the half-a-trillion-dollar foreign 
trade imbalance and half-a-trillion-dollar budget deficit and what that may do to 
business, not only at home, but more importantly abroad and the entire 
international community in terms of investment to pay off the interest on that? 

COTE: Well, that$ a loaded question. First of all, l should say there are people 
much more qualified than me to answer that one, but I'll certainly give you my 
perspective on it. from a trade deficit, in general, you know, you'd like to have a 
better balance there. But at the end of the day, all that's really happened is we got 
all the goods and services and our money is overseas. One of the things that I'm 
encouraged to see is that there is discussion about cash repatriation. I'll give you 
a good example. If l take a look at Honeywell, out of our $3 billion in cash on the 
balance sheet, a huge chunk of it, in fact, a big majority of it, is outside the United 
States. It is not here. And one of the reasons is, as we pay dividends, for example, 
we have to pay them out of U.S. banks. So any cash generated in the U.S. has to 

get used to pay our dividend, meaning all the cash outside the United States has 
to stay there. If I try to bring that cash in the United States, l have to pay a tax of 
about 20 percent. So if I have a $100 in France, when 1 bring it back here, now 1 
only have $80. l'm not bringing it back. Nobody is. You wouldn't. Right? It makes 
no sense. So all this tax that everybody thinks is wonh something is wonh nothing 
because unless you're absolutely pressed to do it, you don't. And I'm not alone. 
Now this discussion in Congress about reducing that to something more like 5 
percent, wh1ch 1 think would be a nice revenue enhancement and bring more 
cash back into the U.S. because right now it makes no sense. If 1 have to borrow 
here, it is cheaper for me to bon-ow than to pay the taxes. Silly. When it comes to 

the budget deficit itself, I have to say maybe its just my conservative growing up 
in New Hampshire, but I Lend to like to have a balanced budget on anything. By 
the same token, we've made some huge mistakes in the past as a country when we 
have been too afraid to spend our way out of a problem. I think there have been 
times, and I do believe this has been one of them , where its been a smart thing for 
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us to do I don't hke deficits more than anyone else does, because I do thmk 1t 
ends up creating an issue that you have to address down the road . l do also 
behe,·e. though, that thmgs will be even worse today if we hadn't done the tax 
cuts that we had , for example. Having low Interest rates and having more money 
m the hands of consumers who represent two-thirds of the economy has just 
been extreme!) 1mponamto kcepmg us gomg the way we have. S1gns arc becommg 
increasingly bullish . You know, if you talk to most bankers, most Wall Street 
types, the} would 5a}' economic indicators are lookmg bener than they have in 
years. I would tell you, though,that it still hasn't quite flowed to the manufactunng 
or industrial sector. And most of us would say we don't see order rates picking up 
yet. But certaml}. all the signs are there that thmgs arc gomg to become much 
beuer. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: S1r. Capt. 1\hkejason, U.S. Army Yesterday. we got a 
lot of news and bnefings and talks on anti-Americamsm throughout the world. 
How have those feelings affected your corporation. both m terms of economic 
principles, but also maybe practically. such as sccumy for your faciliues, bwldmgs, 
and workers overseas? 

COTE: Addressing that last one first. All of us have had to pay a lot more 
auenuon to sccunt} for everythmg. We thmk about thmgs that we never d1d 
before and thats true around the world, whether our facihues are m France or 
Russia or here. We just have to pay more auemion to it. In terms of how it:S 
1mpacted busmess deahngs, not that much, actuall). Its been kmd of funn} that 
Europeans that you talk with 111 particular arc very careful to point out that they 
hke Amcncans, they JUSt don t like what we're doing here, \\h1ch, really kind of 
talking as an as1de here, 20 years ago they were more than ready to tell you they 
d1dn't hke Amencans, too. Son's been. I think, kind of an interesting transltlon 
that ,.,-c\·e seen over 20 years. Th1s IS one that you have to sa> we're gomg to work 
our way through lt:S a painful one to work our way through. ~ure would be easter 
1f we d1dn't have this gomg on But I have no doubt It wtll go through And we still 
talk with customers the way we always did. lm more concerned, quite honest!), 
about the economy in Europe today. with many of the countries havmg double
digit unemployment rates. And we're not scemg any big stgns of impro,·cment 
yet; that '<; more of a concern to me. I'd ltke to see their economies stan movmg. 

AUDIENC..E MEMBER: 1m D1ana r:eraga, wnh American University. In your 
talk, you had mentioned that globalizauon and those countries resisting it today 
could b~ stuntmg the1r own cconom1t growth. There IS a new. however. that 
globaltzauon can be det nmental for dcvelopmg count nes because they lack stable 
financial. social, and pohtical institutions that dnvc corporate and economic growth 
m the west. That IS, m many ways. the western concept of globahzauon 1s not 
sunablc to foster busmcss growth in the fragile economics of many of todays 
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developing countries. In addition, there are also concerns that economic 
globalization is detrimental to a country's heritage and culture, in what is seen as 
an invasion of American culture as a consequence of globalization . What is your 
view? And do you see any alternatives to minimize such negative perceptions? 

COTE: I think if some of this ends up coming back to. if you don't have good 
institutions or trust in the institutions of your country in the first place, whether 
you globalize or don'L globalize really isn't even an argument. Because the issue is if 
your own institutions aren't working, whether you globalize or don't isn't going to 

help or hun in my view. You have to have a robust set of foundations or institutions 
in the first place. Globalization is an in-elevant question, I think, at that point. In 
tenns of does globalization hun or help? The world has been in flux since the 
beginning of time. There used to be liule tribes and tribes had to learn how to get 
along together, and cultures meshed and changed as they learned from each other. 
If you take a look at Europe, they used to stan with liule towns and city-states and 
they ended up having to come together. As the world globalizes, you start to see the 
same thing. I think this is patt of the creative destruction that we've always talked 
about that says you have to be able to work your way through that process. To say 
we have to stop it now is, I think. a sad auempt, really. at trying to stop the inevitable. 
trying to stop the tide. It's going to happen. It's the way people are. And as the six 
billion grows to 10 billion, you're just going to have more and more of that kind of 
discussion. You should uy to preserve heritages. You know, we're all proud of 
wherever we came from. But to say, that's it, and I don't want to go funher, I just 
don't think that's realistic. It's just not the way the world works, and we create more 
problems for ourselves than we solve. 

NOlAN: Over here. I just want to make sure we get some people back in the 
balcony back there. If anyone is raising their hands. if there's a question there. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Good morning, sir. Barbara Wolf with American 
University I was wondering, how do you see the enlargement of the European 
Umon affecting the mternational trade between the United States and the European 
coumrics? 

COTE: First of all, I'm very much in favor of inclusion of the Eastern European 
coumries in the EU. I think n's one of those things that can help the country 
become much more competitive as they stan to bring in some of these developing 
countries. and quite honestly. in a lot of these developing countries, a real hunger 
to get ahead. a real ambition to make a difference. Butlthink it's good for evetybody 
involved and will improve the mix. I would hope that what doesn't evolve is thiS 
tdea of trading blocks, where we end up with something that$ less mteractive 
and, rather now, two poles as opposed to somethmg that meshes together, which 
IS why I strongly encouraged in my comments the tdea that we need to constantly 
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be engaging the EU. There is a difficult transition going on there now-you still 
run into, so who is in charge? Who makes the decision here? Whether it's the EU 
or one of the nations. You have to say, over time, though, and seeing the way the 
EU is operaung, that EU presence is going to grow. The more we can engage with 
them on things, for example, like the air traffic control system, to create somethmg 
where we create a global standard or at least a hemispheric standard, it's just we're 
all better off. So I'd like to see a lot more engagement and not let it grow up as a 
separate entity. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Robert Berlin. School of Advanced Military Studies, 
Fort Leavenworth, Kansas. First, thank you for coming and sharing your thoughts 
with us today. In light of recent events at the New York Stock Exchange, what are 
your views on executive compensation? 

COTE: Now, I don't know if you're aware, but I've taken some shots on that 
one myself. I've learned that it's an imeresung reponing that goes along with 
compensation. The first thing that it needs to do, and I do believe this has been 
important-is making sure that everything is public, that there is nothing in there, 
there$ nothing occurring in that institution when it comes to compensation that 
isn't visible and known to evetybody, which was one of the issues with the stock 
exchange. You could argue it was a quasi-private, quasi-public, quasi-regulatory 
organization, so how exactly did reponing fit? And those are all legitimate arguments. 
But at the end of the day, if a lot of that had been public, I don't think it would have 
ever developed to the state it did. That being said, this is another one thats kind of 
gone overboard, and because of the difficult times and because of some of the 
revelations that have come up, it's attracted a lot more attention than was probably 
warranted-as long as its fair. And 1 can tell you that I've been on the receiving end 
of some of that press and it is difficult to ever refute. Because quite honestly, people 
would rather read the headline than they would, and be titillated by whatever that 
says, rather than actually get to the facts. So some of this, you find executives just 
say, take the beating and move on because nobody wants to hear it. 

NOLAN: Thank you. Yes . .. over here. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Good morning. Comdr. Robert Burke, United States 
Navy. A question with regard to the export-! guess more of the export of jobs 
but more of the capability: As a worldwide business manager, do you see a risk in 
the cominued export of the manufacturing capability worldwide? Not just out of 
the U.S., but from shifting from countries as it applies to how quickly things can 
change in the world, not only from a governmemal standpoint, but economics. 
You know, you think you're making a good move by exporting those jobs to save 
costs, but in the long run-10, 15, 20 years down the road-what is the net gain 
then? Has it been worth it? 



180 N ATIONAL PowER IN AN U NPREDIOABLE W ORlD 

COTE: First of all, I would say generally yes. You can always point to an 
except1on where it hasn't worked ou1 that way. But 1 would say the world and 
U.S. would be a less prosperous place today if there wasn't trade between nations. 
And we didn't have a case, meaning the jobs are some place else producing 
something that we want. Thats what trade ends up being. The idea of jobs 
moving back and forth to places where it makes the most sense, whether its 
manufacturing or services, is not one that bothers me, except to the extent that 
you might be putting those jobs in a country where there could be a greater risk 
of instability. And I would tell you that is one that we are concerned about. And 
we're careful about where we put jobs. So you won't see us generally pulling 
jobs in coumries where there is a real instability or that the possibility of success 
doesn't far outweigh the potemial costs. You look at a coumry like China, which 
usually comes to mind for everyone. The gains are potenllally big, but everybody 
is scared to death when it comes to imcllecLUal propeny protection. So you 
tend not put jobs or businesses in the country where you think there is any 
kind of risk. You put jobs in , assuming that whatever you're doing will get out. 
So you're very careful about what you do. But in the end, l just believe that, in 
general, the world is significantly better off than we would have been if we had 
never done this. If we had stayed as just an island nation or ocean-separated 
nation, we just wouldn't be as well off as we arc today. And it's painful. And as l 
tried to say in my comments, everybody can see the plant that moves. And you 
sec that plant and you think thats wrong, something right didn't happen here, 
somebody took our stuff. And it makes people feel bad\>'· And for those people, 
we should feel badlr We should help them through that transition. But at the 
end of the day, the world is beuer off. Unless you believe economics is a zero
sum game, which l don't. And l think most people who have had a chance to 
really think about it a lot would say that its not. You're better off. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Avon Williams, United States Army. Up here on the 
balcony. Could you elaborate on your last comments in the context of the erosion 
of the defense industrial base; specifically, your general altitude toward free trade 
and free movement of capital among nations has to be qualified in the context of 
national securit)' when )'OU manufacture high-tech goods that are essential to 
milita~y programs for our country. 

COTE: Yes. 1 think it absolutely has to. And again , ns like anything else, 
where there$ a balance that you have to maintain on anything. l would say when 
it comes to trade, there's a lot more we can do. And the recent collapse of the 
Doha or Cancun talks, l think, is sad and needs to be brought back. lt will be 
betLer for the developing countries and for developed countries for that to happen. 
At the same lime, we have to be careful about what we do put overseas. And 
sometimes the standards or strictures can be a liu\e tight as we look at stuff that 
for us its tough to see how this can be a compelling military or safeguarded 
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technology. Its tough for us to understand iL sometimes. But in general, the system 
seems to work preuy well. We have to be careful about anything we put overseas. 
We have to go through the State Department, DOD. The system seems to be able 
to work. I wish it would be a little easier sometimes, but in general, i.t works. And 
I think its a sman thing for us to do. So I agree with you, that caveat is important. 

NOLAN: Is there anyone in the balcony? Its very hard to see from here. 
Question over here. 

AUDlENCE MEMBER: Sir,Jim Rye , U.S. Army. Getting back to some internal 
Honeywell processes and in particular your discussion about your people. Could 
you explain a little bit about how you do selection and development of leadership 
within Honeywell? 

COTE: Yeah, actually a magniricent question because its one of those things 
we're paying even more attention to than we have in the past. And actually I look 
to the military for some of the examples because I do believe that when it comes 
to leadership training, the military has done a beuer job at this than companies 
have m a long period of time. If you look at company training, it tends to focus 
more on how do you reduce cycle times? How do you do market segmentations? 
As opposed to a lot of important leadership training because as soon as you get 
your first managerial job, you're spending most of your time trying to get stuff 
done through other people. Its important to know, how do you motivate them? 
How do you make sure you have the best? And we're trying to develop a total 
talent management process that encompasses selection, making sure we have the 
absolute best, annual performance appraisals, a methodology that most of the 
military and the government do not get to do, and thats differentiate rewards, 
which in my view. when it comes to human nature, thats just the way human 
nature is. If somebody is doing a great job, I kind of go back to when I was an 
hourly employee. I can remember working on my machine with other people and 
working at over 100 percent of standard while other people next to me weren't. 
And I remember one of them saying, "Dave, why arc you working so hard? You 
make as much money as l do." Good question. Good question. Not so bad. You 
find yourself thinking, "Geesh, he's not that far off." Bemg able to differentiate 
rewards, lthmk, makes a lot of difference. And we put a lot of auention to that. 
And I will actually look at screens and analyses for the entire company to make 
sure we are differentiating rewards in every single business and enterprise. We 
have training programs in place at various levels of the organization. One that 
we've just started, that! consider very important. is this training for new managers. 
The thing that we were just talking about. I found that with all the jobs I've had in 
my career. the most difficult one, transition wise, was when I went from being an 
individual contributor to having people work for me. Because all of a sudden. 
you can't just do it yourself and know that you're gomg to get the kind of product 
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youre lookmg for. You have to stan workmg through someone else We're paying 
a lot more auenuon to that now. Good umversity recruiting, trymg to get people 
from everywhere. We also pay a bonus to people who bnng other good people 
from outside the company. So if somebody is opposed to paying recruiters all the 
ume, what we'll do is tell an orgamzation, we need 10 ternflc engmeers. Anyone 
who hnds a terrific engineer to come m gets a bonus of $2,000. And its amazing
you tend to find good people !who) tend to know other good people, and they'll 
bnng them m We have a trammg center in a corporate lcarnmg center in 
Mornstown, New jerse}. that is constantly full. and we're alway5 runmng people 
through there. And we'll tend to focus on dtiTerentthings at d1ffcrcm umes Over 
the last couple of years. ItS been des1gned for Six Sigma. Now we're startmg to 
move more tnto marketing. market segmentation, reducing engineering cycle times, 
rcducmg manufactunng cycle umes. And that tends to evolve. But the biggest 
one, and the one that concerns me the most, is being able to get th1s leadership 
training. To get people to learn how to work through others, wnh others, make 
sure that you have the best team members and that they are mouvated as hell to 
make things happen. 

NOLAN: David, thank you so much. I can't imagme a better contnbuuon to 
start our second day. lthmk, as Prcs1dent Eisenhower$ references to the military 
mdustnal complex. you gtve us a beacon of hope for the true synerg> of business 
and the rmhtary, for the best poss1blc outcomes. And thank )'OU \·cry, \'Cry much 
for this very mformative and very mteresung presentation. 

COTE: Thanks, janne. Thanks lor the invitation. 

NOLAN: We'll take a break now. The Army is very generous. We'll now take 
a break for 30 minutes and resume after that. Thank you. 
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Panel Charter 

There is perhaps no more important intelligence challenge for U.S. na
tional security than to have an accurate understanding of the status of ongo
ing or potential nuclear weapons programs in other countries. Although much 
attemion has focused recently on the accuracy-or lack thereof-of U.S. in
telligence estimates concerning Iraqi nuclear weapons programs prior to the 
2003 war, far less attention has been paid to the broader "proliferation pre
diction problem." How well have American intelligence agencies been able to 
predict the capabilities and intentions of a wider set of potential nuclear 
proliferators? How has this intelligence been used by policy makers? What 
can be done to improve intelligence estimates, avoid surprises, and enhance 
nonproliferation efforts? 

The history of U.S. intelligence concerning nuclear proliferation has witnessed 
major success stories, major failures, and many cases of mixed success and fail
ure. U.S. intelligence agencies accurately predicted the year that China was likely 
to develop nuclear weapons in 1964 and reportedly penetrated the nascent Tai
wanese nuclear program in the 1980s, enhancing the ability of the U.S. govern
mem to pressure Taipei to shut it down. The U.S. government, however, was 
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Left to right: Scou D. Sagan, George Perkovich, Polly (Ma1y) Nayal1, and 
David 8. Poneman. 

surprised by the nrst Soviet nuclear test in 1949 and only learned how close 
Saddam Hussein was to getting nuclear weapons in 1991 when Iraqi defectors, 
after the war, informed imernational inspectors about Baghdad$ coven under
ground nuclear materials production facililies. 

This panel examines three cases of current nuclear proliferation concern, fo
cusing on how well or how poorly the U.S. government has understood the mo
tives, capabilities, and likely outcomes of foreign governments' nuclear programs. 
The panel also will examine the reCiprocal mteraction between tmelligence esll
mates and U.S. government policy making. Over the past decade, the U.S. govern
ment has sought to shape and change the nuclear policies of the govemments of 
lran, India, and North Korea. The ability of Washington to influence other govcm
ments' policies is not, of course, solely detem1ined by the accuracy of intelligence 
about production capabilities and political debates and decisions going on inside 
foreign capitals. The regional threat environment, the position of friends and allies. 
international organizations and treaty regimes, domestic and bureaucratic politics 
in the foreign country, and the strengths of U.S. tools of persuasion and dissuasion 
will also impact the outcome of future proliferation crises. Still. accurate, tactical 
and strategic intelligence estimates are likely to be crucial factors detennining the 
success or failure of U.S. nonproliferation and counterprolireralion efforts in the 
decade to come. 
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Discussion Points 

• How should the strengths and weaknesses of U.S. intelligence concerning 
the nuclear weapons programs and decisions in Iran, India, and North Korea be 
assessed' 

• How have intelligence estimates int1ucnced U.S. government policy to
ward these governments? 

• Have U.S. intelligence estimates been infom1ed sufficiently about likely 
U.S. policy shifts to take them into account when predicting the behavior of for
eign governments? 

• What lessons can be learned from comparing these cases to other recent 
proliferation assessment dilemmas? 

• What could be done, if anything, to improve our ability to understand 
and predict future proliferation and nonproliferation decisions? 

Summary 

George Perkovich. Ph.D .. Vice President for Studies, Carnegie 
Endowment for International Peace 

• Since the 1980s, analysts inside and outside government clearly have pro
vided U.S. leaders with strategic warning that Iran is seeking a nuclear weapons 
capability. The estimates of when Iran could acquire nuclear weapons, however, 
have varied, and there seems to be a certain amount of guesswork. In 1992, for 
example, the ClA estimated that Iran would have a nuclear weapon by 2000; m 
1995, the Arms Comrol and Disarmament Agencys John Holum testified that 
Iran could have the bomb by 2003. More recent estimates are that Iran could 
have the bomb by 2005 to 2007. 

• The media, Congress, and scholars may criticize the accuracy of details and 
timing in intelligence estimates. but these really concern tactical intelligence prob
lems. When it comes to nuclear proliferation, however, if one waits for tactical 
intelligence, it is often too late to do much about the problem. Take, for example, 
India's nuclear tests in 1998. Afterward, commissions were established to study 
why the United States failed to anticipate the tests. One may wonder, "So what?" If 
somebody had gone mto the president, SCI)', on May 9, and said, "Mr. President, in 
48 hours India is going to test nuclear weapons," does anybody really think the 
Indians would have stopped? The focus on a tactical warning often leads to forget
ting that the bigger problem was strategic and happened long ago. 

• In Iran, the key issue now is whether it is too late to do anything. U.S. 
leaders have had at least 13 years of warning that Iran has been moving down this 
path and, thus far, reall)' have not been able to develop policies that would prevent 
that. 

• Intelligence and pohcy making must focus as intently on the motivation 
of prohferaLOrs as on their capabilities. Some argue that intelligence must focus 
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on capabilities because intentions are changeable. Yet intelligence agencies' focus 
on capabilities reOects their biases, not necessarily what is needed for better policy. 
We focus on the technical means of intelligence gathering because we have great 
technical assets to do thal. We focus on capabilities because we can measure things, 
take pictures of them, and show them to policy makers as hard facts. Intentions 
and mouvations, however, are subject to interpretation. 

• Yet, to enhance nonproliferauon, it is crucial to address both the supply 
side and the demand side of the equation. Do they want nuclear weapons? Who 
is the "they"? Why do they want them? What could change their minds? 

• In the case of Iran, U.S. policy makers and the U.S. intelligence commu
nity have not devoted sufficient energy to understanding the motivations behind 
Iran's intentions to acquire nuclear weapons. What if Iran's need for a nuclear 
capability were seen within Iran largely as an energy requirement, not a security 
requirement? Then, could Iran give up this capabtlity if presented with a more 
auractive energy option? What if some oflran's top leaders insist they do not want 
nuclear weapons, that nuclear weapons would violate religious injunctions? If 
alternalive means of protecting lrans security interests were made available, would 
that change the whole question about reactions? Answering these questions ought 
to be in the front of what the intelligence community does. 

• Another problem is the Heisenberg uncertainty principle or principle of 
intelligence. Heisenberg described how experiments actually affect the phenom
ena that scientists are trying to observe or measure. Like scientists, intelligence 
analysts also profoundly affect the phenomena they are trying to observe. 

• Analysts privately express fear and trepidation about including consider
ations of U.S. policy as a variable that inOuences proliferation. There is often a 
perception of what policy makers wam that limits one's capacity to present other 
interpretations. An example of this in the case of Iran is the whole question of the 
"Axis of Evil." lt is doubtful that the imelligence community veued the Bush 
speech that introduced this term because analystS who focus on Iran would have 
said that use of that phrase was counterproductive. But can you imagine any 
analyst walking to the White House and saying, "Excuse me, Mr. President and 
Dr. Rice. I know you like this 'Axis of Evil' phrase a lot, but 1l \viii make the 
Iranians more reluctant to give up nuclear weapons efforts." 

• In Iran, the domestic nuclear debate has become more open, and the nuclear 
issue has become a proxy for the overall political stntggle in Iran. This debate is about 
much more than whether to build a bomb. It is about which fom1 of leadership is 
needed, which faction is uuly nationalistic, which will defend the Islamic character of 
Iran, and which will protect the country against the "Zionist-American conspiracy." 

• The U.S. invasion and occupation of Iraq along with the recent statement 
and demand by the International Atomic Energy Agency, in which the European 
Umon was firmly ued with the Untted States, have deeply alarmed Iranian lead
ers. They do not want to be isolated nor considered paliahs. They are scrambling 
to figure out how to deal with this situation. 
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• Iran's Ouid political dynamtc confronts our analysts and predictors as well 
as poltcy makers with a challenge that IS analogous tO handlmg mtroglycerin. The 
Umted States must shape It wnhout shaping so hard that lran1an nationalists 
would explode and say. "Yes. we withdraw and you cannot sLOp us." Pressure 
works, but its only pan of the strategy The fact that we do not have a presence in 
Iran means that we do not have officials who engage with lramans and come back 
and have a sense of who is on vanous s•des of the debate. 

• Washmgwn needs to create space with inducements for the pos•uve change 
we seek from Iran. Does the perce•,·ed threat of regime change make Iranian 
deCISion makers more or less ltkcly to change the behav1or we sec' Do Irans 
demals that it seeks nuclear weapons prov1de an opportunity, a way to save face? 

• What interest do actors m Iran have m foreign trade, investment, and eco
nomiC engagement? Iran needs tremendous investment in its oil fields. Do the people 
in Iran who want that investment play in the internal nuclear debate? finally, if 
hard-liners in Iran know that the public does not want to be isolated but, rather, 
wants to improve relations with the American people. doesn'tthat mean we have to 
deal with hard-liners if we want to make the breakthrough' Docs engagement with 
the antidemocratic elements in Iran undermme the fmure of reform as some people 
here alleged? Or does it actually create space within Iran for refom1? These are the 
1mponant questions that the mtclhgcncc community must ask and answer 1f we are 
to pred1ct and shape the outcome of lrans nuclear dec•s•ons 

Polly (Mary) Nayak, Senior Adv•sor, Abraxas Corporation 

• On May 11 and May 13, 1998, India tested five nuclear weapons and 
caught the United States by surpnsc. Why? What can we learn from this failure? 

• The failure was tactical and not strategic. For at least three years before the 
1998 tests, dtscussions m Washmgton had centered mamly on when-not 
whether-India would test. long before 1998. U.S. officials knew that lndta had 
the mouve, the opportunity. and the means to test its largely ind1genous weapons 
to \Vard orr Pakistan, and to a lesser degree China, and to enhance India's Interna
tiOnal stature. 

• During the 1990s, an added factor emerged. Ind1a was angered over the 
double standard it saw in the policy of the five nuclear powers to keep newcom
ers out of the club. In 1998, as the nationalistic Bharatiyajanata Party [ BJP] moved 
up in the polls, Washington clearly understood that the BJP would abandon Indias 
pohcy of nuclear ambiguity if it won the election. What was unclear was whether 
the 13JP s•mply would declare India to be a nuclear state or whether it would test 
liS nuclear weapons as a deterrent 

• So why were so many people m Washmgton surpnsed by the tests 111 May 
1998' 

1 First. U.S. policy makers were overconfident m behevmg they could 
keep lnd1a from crossing that red line to overt nuclear status. The C.lmton admin-
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istration had succeeded in late 1998 in dissuading the then-plime minister from 
testing. At that ume, the economy seemed decisive, and BJP oliicials appeared 
equally concerned about the economy. In addttion, in late 1997, the White House 
had decided to make lndta the lynchpin of its South Asia policy and to replace its 
nonproliferation focus, which India hated, with a multifaceted approach. Presi
dent Clinton planned to visit India m the fall. 

2. Second, the Indian government's deception plan was effective. Indian 
officials assured the United States that they would take no major nuclear steps 
before they stood up before a national security advisory board, which would then 
conduct an extensive review. The defense minister reiterated these assurances 
publicly m late March, soon after the BJP came to power. Diplomats repeated this 
position in meetings in New Delht, New York, and Washington. There were also 
other Indtan statements that downplayed the need and immediacy. 

3. Indian technical measures aided this deception. In mid-December 1995, 
the New York Times and the Washington Post revealed that U.S. intelligence was 
closely watching Indian preparations LO test, perhaps soon. Specifically. they noted 
that insuumentation at the test site pointed to test preparations and not mainte
nance. U.S. Ambassador Frank Wisner decided at this time to show photos of the 
test sites to senior Indian officials to convince them not to test. His sharing of that 
information widely has been blamed for teaching the Indians to bury their ca
bling in order to avoid detection. Actually, the same information was contained in 
the newspaper arucles. 

4. Third, there was insufficient pnority wllhin the U.S. government for 
intelligence collection on India. There was competition with other tmagery tar
gets. Iraq and the Balkans were given higher priorit)~ ln addition, deficient satel
lite imagery and photo imerpretation were caused by budget-driven reductions 
of analysts and a reduced numbers of satellites. 

• Was this an important intelligence failure? Yes, it was in a number of re
spects. Primarily, preventing the tests was imponant to U.S. policy because the 
tests ultimately torpedoed the efforts to stop the spread of nuclear weapons. Would 
the United States have done anythmg differently 1f there had been clear, tawcal 
warnings? Probabl)', for the president would have brought almost the entire weight 
of U.S. pressure to bear on New Delhi. Without the final tactical ... varning. no 
diplomatic effon was started. 

• Would such pressure have stopped the test? Perhaps. butt he reasons would 
have been domestic in nature and not related to Indian foreign policy. U.S. con
cerns and pressure might have brought the test decision before some of the BJP's 14 
coalition partners. and a long debate among 14 pantes could have been a 
showstopper This rna)' explain why the New Delhi government went to such lengths 
to conceal the tests from the United States-to have its test dectsion free from get
ung tangled m Indtas domestic system and open to debate by other lnd1an panics. 

• What are the lessons? It is clear that forecasting single events is very diffi
cult. It is hard to determine when a lack of information signifies that nothing is 
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happcntng and when ll pomts to dcmal and deceptton In thts case. there w;ls 

insufficient informatton to determine whether denial and dccepuon was at play, 
and there also was no ue-breaking mformatton to help dcctde when the Indian 
tests mtght occur. 

• !here always will be a tenston between the percetvcd need to pressure a 
government ami the need to keep secret the mfom1ation that provtded the tacu
cal imelhgence that such pressure is needt•d In th1s case, it is clear that lnthan 
demal and decepuon ''as mfluencecl b) earlier newsp<lper and dtplomatic dtsclo
surcs. Yet ll somcumes may be necessarr to present tntclhgcnce to com·mce an 
opponent that one really has the goods and ts serious about prevenung prohfcm 
tion But success tn thts effort 1113)' increase the risk of serious failures in the 
future 

Dante! B. Poneman, PrinCipal. rhe Scownoft Group 

• \Jorth Korea 1s a notonousl) difficult uuelligence target. It ts perhaps the 
most msular sooety m the world ll IS a Stalinist pohu: state, and ns ver} back
wardm·ss and lack of economK development depnve us of man)' sources such as 
computer connewons,telephone lines, and people traveling. But, iromcally, while 
intelligence on North Korea IS very, very hard to get. predtCtton about lls behavwr 
IS less <.hfftcult. \\'h)? '\onh Korl'a, notwnhstandmg the popular rhetoric. is not a 
craz) state with cr;tzy leaders Indeed, the DPRK (Democrauc People's RepubhL 
of Korea) leadership tends to he cxtraordmanly shrewd and calculaung. Ther 
deal prcur well with a deuce-high hand. 

• 'l(l say that North Koreans cannot "eat the bomb" and therefore must go in 
a dtrecuon we would favor really miSses the pomt The people makmg these 
deciston5 do not care about issues of fecdmg thctr people; they care about mmn
taining the security and vtabtlit)' of their own political control of their system 
The ulumatc goalts rcgtme preservation 

• Nonh Korean leaders view the best defense as a strong offense HtstOf) 1s 
replete with examples of how, when they feel completely cornered, they will lash 
out Ther try to kick over the card table and hope the cards fall m a more favor
able poslllon This falls into a fatrl) predtctablc pauern wnh a regular overplaymg 
of thetr hand. For example, during the spnng of 199-f. uniftcauon talks were 
about to lead to a potential summtl between then-leader Kim II Sung and the 
South Korean president but broke up when the Nonh Korean delegate threat
ened to engulf Seoul m a sea of fire. Thts led to a more coherent L,;.S.-South 
Korean strateg). whKh led to the frame"wk that boukd up the 1\orth Korean 
plutomum program Similarly, It appears that the senes of provocauvc actions 
that the North Koreans started last December-breaking the seals on thetr nuclear 
factltltes and turnmg off the cameras-was overpla>ing thetr hand and mduced a 
b·el of Chmese mvolvement that has been \'Cf) helpful to the Untted States and 
unwanted br the North Koreans. 
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• The United States should be careful not to overinterpret and attempt to 
conclude from this record what North Koreas ultimate objective is. The DPRK 
may want a weapon or it may not have decided yet. Nonh Korea may have de
cided, and it may change its mind. 

• We are all familiar with the self-reliance theory of the North Koreans. 
There IS also a very keen sensitivity to save face, something that we ignore at our 
peril. We always need to leave them an escape hatch. If we want them to do 
something, we need to provide an avenue for them to do it in a way that they do 
not consider disgraceful. The most interesting manifestation of this strange com
bination that is so characteristic of the Nonh Koreans is one of the first things that 
a senior analyst told me when l entered the government: The North Koreans do 
not respond to pressure, but without pressure, they do not respond. For example, 
when the Chinese suspend oil deliveries, they do so in a quiet way, and the DPRK 
responds. 

• Unfortunately, the intelligence hisLOrical record for North Korea is not 
vcty good. Intelligence on October 12, 1950, stated that while full-scale Chinese 
intervention was to be regarded as a possibility barring a global war, such action 
was not probable. We all know what happened after that. The Chinese came 
pouring across the river. 

• Similarly, in 1993 and 1994, it was assessed that there was a better-than
even chance that North Korea had one to two nuclear weapons. This is what one 
colleague calls an assessment with precision but not accuracy. It imputed a level 
of understanding that did not disclose the huge gaps m our understanding. We 
knew very little. Essentially, we knew that North Korea, if it had completed the 
plutonium reprocessing elfons on the spem fuel that we were aware existed, could 
have produced one to two nuclear weapons. What the DPRK had actually done 
was much less clear. 

• There is a need to react more quickly to early strategic warnings. In 1985, 
North Korea was building a large research reactor that, in fact, is the source of the 
plutonium about which we now wony. At that time, there was pressure on North 
Korea to join the Treaty on the Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT), but 
no vigorous action was taken. Thus, by the time North Korea came onto the 
world stage with the completion of its plutonium reprocessing facility, all of our 
easy and cheap options were gone. We should have been much tougher in the 
mid-l980s. Although the NPT requires North Korea LO negotiate a safeguards 
agreement with the lmernational Atomic Energy Agency (lAEA) within 18 momhs, 
after 17 months North Korea said. "You sent us the wrong form." The IAEA then 
told North Korea it could take yet another 18 months. Another 18 months passed, 
and there was still no agreement. There was no penalty for such behavior, which 
was a big mistake. 

• What are the lessons? First, if there is anything we could do now to im
prove the situation, it would be to get some of the safeguards back in so we could 
reassess and resecure that plutonium. Second, our intelligence collection should 
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be done wnh the most diverse sources poss1ble, such as usmg unclass1fied lncra
ture, engagmg North Korean d1plomats whcre\·er we can, and usmg th1rd-pany 
countries. Finally, we need lO have a w1de range of analyucal poss1blilt1es, not to 
bury in footnotes, but to alJow each analyst, within h1s or her organizauon and 
outside the U.S. government, to have a fair chance at expressing his or her views. 
Once that IS done, let the pohcy makers decide. It is 1mponam to get tl11S right 
because the consequences of geuing it wrong m North Korea could be catastrophtc. 

Scou D. Sagan, Ph.D., Co-director, Center for lnternauonal Security 
and Cooperation, Stanford University 

• Tacucal warning that a government has decided to develop or test nuclear 
weapons 1m mediately is not only very d1fficuh to get, but, once such dec1s1ons are 
made, only h1ghly unauracuve options to stop such nuclear programs may be 
available to the U.S. government. Strategic warning about a governments poten
tial interest in geuing nuclear weapons is therefore crucial. Yet it may also be 
harder to get U.S. domesuc agreement or international agreement on appropnate 
next steps. based onl)• on what is mevnabl) more amb1guous strategiC warning 
about potcnual nuclear weapons programs m the future 

• We should expect more from our 1ntclhgence officials and analysts m terms 
of understanding our own behavior and how that behavior influences others. 
This is partly a problem of mtelJigence officers and thctr focus on other countries. 
Intelligence officers therefore need to Jearn more about thctr own country. not 
JUSt the countries they are professionally assigned to observe There IS also a prob
lem of excess1ve companmentahzation: The inteiJigence shop does not talk enough 
to the pohcy shop. But this is also a problem of political correctness and courage. 
It is difficult-and sometimes dangerous-for mtelhgence officers to say things 
to poliC)' makers that they beheve the poltC) makers mar not want to hear. Profes
sional responstbilit)' someumes requires a willingness to take such risks. rhat , m 
turn, requ1res that policy makers have more wilJingness to ltsten , engage. and 
actually encourage dissenting opinions. Ultimately, this is in everyone's best mter
est, since the U.S. government needs to avmd group thmking and blind spots that 
may lead to mtelhgence and policy failures 

• Cases hke Iran, lnd1a, and North Korea point to the tmportance of under
standing the domestic polntcs inside potenual proltferam countries. Domestic 
disputes are muted, of course, in nondemocratic countries, but that does not 
mean that connicts of interest or differences of opimon on proliferation choices 
do not extst U.S imelligence must not solely focus on technical capabihues. but 
also should take into account political mouves for prohferauon, askmg whtch 
actors want nuclear weapons, which do not and, in each case, why. 

• It IS important not just to focus on other states' nuclear behavior, but on our 
own as well. Under Article VI of the Nuclear Nonprolifcrauon Treaty, the nuclear 
weapons states agreed to work in good fanh toward eventual elimination of nuclear 
weapons. Dunng the 1995 NPT negouauons, the Untted States specificall> promised 
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that if nonnuclear states accepted a pennanent extension of the treaty, the nuclear 
states would sign and ratify the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) as a signal 
that we and they would work toward eventual elimination. We have not done that. 

Reasonable people can disagree about the importance of Article VI, but what 
we do with respect to that pan of the NPT is going to influence the domestic debate 
wilhm proliferam countries. If the Umted States rests nuclear weapons agam, it will 
open up many opponunilles for hard-liners in potential proliferators to say that 
they need not follow the NPT since Washington has not followed it fully either. 

• The intelligence officer and policy maker should never say that there is 
nothing we should do about a problem, therefore, we can stop discussing it. One 
may call this the '·Columbia accident principle'' because that is what happened 
during the Columbia space shuttle accident. A piece of foam hit the shuttle and 
the senior policy maker said there was not much anyone could do aboUL it if that 
foam had caused a hole. Of course we now know they could have gouen satellite 
photOgraphs, or wid the shuule crew to go outside and take photOgraphs them
selves, or they could have sent up another shuttle on a rescue mission. 

All those creative potential solutions were thought about in the after action 
repon, not in the situation room. One hopes in the next nuclear crisis, when we 
1hink there is not much we can do about this nuclear program now, the creative 
potential solutions are thought about then. rather than in the after action report 
about the major mistakes that we made. 

Analysis 

Two key themes emerged from the presentations and discussion in this panel: 
one, the challenge of intelligence "getting it right" on matters of proliferation: the 
other, the motivations of countries seeking to acquire nuclear weapons. 

Panelists made several excellent points about the challenges confronting the 
intelligence community in its efforts to monitor. discover, and predict efforts by 
states to go nuclear. 

Intelligence failures can also be policy failures. Although policy makers may 
not purposefully and explicitly set out to inOuence or politicize the processes of 
intelligence collection and imclligencc analysis, they inevitably shape and inOuence 
both processes m ways that can skew or even sabotage the results. Intelligence 
collectors, for example, have limited resources and must make difficult choices 
about where and how they use these assets. Policy makers set priotities and hence 
make the choices about what is most important and what is not. In the case of the 
May 1998 lndian nuclear tests, policy makers in Washington were convinced that 
India was not going to test and hence had not directed the intelligence community 
to look for indications that such an event might be in the offing. 

Intelligence failures in the proliferation field have tended tO be tactical rather 
than strategic. We do discover which countries have nuclear programs and which 
of these are close tO the testing stage. However, we are not as good at detecting or 
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pred1ctmg exactly when a state \\'Ill test. This also is likely to be true 111 the cases 
of Iran and North Korea. 

Countncs can be very good at dcccpuon and denial India was very skillful in 
sh1eldmg preparations for its May 1998 tests from U.S. satclhtes and thoroughly 
convmcmg U.S. offictals that it was not gmng to test anytime ~oon . 1 here IS every 
reason to believe that other states such as Iran and North Korea arc Similarly 
adept at dtcepuon and demal 

The consensus of the panehsts was that the l.inited States needs to focus greater 
aucntion on understanding the ullention~ of states seekmg nuclear weapons than 
we do at present l\.lost panehsts lxhtvcd that the Unncd C,tates pay:- much more 
allcntion to discovering and tracking the capabtliues being developed by a particu
lar country than on 1dcnufymg the rnouvauons that arc drivmg that countl)·s effort. 

Accurately discerning a country's mouves is vital1f the Unned States hopes to 
d1ssuade it from acqmring nuclear weapons. However, 1denufying mouvcs IS even 
more chfficultthan detecting capah1hlles and the progress of programs. The U.S. 
mtclhgcnce community is genernll) skilHul at 1denufying cnem)' capabihues, bUL 
ll has proved much less capable of disccrnmg enemy inrcnuons 

To d1scem motives, we must usc a w1dc vanety of imelhgencc op110ns espe
ctall}" human intelligence Rclymg on satellite and other h1gh-tcch means is s1rnply 
inadequate or unsuttable for detectmg motives. A U.S. diplomauc presence on the 
ground m capnals such as Tehran and Pyongyang can be extreme!)" \'aluablc. Other 
sources such as third-pan}' countncs can be very useful too. Careful analysis of 
officml statements and pronouncements by prospecuve nuclear states can be ve1y 
valuable. If used judiCIOUSly, these Statements can provide significant 111Sights about 
changes, conununy, and the evoluuon of n reg1mes strategic thinking over ume. 

States probably develop nuclear weapons for multiple reasons. lwo of the 
most1mponam motives arc prcsugc and ps)•chological secunty Acqumng nuclear 
weapons~~ seen as an imponant means of auaimng great power status. \101·eover, 
possessiOn ts considered to gl\'e states a key deterrent in the face of percei,·ed 
scnous external threats 

'I he United States must rccognt::c that what 11 says and docs mnucnces target 
countries and not always m ways that arc desirable or in wars the Unncd States 
mtcnded. Profenng both carrots and sucks ts 1mponam 111 provtdtng states wnh 
appropnate incentives. ldcnufymg rcg1mes as "rogues~ or pan of an "ax1s of evil" 
may be counterproductive by unnecessarily antagonizing or hetghtening the para
nOta of a rcgtmc. 

We should be aware of the kssons nuclear-asptrant states such as Iran and 
\lonh Korea have drawn from \;mnus prohferation succcssrs and fa1lures. liO\\ 

han. st:ucs such as Braz1l and ~outh Afnca benefited from dcusions to abandon 
thdr nuclear programs? Have lnd1a and Pakistan, on balance, suffered or ben
efited !rom acqu1ring nuclear wcap1ms? What is the lesson of Opcrallon IRAQI 

F R£:1:1>0\1? Would Saddam still be 111 power today tf he had demonstrated berond 
a doubt that Iraq either did or du.l not possess nuclear weapons? 
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The preceding analysis suggests that it is very difficult to dissuade states with 
multiple motivations from developing nuclear weapons. This is especially true if 
the state believes its security is gravely at risk-that is, it perceives a direct, seri
ous, external and proximate Llueat. If this logic is correct, then it may be quite 
possible for Iran to be dissuaded from going nuclear, but nearly impossible for 
North Korea to be put off. 

Transcript 

JANNE E. NOlAN, Ph.D.: Good morning. Hello to all of you returning and 
those of you who have just arrived. 

Thts will be our first panel discussion of our second day of the Eisenhower 
National Security Studies Series. This is a particularly timely topic and, I think, 
potentially quite controversial subject. This subject of how we parse intelligence 
and use all of our information resources to predict a very unpredictable future. 
With a specific focus on nuclear proliferation, proliferation in general, you couldn't 
have a beuer group of people to address this topic, and most particularly, Scott 
Sagan, who is the director of the Center for International Security and Cooperation 
at Stanford University, known as CISAC. 

C!SAC is a pioneering institution that goes back, actually, in a variety of forms 
to the 1970s, whose main and most noted feature, in my mind, is its ability to 
draw on the vast resources of the many disciplines represented at Stanford and in 
Silicon Valley to put together groups of experts and very smart people to solve 
problems. This has always been a difficult thing for academic institutions to do. It 
is actually interesting that its an innovation to have synergistic, multidisciplinary 
groups of people working to solve problems in an academic setting. Scott Sagan 
has been at the forefront of creating these kinds of groups, looking at issues to do 
with proliferation, looking at issues of bioterrorism, and in each case bringing 
wgether scientists, people from the law, people from ethics, various regional experts, 
and others to take on the very severe challenges that our country faces in our 
security. Scou Sagan himself is a gifted teacher. 1 have heard him lecture to both 
graduates and undergraduates. 1 think teaching undergraduates is probably the 
hardest thing you can do, except for second graders. He is an extremely well
liked and respected professor. He is a prolific author. He is even a championship 
Lillie League coach. I should just note that he is very much a renaissance man. 
And I will now stop gushing. And one of the reasons I am gushing is because I 
was lucky enough to have a fellowship at CISAC way back then. And it is one of 
the, I think, really foremost research places in this country. 

So please join me in welcoming Scott Sagan. Thank you. 

SCOTT D. SAGAN, Ph.D.: Well, thank you very much,Janne, for that kind 
and indeed, even mildly embarrassing introduction. ll was so kind. 
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How well do American intelligence 
agencies and senior policy makers 
understand the status of current and of 
potemial nuclear weapons programs in 
other states? As the vtdeo that began this 
panel noted, there 1s no more important 
and daunting question for our national 
security than that one. For the nuclear 
programs in other states will strongly 
influence the regional balances of 
power, the prospects for peace, and the 
risks of war. Those nuclear programs in 
the future will influence the likelihood 
of U.S. military intervention in those 
regions, the contours of combat 
operations, and the consequences of 
conflict, if it does occur. Future nuclear 
weapons programs, new proliferators 
will strongly impact the likelihood of 

Scott D. Sagan what happens afterwards in the region. 
How will other states react to new 

nuclear powers emerging in their region? Will they, too, move forward with their 
nuclear programs? Or will they be restrained? Finally, the status and details of 
nuclear weapons programs in other countries will shape the probabilities that 
terrorists, through either sales or theft of nuclear matenals or nuclear weapons, 
will someday be nuclear terrorist groups. 

This panel today will address a profound and difficult set of proliferation 
prediction puzzles. First, how well have U.S. agencies been able to predict and 
understand the behavior of potential nuclear weapons states? f-lave we understood 
their capabilities and the trajectory of their technologies? How well have we 
understood their intentions? And because, in many states, there are debates, indeed, 
deep struggles and bureaucratic fights about what they should do, how well have 
you understOod whose intentions mauer? Which acwrs and which states really 
are the most powerful and will get their way? And which ones will not? Second, 
how well or poorly have U.S. policy makers used their intelligence inputs in this 
arena? Policy makers often publicly complain about the quality of the intelligence 
they are given. But intelligence officers often privately complain about how often 
the policy makers use or misuse the inputs that they are given. As one intelligence 
officer put it, if you read the newspapers, you would think that there are never 
policy failures, there are only intelligence fatlures. And yet, looking back and 
looking forward, we obvtOusly have to look at both successes and failures, both 
on the input, the intelligence side. and equally important, successes and failures 
on the poltcy-makingside. Third, what arc the major factors that have determined 
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the accuracy of our prohfcratwn 
predi<.'tions? This is an tntt•ractive 
IHO~;ess . How well have state., of 
concern masked their mtenuons .md 
thc1r capabilities? How well or how 
poor I> have we percel\ c<.l or 
tnbpcn:civcd what they arc domg? !hat 
ts, how often have we been fooled by 
others"> And how often ha\'c we simply 
fookd tlursch·cs? 

\\'c have three ''ery distinglushcd 
and thought-pro,·okmg pancltsts todar. 
Then· bwgraphies are in your programs, 
and so I wtl l be exceedingly bnef. The 
first speaker will be George Perkovich, 
vtce prcstdent of the C arncgte 
l' ndo'' ment, the author of "hat I 
constder the smgle best study of the 
lndt<\11 nuclear weapons program, who 
has now been focusmg on Iran and\.., ':> Gcmgt' Palwnclt 
understandtngs of their weapons 
program. He'll be speakmg first Poll) Na>•ak will be speakmg second A long
time ( lA official, she wtll lower our focus imo a very spectltc case swcly of 
intdltgence success or fatlure in understanding the May 1998 lndtan nuclear 
weapons test. ls our failure to predict thm an intelligence failure? A policy failure? 
Neither? Or both? Finally, Dante! Ponemnn. who served on thl' National Security 
C.ounul from '93-'96 and b now a !>entor fellow for the Forum of International 
Poh<.y. wtll speak about the 1\Jonh Korean nuclear weapons pu::k •low well dtd 
wr understand the DPRKs beha' tor when we had our last cn~ts wnh them? How 
well do we understand then· hehanor. tntentions. and capabthllc!> today? And 
how well wtll we do tomorrow? Wnhout funher ado. I'll turn ll cltrcctly O\'er to 
Gl·orgc Pcrko,·ich. 

GFORGE PERKOVlCII, PhD: Thanks. Scott. Good morning. I haw the 
pleasure-feels like a pleasure-of hemg able to talk about Iran. l3ttt there:S an 
obvtous habtlity in it. Which ts that between the time we entered this room after 
the break and when we leave, there could be two ma1or changes in the Iranian 
rr~)ltferauon problem !>o constdet tht'> a snapshot. 

The ftrst point I want to make 111 keepmg wnh the theme a~ Scott described 
today about predicting prolifcrauon ts that L 5 analysts m nnd out of government 
haw dearly provided the Rcpubhc \\'tth strategtc warning that Iran ts seeking 
nudcar weapons capabthty ')mer at kastthc 1980s, wammgs ha,·e hl·en s~1undecl 
that Iran ts movmg foT\vard in this quc~t !\!ow. the esltmates of whrn Iran would 
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or could acquire nuclear weapons have varied and there seems to be a certain 
amount of guesswork. But the warning is there. So in 1992, for example, the CIA 
estimated that lran would have a nuclear weapon by 2000. In 1995. the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency director, john Holum, testified that Iran could 
have the bomb by 2003. In '97. Holum testified that lran could have the bomb by 
2005 to 2007. And this 1s a two- to four-year lag on the prior estimate, but the 
warnings are always there. Now the media, and especially the Congress and also 
people like me in think tanks, may criticize the accuracy of intelligence estimates, 
butt he most important thing is whether we have been provided long-term warning 
of a particular proliferation threat. And in the case of \ran, we clearly have. By 
focusing on the time estimates and the precision, what we're really saying, what 
outside critics, especially, arc really saying is that there is a tactical problem. What 
we need is tactical imelligence. But I would submit that when it comes to 
proliferation , if you wait for tactical intelligence, it's too late. By the time you get 
tactical intelligence, unless you're talking now about infonmng a very precise 
military operation to take out a cenam capability, it's 100 late. And the great example 
of that was the Indian nuclear tests in 1998 that Polly is going to talk about. And 
I'll be brief. But there was a big uproar in those tests. Congressional leaders were 
in high dudgeon and commissions were established and everything else. Because 
we missed that it was going to happen on the morning of May 11. And having 
worked on this, l always wonder, well, so what? If somebody had gone into the 
president, let's say on May 9, and said, "Mr. President, in 48 hours. India is going 
to test nuclear weapons. " Does anybody here think the Indians would have 
stopped? So the focus again on intelligence fatlure if 11s a tactical warning, I think, 
often leads us to chase the 1ssue without recognizing the bigger problem was 
strategic and happened long ago. Now in Iran, it may not be too late. But it's also 
true that Democrats and Republicans alike in succeeding administrations have 
had at least 13 years of warning that Iran was moving clown this path and thus far 
haven't really been able to develop policies that would prevent that. 

This leads to the second big point that I wamto make. which is that intelligence 
and policy makmg must focus at least as intently on the motivations of proliferators 
as on the1r capabilities. Now, to be sure, intentions are changeable, and so, therefore, 
the famous argumem that imelligence and policy making must focus on capabilities. 
Yet our focus on capabilities renects certain of our own characteristics and 
capabilities, not necessarily what it is that we need. So. for example, we focus on 
technical means of intelligence gathe1ing because we have great assets to do that. 
We can try to pick out what the other guys technical capabilities are. That bias is 
in many ways the system that you play 10 your strength and ignore what is your 
weakness. Another thing that drives us to focus on capabilities is that with 
capabilities that d1scussion is an empirical discussion. You can try to measure 
things, you can take p1c1ures of them, )'OU can show them to policy makers as 
hard facts. Whereas if you're dealing with intentions and mouvations, they're 
rather subjective, they're political. they're interpreuve. And the presenter of that 
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kmd of analys1s then IS subject potenually to crnicism that )'OU wouldn't be 1f 
you're presentmg hard facts because the facts speak for themselves. 

And I think the third reason that we focus on capabll1ues 1s that our policy 
focuses on supply demal. So you take a picture, you get an mtercept of capabihty, 
and the policy is LO try to stop people from shipping that capab1ht)' Or to impose 
sancuons on the people who sh1p the capability that you knt)\\ about because )'OU 

mterccpted the communicauon 
And yet. JUSt as important as supply side assessments and pol Ky. the demand 

s1dc of prohferauon is kc} Do the}' want nuclear weapons? \\'ho 1s the "the(? 
\\'hy do the) want them? What could change the1r mmds? In the case of Iran-at 
least as far as pubhc sources go and for the last number of }·cars--there IS real 
doubt that U .:,. policy makers, and to some extent the mtclhgence community, 
have devoted considerable cncrgr to undcrstanclmg the percepuons and mouvating 
factOrs behind lran:S intention to acqu1re nuclear weapons. Now, l ~:an presume 
onl> in terms of the classified domain. there is a lot of assessment of these 
mouvauons, but }'OU don't sec ll come out. for example. in any of the congressional 
d1scuss1on. where a lot of this debate takes place. or m an)' of the kmd of open
poltey discussions that get reponed mthe press. One of the closest thmgs you get 
to that kind of assessment of mou,·auons \\aS the Director of Ccntrallntelhgences 
statement on February II ot th1s }·ear where he sa1d. ''\:o !raman go\'ernment. 
regardless of ns ldeologlcallcanmgs, 1s hkcly to wilhngly abandon\\ \1 D programs 
that are seen as guarameemg Iran's Sl'cunty." Now, th1s actually was a controversial 
statement because it suggested that even 1f you had regime change m Iran. you 
may get the same drive for proliferation. But even that statement, whiCh IS rather 
rare of liS kmd, deserves a lot of unpacking. And I think this is an intelligence and 
assessment challenge. What1f Iran's need for nuclear capability were seen within 
Iran largely as an energy reqUirement, not a security requirement? Then. could 
Iran g1w up th1s capablllly 1f presented wnh a more auracll\'e energ) option? 
What 1f Iran$ top leaders ms1st they do not want nuclear weapons, that nuclear 
weapons would nolate religious injunctions. and that the capability 1s sought for 
en erg) purposes to protect ag<Hnst U .$.-led technology embargos? \\'ould that 
thange the whole quesuon about whether th1s 1s seen as guaramcemg sccumy 
and therefore you could affect 11? What tf alternauve means of protecting lran:S 
sccunty mterests were potentially avmlablc? 'vVould an Iranian government then 
be unwilling to do without nuclear weapons? In other words. how should U.S. 
policy makers shape Iranian pcrccp11on that these weapons would be in their 
securny mtcrcst or not? Seems to me thiS is a big challenge and ought to be m the 
front of what the intelhgcnce commumty docs. to kmd of unpack the seemingly 
self-explanatory statement b) the director 

1\ow. one of the problems lmtorically and today. m Iran especially, IS that we 
do sh} away from dealing with quesuons of motivations. And I think there are 
reasons for that that are fairl} ob\'lous. Iran has been a pohucall} too-hot-to
handle 10p1c since the rc\'olution 111 1979. j1mmy Carter lost h1s presidency. in 
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man) \\ays, over the hostage cnsis. Remember Olhe North and the <.:akd There's 
a parody m Amencan pohucal cuh ure of offictals m search of the C\'erlasung I raman 
moderate . All of this kmd of dynamtc 111 the poliucal culture makes people \'ety 
rcluctam to try to get into the motivations and percepuons and dynam1cs within 
Iran. As one former special envoy to Iran put it to me, there is no Iran in our Iran 
pohcy. Our policy debate, the analysts about intentions and percepuons. is more 
about us than it is about what$ really gomg on in Iran. And thts tcndencr is all the 
worse because we don't have a presence m Iran. Now, there arc reasons for that 
that have nothmg lO do \\lth the l,;nned States, that have to do with Iran . But 
whatever the reasons, the fact that we don 1 have a presence there means that we 
don t have offictals. whether the mtclhgence communny or poltc) makers or 
Congress or othenvtse, who engage \\llh lramans and come back and have a 
sense of Oavor for what the clynamtc ts within the country, that there ts a debate, 
who's on various sides of the debate. That kmd of texture is missmg and is a real 
liabtlity for policy making and for intelligence gathering. 

rhc third large point I want to make now is what I call the Heisenberg principle 
of mtelligence. Now Hetsenberg's uncertainty principle dcscnbcd that the 
cxpenmemer actually affects the phenomena he's trying to observe or measure In 
thts case, the U.S .. as an observer. <lS an mtclhgence analyst, also 1s an actor that 
profoundly affects the phenomena were trymg to obsen·e. In recent years. the 
parameters of U.S. intelligence anal)Sts have been broadened to allow some 
considerauon of the U.S. as an mdependent \'ariable that shapes the phenomenon 
bemg anal)•zed. Yet analysts private!) express trepidation about doing that. Th1s 
1~ even before the controversy over the WMD assessments in Iraq. The whole 
question about whether intelligence has been politicized or whether there's a certain 
percepuon of what people want in the policy commumty and how that limits 
your capacity to present other mterpretallons. An example of thts would be having 
to do wnh Iran and the whole quesuon of the axts of evil and of enshnnmg Iran m 
the term, in the club of the a.xts or C\'11, in the State of the Umon address. I doubt 
that that was Yeltcd by the intelligence communit)' because, 1f tt had been. I think 
analysts who focused on Iran would haYe smd that the usc of that phrase was 
actually very counterproductive mterms of affecting !raman bchav1or the way we 
want to. But the problem is, can you tmagine any intclhgence analyst walkmg 
tmo the White House and saymg, "Excuse me, Mr. President. Dr. R1ce. I know 
you ltke this 'axis of evil' phrase a lot, but It will drive the Iranians nuts and may 
make them more resistamto the poltcies that we want." Its very hard to imagine 
that, and }'et it's precisely that kind of quesuon and formulation that's very 
tmportant Ill shaping [raman behavior. As the former fmancc mmtster of Iran put 
ll m fml·r~n Affairs. many lrantans took the ax1s of evtl phrase as a deep msult to 
their nauonal dignity." An)' liS strategy that even remote!)' ra1ses the specter of 
forctgn mterference m I ran ts doomed to fail. 

What we've seen m the past week m Iran has been lots of debate commg out 
more openly than before over the nuclear issue. but what:S vny apparcm is the 
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nude,n tssue has now become a proxr for the overall pohucal struAAk m Iran. ~o 
tts about much more than whether to but!J a bomb. It's about whether, whtch 
form ol lcadersh1p. which fact1on IS truly nauonalistic, truly will defend the Islamic 
chnracter of Iran, truly will protect the revoluuon, truly will protect the country 
agmnst the Zionist-American consplr:lC). All or thiS IS now being tied into the 
nuclear debate as a proxy. 

llavmg said that, the admumtrauon has created some cond1110ns that clearly 
arc favorable to rcsoh·ing the nuclear 1ssuc. And agam, th1s 1s kmd of the 
cxpcnmcnt of the analyst, the object thats domg the studring is affecting the 
bchav1or. The U.S. mvas1on and ocLupation of Iraq has alarmed I raman leaders 
in potcnually helpful wnys Moreover. the recent statement and demand by the 
lt\f.t\. in which the European Unwn was fmnly tied wuh the U .~ . has deeply 
alarmed Iranian leaders. I mean. this was a profound shock to thc1r system. 
1 hey do not want to be ISOlated. They do not wam to be panahs And they're 
scramblmg now to figure out how to deal with this problem and avoid isolation. 
So Iran's nuld political dynamiC confronts both our analrsts and prediCtors. as 
well as pohcy makers. wuh a challenge that I'd say 1s analogous to handling 
nitroglycenn. The U.S. must squeeze Iran and ns suppliers enough to block 
Iran's acqulslllon of nuclear weapons capab1hlles. wnhout shakmg so hard that 
lrani<ln nationalists explode and sa: essenually. "Yes. we wnhdraw from the 
NPT and you cannot stop us." 

Pressure works. but n's onl> pan of the strategy. You abo need w create 
space wnh mduccments for posiuvc change in what we seck from Iran . So it 
seems to me that the big intelligence quesuons. the important questions. that 
have to be asked are the followmg Docs the perceived threat of regnne change 
make Iranian decision makers more or less likely to change 1 he behavtor we 
sec? Do lmns denials that n seeks nuclear weapons pro\'ldc an opportunity. a 
wa). to save face? Or. should we somehow be trymg to get them to admn they 
arc liars? \\'hat do other cases of nonprolifcrauon suggest about what we should 
do in Iran? I'm thinking of ')outh Afnca. Brazil. and North Korea as pnmc 
examples. \\'Ill Iran's calculations of sccurit}' requirements he affected by the 
future secunty arrangements that nUl) be commg m the Pers1nn c.;ulf? How will 
various poss1bthues of U.S tmhta1y basmg and pre:;em:c 111 the rcg1on affect 
I raman mtcrests in having or not having nuclear weapons? What arc the new 
rules in the region going to be? Who arc the actors that arc gomg to be there? 
What's the future of the lraq1 nuclear cnpabilit)' and intention toward Iran going 
to be? These are things that. 1f )'OU rc nn I raman, you have to figure out1f you're 
uymg to figure out how to deal wnh the pressure now on your nuclear weapons 
capab1ht) And these are not thmgs that. as far as I know haw been discussed. 
smd. pubhd) at all in the L' S whether on the Hill or elsewhere 

If reg10nal dialogue IS a good 1dca concerning '\Jonh Korea .• md I thmk it is. 
wouldn't a rcg10nal dialogue process mthe Pers1an Gulf nuke sense too-to brmg 
in Iran'S nc1ghbors who Iran 1s trpng to woo mto a better rclauonshtp? Get them 



PANEL3 201 

into a room and say, "Hey look. we're concerned about what you're doing with 
)'OUr nuclear capability." And show it's not just the U.S., but people they care 
about are going to react in ways they ma)' not like if Iran goes forward. How does 
Israel$ possession of nuclear weapons affect the politics, if not the strategy, of 
Iran's decision to give up nuclear capabilities, as we and Israel demand? What 
mtcrest do Iran's vanous business communnies have m foreign trade, mvestmem, 
and economic engagement? And how might these business interests and their 
political coahtions affect nuclear decision making? just this past week, japan had 
been given the lead option on a $2 billion development project of an Iranian oil 
field. japan then joined tightly with the U.S. at the IAEA to issue a demand that 
lran stop its enrichment work. Iran announced this week that the)' were denying 
now japan's place as an opportunity to bid in this field . Well, Iran needs tremendous 
foreign mvestment in its oil fields . Do the people in Iran who want that 
mvestment-can they be made to play in the internal debate m Iranian poliucs? 
And how? That's a very tmponam question. 

Finally, if hard-liners in Iran know that the Iranian public wants not to be 
isolated and wants to improve relations wnh the Amencan people, won't hard
liners keep anyone else in lran from getting credit for that kind of breakthrough? 
And doesn't that mean that we need to deal with hard-liners if we want to make 
the breakthrough because they have the veto position otherwise? And then that 
leads to a further question, does engagement wtth the ami-democratic clements 
m Iran actually undennine the future of reform, as some people here allege? Or 
docs it actually create space for reformers within Iran. for them too to engage with 
the U.S. because now the hard-liners have shown that it's okay to do that? If 
regime change is a good idea m Iran-and clearly the Iranian people think ll is, 
they"ve voted for it, they've tried to do it through the ballot box for the last six 
years-can and should the U.S. play a role in bringing it about? Or will a U.S. role 
only distort the process negatively? These are the important quesuons in my view 
that we must ask and answer if we arc to predict and shape the outcome of I ran's 
decisions, whether to acquire nuclear weapons or not. 

Thank you. 

SAGAN: Thank you, George. Poll)'? 

POLLY (MARY) NAYAK: Good morning. 
On May 11 and May 13, 1998. India tested five nuclear weapons. The tests 

caught the Clinton administration by surprise and led to lengthy debate abomthe 
shortcomings of U.S. mtelligence. What I'd hke to do this mommg is to parse that 
set of tests, what the failure looked like. and then pull ouL some implications for 
the future of intelligence. I want to draw your auention up front to two angles. 
One is the difficulty of single event tactical forecasting, especially on a friendly 
nauon. And the seconclts to an aspect of U.S. policy mtelligence tmerface that we 
rarely dtscuss. \Ve often talk about how intelligence informs policy, but rarely 
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about how policy shapes intelligence. 
And in fact, policy makers set the terms 
for collection and the standards of 
evidence for finished intelligence. l'll 
come back to that point shortly. 

So to what extent were the tests a 
surprise to the U.S. government and 
why? The answer, l think, varied 
dependtng on the pan of the 
government, but, wherever we' re 
talking aboUL, the failure was tactical 
and not strategic. For at least three years 
before the 1998 tests, discussions in 
Washington had centered mainly on 
when, not whether, lndia would test. 
And long before 1998, U.S. officials 
knew that lndia had the motive. the 
opportunity, and the means to test its 
largely indigenous weapons to warn off 
Pakistan and, to a lesser degree, China Polly Nayak 
and to show India's international 
stature. In the 1990s, an added factor emerged. India peaked over the double 
nuclear standard, the effort by the five nuclear powers to keep newcomers out of 
the club. In early 1998, as the nationalistic BJP moved up in the polls, U.S. observers 
focused closely on how the BJP might shape India's nuclear decisions if it won the 
election in March. Washington clearly understood that the BJP would abandon 
India's policy of nuclear ambiguity. What was unclear was what it meant by 
declaring India a nuclear state. There really were two ways it could do this. One 
was simply by declaring itself a nuclear state with a small number of untested 
weapons, the weapons of untested design. And the second way would have been 
to test its nuclear weapons as a deterrent. The BJP did come to power m March , 
on March 19, not alone as it had hoped , but as the anchor of a very disparate 
coalition, with 14 other parties. And in fact. the Prime Minister Vajpayee had won 
their reluctant support by moderating his position on a number of issues. 
Nevertheless, in late March, Vajpayee publicly stated again that the BJP would 
exercise all options, including the nuclear option, lO protect India's sovereignty 
and teiTitOI)'· And m April, the army chief of staff urged the government to develop 
a strategic deterrence capability, which most people underswod to mean a nuclear 
stockpile. 

So why were so many people in Washington surprised, apparently, by the 
tests in 1998? I think the answers lie in three different areas: first , the policy 
context, including the convictions of U.S. policy makers in '98; second, Indian 
diplomacy, which successfully misled U.S. officials and played on U.S. uncertainty 
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in the face of very limited information; and third, an incomplete intelligence picture. 
m which intermiuent information was buried in a great deal of noise . 

First, the U.S. policy context. For years, successive U.S. administrations have 
worried that India would break the global taboo on testing. shred international 
accords, and maybe set off a chain reaction and would tngger an Indo-Pakistani 
nuclear arms race. By May '98, though, U.S. policy makers were quite confidem 
they could keep India from crossing that red line to oven nuclear status. They 
were confident really for three different reasons. First, the Clinton admimstrauon 
had succeeded in late '98 in dissuading the then-prime minister from testing. At 
that time, the economic carrot seemed decisive, and BJP officials now seemed 
equally concerned about the economy. Reason number two, in late 1997, the 
White House had decided to make India the lynch pin of its South Asia policy and 
to replace its nonproliferation focus, which the Indians hated, with a multifaceted 
approach in wh1ch they were sure the Indians would welcome under any 
government. President Clinton planned to go visit India in the fall. Note, the U.S. 
still saw relations with India as a means to inOuence its nuclear decisions. And a 
third reason, Clinton administration officials were very high on their initial context 
with the BJP camp, even before the elections; thought that they were compatible 
in perspective, and the U.S. could work with India to fulfill its economic and its 
foreign polic}' aspirations. consistent with U.S. concerns. 

The White House tried to be clear and pleasant on the nuclear issue, but New 
Delhi very quickly in public reacted with a great deal of acerbity. Senior U.S. 
officials put out the word that an Indian nuclear test would trigger legally mandated 
sanctions. And Vajpayee stated, right after taking office, that India would exercise 
the nuclear option if need be, not further specified, regardless of others' annoyance. 
In private, however, Indian officials were vety reassuring and appeared increasingly 
responsive to Clinton administration offictals. They assured the Americans that 
they would take no major nuclear steps before they stood up a national security 
advisory board, which would then conduct an extensive review. And the defense 
minister reiterated these assurances publicly in late March, soon after they came 
to power. A delegation led by then-UN Ambassador Richardson saw the Indians 
as receptive to a nuclear restraim message. And on May 1, the U.S.- Indian strategic 
dialogue resumed. So, ten days before the test, U.S. policy makers believed the 
BJP was headed m their direction and would avoid anything precipitous that 
would derail U.S.- Indian talks and bring on sanctions. 

Now, let me talk for a moment about the second strand of this '98 intel failure: 
India's diplomatic deception. In the spring of '98, Indian officials set out, very 
successfully, to assuage U.S. concems in meeting after meeting. They communicated 
they were receptive to U.S. concerns, that there was still time to discuss lndias 
nuclear plans, and that there were meetings in Delhi, as well as New York and 
Washington, in which this occurred. There were also other Indian statements. 
which played down the need and immediacy for Indian nuclear tests, mcluding 
articles about lndias ability to test nuclear weapons in computer stmulations. In 
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retrospect, it's clear that the U.S. side probably didn't give enough weight to Indian 
anger at the U.S. for ignoring the growing Pakistani threat to India, as well as 
Chinese assistance to Pakistanis. And the real sore point was Pakistan's firing, in 
early April, of the nuclear-capable Ghauri missile soon after the BJP came to power. 
The Ghauri gave the Pakistanis for the first time the ability to penetrate deep into 
India. But there is no quesuon that the Indian officials had played the deception 
card with the U.S. After the tests, feeling betrayed, U.S. officials asked a Vajpayee 
atde about the broken promises and he said, "You cannot debate, discuss, and 
then do a nuclear test." While India$ diplomacy was misleading Washington, the 
Indians also engaged in other efforts to blunt U.S. collection. An India Today article 
today noted that after each U.S. demarche, the Indians incorporated new security 
test measures at their test sues. For example , they used widely known satellite 
coverage gaps to hide movements of people and eqUipment. They used sandstorms 
and they umed the tests to hide test preparations and they relied on shtfting sands 
to cover tire and track treads at the site. 

The U.S. intelligence side: Was U.S. intelligence on the ball? Well, they had 
been monitoring test preparations, or activity at least, smce the first test in 1974. 
And they repeatedly alerted policy makers to the possibility of tests. The India 
watchers understood that test decisions would be driven by political factors, and 
they tracked them closely. For example, Indian pressure to sign on to nonproliferation 
regimes. Analysts clearly understood that lndtas effort m the mid-'90s to keep the 
CTBT, the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, from going through, was linked to its 
desire to keep open the testing option. Analysts also tracked strategic developments 
in the region, for example India$ reaction to Chinas nuclear test in '92 and Indian 
domestic politics. U.S. intelligence on Indian test preparations had hit the press in 
'95. In mid-December '95, the New York Times broke the story that the U.S. 
intelligence was closely watching Indian preparations to test, perhaps soon. And a 
day later, the Washirtgton Post carried even more details. Specifically they noted that 
msuumentation at the test sue pomtcd to test preparations and not maintenance. 
U.S. Ambassador \Vizner decided, in the same time frame, to show the satellite 
imagery of the test site to senior Indian officials to convince them not to test. His 
sharing of that information has been widely blamed for teaching, in effect, the Indians 
tO bUly their cabling in '98 to avoid detection . But actually the same information 
was contained in the Post article. In the spling '98. the U.S. intelligence community 
again warned us policymakers that tests were possible. And m fact, they brought 
the test activity at the Pokhran test site so often to the attention of senior polk) 
makers that they may have actually numbed them lO its significance. 

So what kind of intelligence fatlure did we have m '98? WelL the U.S. intelligence 
community did warn policy makers that India might test again. But it did not, along 
with the rest of the scholarly community and go,·ernment observers. anticipate tests 
in May. So, strategic warning-yes, tactical warning-no. 

Optmons varied on how much that mattered. Senator Shelby said it was a 
colossal imelligcnce fatlure. Admiraljeremiah. who was heading up the investigation, 
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the post-moncm on the tests. sa1d yeah. it wasn't Beirut. wasn't KhobarTowers, but 
CIA had prematurely dismissed the BjPs public statemems and failed to focus 
intelligence collection on India. The policy community was pretty steamed. There 
were a lot of different accounts about where the fault lay-resource shortfall because 
of budget cuts, analysis, human or sigim !signal intelligence! shonfalls. and the 
tasking of satellites. rll brie0y tUn through these very quickly 

First, intelligence analysis. Some claim that U.S. intelligence analysts hadn't 
even considered the possibility of a test. But DC! !Director of Central Imelligencei 
Tenam soon after the test stated that in fact the community had focused on the 
possibility of tests. panicularly after the Ghauri missile test in Pakistan. Admiral 
jerenuah conceded that , yeah, people in the JC I intelligence community! had indeed 
won·ied about a test, in spite of Indian assurances. The reality was that, for many 
reasons, including lndias successful denial and deception, analysts had very little 
grist on wh1ch to forecast whether a test might really occur. And none of the 
mfom1ation they had pOLntecl directly to tests. They had two types of information: 
diplomatic reporting on lndias stated intent ion not to test and image1y of ambiguous 
activity at the test site. The scarcity of intelligence on Indian mtemions put the onus 
on analysts to take their best shots based on assumptions about how India calculated 
the pros and cons of a test. Some analysts thought the tests would occur sooner 
rather than later because India had a technical need to test and because BjP decision 
makers had a hard-hne history on security issues. But without hard intelligence to 
back this up. even though it proved to be cotTect, the assurances--this argument 
won few converts. Others argued that the BJP in power was pragmatic, unlike the 
BJP on the campaign trail. The faCL that India was a ftiendly country just confused 
the issue. Had the story been about North Korea, which Dan will talk about, no one 
would have quarreled with any doubts about th1s truth of government statements. 
Because India had a record with the U.S., a pretty straight shooting, in spite. of the 
disagreements between the two. Much has been made about the faetthat if the U.S. 
had looked to an open source, they would have known the truth. In fact, thats not 
so. Indian press and public statements were either misleading or they were 
ambiguous, and academic expens who were pulsed by the intelligence community 
before the tests, thought the BJP would avoid rocking the boat with the U.S. On the 
other hand, the ICs focus on the Ghauri missile test as a possible spark for tests was 
indicated afterwards. India Today, for example, describes the tests as the last straw in 
the BJP decision to produce a nuclear test. 

Why did analysts have so liule intelligence to work with? Well , first there 
was insufficient priority for intelligence collection on India. There was competition 
with other targets, particularly on tmagery. Some of you will appreciate support 
for military operations took the lead-Iraq and the Balkans. There were also policy 
distractions and Senator Bob Kerry acknowledged that actually Washington had 
really taken its e)'es off the nuclear threat. Inadequate human and sigint, that we 
had a new Indian government just weeks before the test-it was hard to get 
information on mner circle decision making. And in fact , we knew in retrospect 
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that only a handful of Indian officials were present and knew of the dectsion to 
test. Even lndtas president was informed only a day before. Third, deficient satellite 
imagery and photo interpretation. There were reduced numbers of analysts and 
reduced numbers of satellites, budget-driven changes. And second, some U.S. 
satellites were poimed at nuclear-at missiles, rather than nuclear test sttes. The 
nuclear test sites were imaged only three days, every third da): 

Let me run through very quickly some tmplicauons and we can pick more 
up in the Q&A. It 's clear that forecasting single events is very difficult. Its 
hard to determine when a lack of information signifies that nothings happening 
and when it points to denial and deception ID&D] . In this case, there was 
insufficient information to determine that D&D was at play. There also was 
no tic-breaking information to help decide where the Indian tests might go. 
Was this an important imelhgence failure? Yes, in a number of respects. First, 
preveming the test was very important to U.S. policy, not because of national 
survival, but because the Indian tests effectively torpedoed U.S. efforts over 
decades to cap the spread of nuclear weapons. If the IC had been able tO tell 
policy makers India intended to test, would the U.S. have done anything 
differently? I think so. I think, gtven unambiguous evidence. the U.S. would 
have brought a very scarce resource to bear on the issue-presidential attention 
and persuasion. Perhaps more important, and George alluded to this in the 
case of Iran, the president would almost certainly have brought the entire 
G-8 to bear on India, including japan. which mauerecl enormously. And that. 
in fact, IS what happened after the tests. Would such pressure have stopped 
the tests7 I'd like to suggest differing a little bit from George that It might 
have. For one thing, the reasons would have been domestic and not foreign 
policy reasons. I think concerted international pressure would have brought 
the test decision before some of the BJP's 14 coalition partners. And a debate 
among 14 parties would have been a showstopper. In fact, some people think 
the tests were timed to occur before the other 14 members could get their act 
together and take part in decisions. 

Thts brings me back to why India went through such lengths to conceal the 
tests. Maybe n was to a\'Oid havmg its test decision tangled up both in our 
preventive diplomacy and also opened up to domestic debate. 

Thank you very much. 

SAGAN: Dan Poneman. 

DANIEL B. PONH•IAN: Thank you, Scott. And I am honored to join such a 
distinguished panel before such a distinguished audience. 

l would like to offer my remarks about the North Korean case in four sections: 
I'd first like to offer some prehmmary observations about the nature of intelligence 
and prediction when it comes to Nonh Korea; second, to bneny review the historical 
record of the role of intelligence and prediction: third , to offer some comments on 
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the rclauonship between mtelligcnc..- and 
polK), whiCh will mtrror SOlllC Of Ill)' 

colleagues' remarks; and finally, founh, 
to draw some lessons for the fuwre. 

rtrst, the preliminary observations. 
\lonh Korea IS a notonously 'llfftcuh 
mtclhgcncc target. It is, perhaps, the most 
msular soctel}' m the world It IS sull 
driven and controlled by a Stahmst police 
state. Its \'ery backwardness and lack of 
economic developmem deprives us of 
many sources of mtelltgence. I ht 
computer connecuons, the telephone 
ltnes, people traveling. and so it is JUSt a 
tough, tough nul to crack. /\nd as limned 
a~ our resources are in the Umted States, 
the resources elsewhere are also qune 
hmncd There are not so many countnes 
111 tht• world. as. for example. there arc 
111 the case of Iran. that have much more 
cxtenst,·c access to 111formauon from 
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Nonh Korean sources. You have some addlllonal contacts from ob' touslr the Russtans 
and the Chmese. You have the htstoncal and familialues between North and South 
Kt)rea But someumes the South Koreans deep personal stake h:1s an dement that 
may color some of their analytical conclusions. And so to begin with. we're dealing 
with a very tough case. But troni<:ally, I would note that, while intclhgcncc IS \'ety, 
Vl'l) hard, prediction, lthmk. IS less so. Why? &cause although you nerd mtelligence 
to sec obJects. you don't need mtclhgence-at least 111 the classic sense-to 
understand human naturt· And again. this ''Ill refer back to some analogies to the 
I raman case that George made a few moments ago. and mdeed. I would submn to 

you that a careful reading of Anstotlc5 1'\tcomachean Ethics would offer you some 
useful clues as to how the ~orth Koreans mtght act in the future 

I he premise of this obsen·atwn IS the 1hought that 1\onh Korea. 
notw!lhsumchng a lot of the popular rhctonc, IS not a craz> state, that Its leaders 
arc not craz>' people, that they arc not just rogues who arc going 111 one way or 
another without any predictable pallcms. But rather, and !think the history will 
suppon this view, that they tend to be and their leadershtp tends to be 
extraordinarily shrewd. cxtraordmanl) calculaung, and-n5 not 111} image. but I 
thmk ll's a good one-they deal prclly well wtth a deuce-htgh hand <:.o to say. as 
has been smd that \:onh Koreans can t cat the bomb. and therefore the} must go 
111 a dtrection that we would favor, rcallr m1sses the po111t because the people 
nukmg these dectstons don't care about Issues of havmg to do" nh fcedmg their 
people, not because they're rogues, but because ther're 111tcrestcd 111 other thmgs 
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like maintaining the security and viabilit)' of their own polittcal control of their 
system. So-and l would say finally on that point-that the hist01y of the last half 
century testified to the fac t that the ultimate goal that they have is regime 
preservation. So if they are rational, ! think we can then turn to several sources to 
assist us in prediction as to the North Korean prolifcrallon profile. And I would 
look to their actions, to their words, and then finally, not exacLiy rational, but to 
their culture, which forms their rational decision making. 

Their actions. If the North Koreans keep turning back to nudear activities, 1 
think it is reasonable to conclude that pursuing those nuclear activities is a major 
objective. And to predict that no matter what we do that they're likely, at least as 
long as this regime is in power, to keep going back to a nuclear program, 
notwithstanding our diplomatic efforts. 1 think that the historical record also 
provides a number of actions that provide good guides for the future as to the 
tactical decisions that the Nonh Koreans will make. For example, its qt~~te clear 
going back to the negotiations at Panmunjom, and even before, that they view the 
best defense as a strong offense. I think the history is replete with examples that 
when Norrh Koreans feel truly cornered, they will lash out and llY to kick over 
the card table and hope the cards fall in a more favorable position from their 
perspective. This combination leads to a fairly predictable panern, with what I 
would call a regular overplaying of their hand. Some people will recall, in spring 
of 1994, in March, that the unification talks that were about to lead to a potential 
summi t between then-leader Kim II Sung and South Korean Prestdent Kim Young 
Sam broke up as the North Korean delegate threatened to engulf the South-to 
engulf Seoul-in a sea of fi re. Well, at that time, the analysts on our side, the U.S., 
Japan, and South Korea, had been having some difficulties in coordinating a 
position. That stopped. And led, in my view, directly to a much more coherent 
diplomatic strategy, which in turn fina lly led to the agreed framework which bottled 
up the North Korean plutonium program. 

Similarly. I believe that the series of provocative actions that the North Koreans 
took last December-kicking out the lAEA inspectors. breaking the seals on then· 
nuclear facilities, turning off the cameras-had the effect of overplaying thetr 
hand and inducing a level of Chinese involvement that$ been very helpful and I 
don't think the Nonh Koreans would have •vished. But I would just note one 
caution: That we should be careful not to ovcrinterpret. That is to say, I don't 
think we can conclude from this record what North Korea's ultimate objective is. 
They may want a weapon; they may want a weapons capability; they may not 
have decided yet; they may have decided; and they may change their mind. And 
if that remains true, then I think we need to be very careful from a policy perspective 
not to assume somet hing that may not, in fact, be true. And I'll return to that in 
my third section. 

Their words. As with actions, the words of the Nonh Koreans can give rise to 
conOicting imerpretauons. Cenamly they he and dissemble when it is in their 
interest. They lie, but they don't lie about everything and so I think we should 
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view their words as data and to note that there arc some occasions in which there 
is a fairly linear relauonship between what they say and what they mean. And this 
does go to the point of intentions. I don't think its a coincidence that chronically 
the North Koreans emphasize security concerns over economic concerns: A
because they think they are most interested in regime survival; B-because I think 
they sec economic reform as a Trojan Horse potentially that can lead them to the 
kind of end that Ceausescu and others who have opened up totalitarian states to 
some greater liberties have found. So I think it's useful to look at their words and 
to note there are some tried and true tactics and some guidelines to useful 
interpretation when they communicate with the Americans: often they will engage 
m very tonured prose, very propaganda-laden prose. But when they get very 
senous, you would notice it drops off, and they get down to sort of straight. 
simple declaratory sentences. When you see those, pay anemion. 

Secondly, nuances in languages sometimes may rcOect conOicts within the 
elite. It is a totalitarian system to be sure. But there are, withm the very highest 
levels, debates between the military and nonmilitary leadership. And !think you 
can look for clues there. And finally. watch for the second to last paragraph in any 
or their statements because that$ usually where the hook that they may have 
some concession and they often will appear. 

Finally. I think you need to look at their culture. We are all familiar with the 
juche, the self-reliance theory of the North Koreans. Its not just the North Korean 
phenomena, however. I think it's a very keen sensitivity to "face''-something 
that we ignore at our peril and policy, and, specifically, this gets back to another 
one of George's remarks as well, we always need to leave them an escape hatch. If 
we wam them to do something, we need to provide an avenue for them 10 do it in 
a way that they don't consider disgraceful. The most imeresting manifestation of 
this combination , strange combination, that is so characteristic of the North 
Koreans in my view is one of the first things that a senior analyst told me when l 
entered government, which is the North Koreans do not respond to pressure, but 
without pressure, they do not respond. And that seemingly contradictory statemem 
means, !think, that when the Chinese, for example, suspend oil deliveries, they 
do so in a qUiet way. When the U.S. deploys more military assets to theater, but 
does so in a quiet way, that often is the most effective way to get the North Koreans 
to do what we want. 

Secondly, the historical record. The historical record in Nonh Korea of the 
role of intelligence and prediction unfortunately is not very good and it's venerably 
not very good. There have been declassified documents on October 12th, 1950. 
The CIA Office of Records and Estimates Paper 58-50 stated, "While full-scale 
Chinese communist intervention in Korea must be regarded as a continuing 
possibility, a consideration of all known factors leads to the conclusion that, barring 
a Soviet decision for global war. such action is not probable in 1950.'' Well, we all 
know what happened a few weeks after that. The Chinese came pouring across 
the Yalu River. !think that, if you look back at the mid-1990s, we had continuing 
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difficulucs. And I think it would be interesting for people m this group to discuss, 
perhaps m question and answer, how sometimes the military personnel on the 
ground end up wtth a better perspective on the real threats of war and warnmg of 
war than the people who are just studying it from a civilian mtelligence community 
perspective. Pan of the problem here is, of course, that the North Koreans are 
forward deployed to such an extent across the DMZ !Demilitarized Zone] that 
there are very few indicators of additional things they could do to prepare for war. 

I would note a special case, not of prediction but of assessment, and some of 
the dangers that thts includes in the same period in 1993 and 1994, where it was 
assessed that there was a better than even chance that Nonh Korea had one tot wo 
nuclear weapons. Thts ts what one of my colleagues at the time calls an assessment 
with prectsion but not accuracy. lt imputed a level of understanding that did not 
at all disclose the huge gaps in our understanding. We knew very linle. We knew 
essentially that North Korea, if they had completed the plutonium reprocessing 
campaigns on the spem fuel that we were aware existed in North Korea, could 
have produced one to two nuclear weapons. What they had actually done was 
much less clear. Unfortunately, that condition, that ambiguity. didn't get into the 
headlines and what happened was you had a ve1y strong public response that 
unfortunately dtstoned the public policy discussion. And 1 think that what it 
reminds us now is that assumptions can be extraordmarily dangerous, and this is 
a lesson that's true today as it was a decade ago. Policy makers, in short. do not 
have the luxury to build a policy on such unproven assumptions. At that time, we 
could not assume that North Korea had the bomb, because such an assumption 
could breed a resignation that might not be required by the facts on the ground. 
Certainly, no one would suggest that they should have a free pass to nuclear 
weapons if they had not already gotten them. Secondly, we certainly could not 
assume they did not have the bomb, for that could lead to a complacent policy 
that could needlessly expose American troops, U.S. allies, and indeed the world 
to a risk of a nuclear attack. And therefore, as uncomfortable and unsatisfactory 
as it was, the answer ts that we need to have a poltC)' that ts robust enough to be 
viable and effective, whether or not North Korea did, in fact, possess one to two 
nuclear weapons. 

Let's take a brief excursion to examine the historical relationship between 
intelligence and policy in North Korea. In 1985. North Korea was building a large 
research reactor that, in fact. was the source of the plutomum that we now wort)' 
about in North Korea. It was a 5-megawalt reactor, if rated electrically, but much 
more powerful in terms of its them1al production. We saw tl. We watched it 
getting butlt. There was pressure on North Korea at that time to JOin the 
nonproliferation treaty. But basically, no \'tgorous action was taken. And this ts 
where I think we did not take advantage of the strategk warning that we had. 
Because what it meant was that, by the ume North Korea came on to the world 
stage with the completion of their plutonium reprocessing facility, all our easy 
and cheap options were gone. We should have been much tougher in the mid-
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·sos. but, in faCL, although the nonproliferation treaty requires Nonh Korea to 
negotiate a safeguards agreement with the International Atomic Energy Agency 
withm 18 months, in 17 months. North Korea said, "You scm us the wrong form." 
The IAEA said take another 18 months. Another 18 months passed, still no 
agreement. No penahy. Big mistake. 

That changed m 1989. There was-! would say from 1989 through '95-a 
rough equilibrium, starting with the first Bush administration, when the discovery 
of the plutonium reprocessing facility led to a very active round of diplomacy that 
is the subject of a differem panel perhaps, but that led to, I think, an appropriate 
balance between the policy and intelligence. From 1996 to the present, 1 would 
say that the intelligence has been more a fo il to policy than anything else. Almost 
before the ink was dry on the agreed framework, people were trying to basically 
unhorse the agreed framework, and they tned to use intelligence discussions and 
discovery of apparent cheating as a means to do so. Unfortunately, the North 
Koreans gave them too much cause for that not to succeed. And so I would say 
that put policy in some degree of quandary in the years since then. But the most 
regrenable aspect in that period since that time is that the lack of progress toward 
the completion of the agreed framework's objectives led to a breakdown that 
included the enrichment in a clandestine facility of uranium by the North Koreans, 
which, in turn, led to the events of last fall. which have left us blind essentially to 
what is going on with the 8,000 rods containing five to six bombs' worth of 
plutonium. And I think that 1f there$ anything we could do now to improve our 
predictability it would be somehow to get the safeguards inspectors back in so 
that we can reassess and resecure that plmonium. 

What are the lessons for the future? Number one, I think we need to focus on 
the critical. And right now, the critical in my view is less the uranium, which we 
don't know where it is or how close they are to us production. We do know about 
the five to six bombs' worth of plutonium. We need to get better control on that. 
ln focusing on the ctitical. I think we need to beware of the siren's song of thinking 
that somehow the odd proclivities of Kim jong 11 will lead to some regime change 
in time to save us from the consequences of proliferation. I think that would be a 
vain hope. Secondly, our collection should be done with the most diverse sources 
possible. All forms of imclligence using unclassified literature as much as we can, 
engaging North Korean diplomats wherever they appear elsewhere, and using 
third coumries that have better relations than we do. And finally, when it comes 
to anal)'Sis, l've given up, at least for now, on gelling a complete divorce between 
policy and intelligence. We can discuss through Q&A perhaps, that I find that 
each has a corrupting I influence] on the other. But in the absence of a clear divorce 
between a policy approach and intelligence that keeps each somewhat pristine 
from the other. I think your best solution is to have a wide range of analytical 
capabilities. not to bury those in lootnotes, but to allow each and cvcty analyst 
through their organization in the U.S. government and outside the U.S. government 
to have a fmr shot at expressmg their views. Then let the pohcy makers dectde. Its 
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important to get this right because the consequences of getting the intelligence 
wrong m North Korea could be catastrophic, not only for the United States, not 
only for llS alhes, btll mcleed for the world. 

Thank you. 

SAGAN: Thank you, Dan. Before l open it up to Q&A, I wamed to just make 
three observations and state my own opinion about them. 

First, these talks suggest strong!)' to me that, with respect to tacticaltmelligence 
especiall)', we should lower our expectations of success in the proliferation area. 
Perhaps its because the major league play-offs are coming, but it occurs to me 
that there is a metaphor, a baseball metaphor here that is appropriate. We often 
thmk about intelligence as if mtelhgence agencies arc fielders . And to get it nght 
if they're really good, gold glove fielders [field] in the high 90 percentages. But 
when tt comes to tactical intelligence, they will be like baseball batters. If they get 
a hit 33 percent of the time, they're doing a good job. If they hit -+0 percent of the 
time, they're like Ted Williams and should be in the Hall of Fame. We should not 
expect on tactical decistOns in this area the kind of mtelligence that we sometimes 
have expected. 

Second, that being said, I think we should expect a lot more with respect to 
intelligence officials and analysts, understanding our own behavior and how that 
behavior inOuences others. George Perkovtch, I think made an imponam analogy 
to the Heisenberg principle. I noted that I received a briefing at the Los Alamos 
Laboratory some months back called UProliferation Studies as an Observational 
Science," where it compared studymg behavior of would-be prolifcrators to a 
paleontologist trying to understand dinosaurs. Somebody in a nuclear laboratof) 
whose organization's behavior strongly inOuences what people are doing in other 
countries. to have that as their analogy seems to be uuerly mistaken. This is partly 
a problem of intelligence officers and their focus on other countries. It's partly a 
problem of compartmentalization. Intel shop doesn't talk to the policy shop. Its 
partly a problem of political correctness and courage, as George suggested. lts 
hard for mtclligence officers to say some thmgs to pohcy makers that they don't 
want to hear. 

lt suggests LOme three things. One is that intelligence officers need to leam 
more about their own country. not just about the country that they are 
professionally assigned to obser\'e. Second. they have to be bra\'e and responsible. 
That$ not just doing good imelligence. It's telling your boss sometimes things that 
he or she does not want to hear. And that requires, from the bosses and the policy 
makers, a beuer willingness to listen, to engage. to actually encourage dissenting 
opinions. lest you get tmo your own mindset and not understand how your pohcy 
might inOuence others. Not that you have to agree wtth those, but that you should 
listen. Last ly, my last point is that we should avoid what l will call the Columbia 
acetdent pnnciple. which is the idea that there IS nothing we can do about our 
problem, therefore, we should not pay as much attention to it as we otherwise 
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would. BOLh George and Dan, quite correctly, and Polly as well, quite correctly 
note, that you can do things about problems early on. much more easily than 
when a proliferation problem has become an imminem one right on your doorstep. 
i\nd I think that's true. But it is also true that it is dangerous to assume that there's 
not much we can do about it, even at that last day, at the last moment. 

I won't debate the issues between the disagreement between George and Polly 
about what would have happened had we actually had beuer tacucal intelligence 
that the Indians were about to test in May 1998. Although they may want to 
discuss that in Q&A. But a bigger point, a broader point, is that the intelligence 
and policy makers should never say there is nothing we should do about it, and 
therefore. lets stop discussing it. I call this the Columbia accident principle because 
thats exactly what happened when the space shuule, Columbia was discovered to 
have a potential damaging pH~ce of foam debris hit it. And at the siLUation room at 
NASA, senior poltcymaker says there$ not much we can do about it, lets go on to 
the next issue. Bm of course we now know they could have goucn photographs 
from satellites. The)' could have told the analysts to redo the data to show how 
dangerous that foam could have been . It could have the shuttle crew go outstde 
and take photographs themselves to observe it. And they could have set up another 
shuLLie on a rescue mission potentially. All those events. all those creauve potential 
solutions. were thought about in the after action repon, not in the situation room. 
I hope, in the next nuclear crisis, when we think, "Oh, thercs not much we can 
do about this now," those creative potential solutions are thought about then, 
rather than in the after action report about the major mistakes that we've made. 

I'll conclude there, and lets open it up for Q&A from the audience. 
The gemleman here. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Good morning. Pwy Officer David Gault, graduate 
studenljoint ?vlili tary Intelligence College. The distinguished panel has used terms 
of intelligence estimates, assessments. ambiguities, strategic warnings. surprises, 
threat, intelligence failures, indicators. predictions. and forecast assumptions, as 
well as capabilities and intentions. At the Joint Military Intelligence College. 
students study, discuss, and struggle with these terms on a daily basis. I wam to 
focus on capabilities and mtentions. for they are the major ingrediems that result 
in the understanding of a threat for intelligence warning. However, they are not 
equal. And to understand one is much more imponam than the other. Which of 
these two factors ts the most important for effective warning? 

SAGAN: Who wants w? Which is more important? George? 

PERKOVICH: Well, it depends on what you want to do. In other words, if 
you're trying to figure out how to fundamentally change the behavior, dissuade, 
affect the decision making in the other locauon, I thmk your imenuons are more 
Important. If you're focusmg ptimarily on operational questions. whether it's coven 
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or overt actions to take out a capability, then obviously the capability is the most 
important. So I don't think there$ an a prion way you can Sa}' one or the other is 
more important. And obv10usly the capabilities tell you about what the other 
guys intentions are, and vice versa. So its not avoiding the issue lO say you have 
to do both . What I was trying to suggest is that we have focused too heavily on 
capabilities that haven't balanced sufficiently. 

PONEMAN: Can l just make one additional comment, which is. I think 
there 1s sometimes a tipping point. And in the case of India. after 1974. there is 
really no question as to the capability. I focused a lot more on intentions then . 
Stmilarly, in the case of North Korea, no question that they've got the capabibty, 
let's focus on intention. In Iran , where they still have some distance to travel, 1 
think that the capability is still more wonhy of focus. As George said, it's not 
either-or, you don't have the luxury, you have lo do both. But l thmk the 
prominence of which is more important actually depends on how far they've 
traveled down the road. 

NAYAK: I'd just like to add I think the imponance of intentions depends a lot 
on U.S. stakes in the issue. If we're talkmg about going to war, we're talking about 
an attack, understanding peoples intentions is considerably more important than 
if we're talking about a nuclear test. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Rob Litwak from the Woodrow Wilson Center. My 
question is for George Perkovich and Dan Poneman. wc·ve just finished a war 
in lraq, one member of the axis of evil, and an objective was to obtain our 
nonproliferation objectives through regime change. Now, since major combat 
operations ended in Iraq, the administration has subdued its regime change 
rhetoric with respect to both Iran and North Korea. And where preemption is 
not an attractive option, it is opting for negotiation and regime reassurance. 
And my question for you both is the mantra of American policy makers that we 
must integrate force and dtplomacy. How do we manage this, gtven the nuclear 
issue, which is imminem and immediate , is embedded in the broader question 
of change in these two societies where we do aspire for regime change or at least 
profound regime revolution in the long term? How do we bring the military 
instrument to bolster our diplomacy in a context where we're also trying to 
reassure the target state of regime survival as part of a process of dealing with 
the immediate problem? 

PERKOVICH: l mean, it's a great question. Rob. I'll just speak to Iran. On 
the one hand, not only do we want regime change, but lraman people want 
regime change. And so one question is how. But there's another problem, which 
is in the process of kind of fighting out this issue over the last year, it becomes 
less clear whether if you had a differenl regime in lran, you would get a different 
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nudear policy. So if the 1dca 1:. of rcg1mc change as the way to solve the nuclear 
proltfrratwn problem m Iran, that's based on a hypothesis that may or may 
not be true. And you have to ask }Ourself-if the people who now control the 
nudear pohcy making, who also probably control, you know, arc supporting 
llezbollah and Ham mas and the other thmgs we don't like, but those people
If they're the ones who are go1ng to have to induce to change the1r behavior 
and they conclude that we're gomg to change them, remove them, no matter 
what, then the quesuon IS why would they deal with us to change behavior. I 
mean. I've had th1s d1scuss1on wnh the I raman offic1als who sar. Tell us your 
intemion. Because 1f you rc g01ng to remove us anyway, why should we do 
,mythmg that you're telling us to do now, and espec1ally why should we g1ve 
up a potential deterrent if you're commg after us any•way7" Now, 1f you're 
prepared to hve with us, and the mtcrnal !raman process of dec1ding who 
leads Iran, then we can talk about these other things. And so I don't thmk 
Washmgton is clear on that. I've had this discussion. You get a dHfcrcnt answer, 
dependmg on whom you talk to 111 Washington about that. And I thmk that's 
one of the reasons why we're not very• clear in our dealing wnh Iran. And so 
everybody 1s confused. We're trymg to f1gure out what the hell1s gomg on in 
Tehran and who IS on what s1de And the Iranians arc trymg to figure out 
what the hell is going on m \\'ashmgton, whos on wh1ch s1dc and wh1ch IS the 
pohcr. 

PONEMAN: I agree bas1cally with what George sa1d. We need to choose 
our n:med1es. And especially s1ncc 1t IS true, usually, that you cannot be confident 
that a successor regime would be more pacific or less interested in nuclear 
weapons, especially since they• tcml to be driven by security interests. Then I 
thmk we need to be ver}' clear about presenung them a choice. If you go down 
the road of compliance wnh mternauonal obligations and staymg clear of 
plutomum and htghl)' nounshcd uramum. rou get one set of auracuve opuons. 
If }'OU take the other road toward nuclear weapons. your opuons arc unatt racuvc. 
~I}' view IS the appropnate role of m1htary force 1s twofold !'\umber one, m 
rcmforcmg that distmcuon, that through the channel of defiance, you'll find 
only pressure, including rntllt<ll} pressure And secondly. to the cxtcmthat we 
need to, as we have in the past, go to such issues as the imposition of UN 
Security Council sanctions. as was contemplated in june '94 in Korea, to make 
sure that we have a sufficient ly robust military presence, including the 
enhancements required. In theater, to deter, in that case the North Koreans, 
from takmg anr foohsh steps, which even though they would ulumatcly lead to 
then· mlhtarr defeat, they would do so after loss of a tremendous amount of hfe 
and !Ieasure So I see it both as rcmfon.:cment. the distinction bet ween the two 
futures, and as a cnucal deterrent agamst mtlnary follr h)' rour adversary. 

SAGAN Polly, do you want to make a comment? 
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NAYAK: Yes. Acwally on a slightly different issue. I wanted to come back to 
your comment, Scoll, about the pohcy intelligence interface. !thought you made 
very good points about antidotes to having intelligence people clueless about 
thc1r own government. Clearly thats vital knowledge. 

I'd like to say that on the India test case, there was no lack of that knowledge. 
Neither was there any lack of contact. In fact, if anything, the problem was that 
analysts were excessively dependent on reponing by policy makers who were 
cast in con01cting roles. On one hand, the)' were reporters; on the other, they 
were consumers. On one hand, they were actors; on the other, they were 
e\·aluators. They were in effect tasked to evaluate the likelihood of a test when 
they believed their own d1plomacy had made that highly tmprobable. So the 
real problem there was partly the conOicting roles the policy makers had. Another 
one was that the priorities were set by senior policy makers. As l mentioned 
before. very understandably, Iraq and the Balkans were gelling a great deal of 
the only kmd of intelligence that worked on the test sites and that was imagery. 
And the challenge for intelligence people in such cases is to get enough 
imelligence on somethmg that is not the number one or two pnority to give 
effccuve warnmg. So there's a little bn of a circular problem. Another element 
that I didn't mention before, thats wonh at least touching on, is the difference 
in perspectives between intelhgcnce people and policy people on demarches. 
Theres no right answer to this. But as I mentioned in my talk, the demarche by 
Ambassador Wizner in '98 clearly blew. along with newspapers' disclosures, 
some 1111ponam information that then fed back and, in a Heisenbergian fashion, 
changed the way the lndians went about their test preparations. They 
mcorporated D&D. Should such demarches take place when the cost i.s clearly 
high, sometimes on the intelligence side? Policy people view intelligence as a 
currency, and rightfully so m important cases. You pull out the intelligence in 
order lO make a point and convince your interlocutor that you're serious, that 
you really have the goods, or that they really should play ball in some other 
respects. And that's often true particularly on coumerproliferation and 
counterterrorism, where we feel the need to show them what we know in order 
to get their cooperation. We can't stop using intelligence and demarches. Its not 
going to happen. But clearly this will remain an area of tension. 

And I just want to highlight also that the intelligence failure in the India test 
case was a failure of both policy and intelligence. And its impossible to disentangle 
the tWO. 

SAGAN: We have time for one last question, I believe. The gemleman there. 
ls there a microphone? 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Sir, Lt. Col. Meter. Army fellow at Tufts University. Over 
the last couple of weeks, we\·e had the pri\'llege of meeting with Ambassador Lee 
from South Korea and the UN ambassador from Hungary, who chaired the 
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nonprohfcratlon treat)' \\.llh U.~.l'XIStCnCC on intcmatlonaltrcaUeS and agreementS, 
1 find it rather strange that }'OU didnt memion on a strategic level that perhaps 
something was am1ss when we h.tvc nauons that do not ~1gn the treaty, the 
nonprohfcrauon treaty. Woulc.lthm not be an mchcation of poss1bl}'. thc1r possesston 
or working toward a possessiOn, of nudcar weapons? Doc-. It not set n bad prct"edent 
for alkm mg nauonsto ex1st outs~tk llf the nonproliferation treaty? And how would 
)'Ott get them back mto it7 

PO:-\E~IA'\l· That's a \'Cry good quesllon. 1 think you can, and for nuclear 
weapons mtenuons. 1f you ha\'cn't stgned the treat)' by now smcc 1 thmk there 
arc I HH p.trtu:s. and the on I} ones who are not arc India. Pakl!>tan. and Israel, 
about whom lutle need to be S<lid about thetr prohfcrauon prof1ks, other than 
w mention their n::tmes because n\ ob,wusly a source of scnous concern. That 
1s, }'Olll premise is correct ':>tratcgtcnlly speaking, the whole nonproliferation 
treaty rcg1me IS the corncrswne of our efforts and has been a \'ef)' useful 
mclhanism first to corral countnl'S 11110-and us probably not the nghtterm
to persuade coumries their best mtcrcsts arc scn·ed by ltnng '' uhout nuclear 
wea1wns And then m the ,·en cntical moment of the 1995 e:\tcnslon conference 
when the treaty \vould ha\'e e'pm:d on lis terms. it prO\'IUed a \'ery cnucal 
opportunity. one to mnrshal some of the last holdoms into the regtmc. and 
Sl'l'OrH.II}'. to gt,·e ll more \'italit}' ami to extend indcfmitcly into the future. I 
thmk the crittcal danger now is you don't ha\'e the luxury of nlH denhng wuh 
those final three holdouts and to fmd some formula to embrace them into 
nonproliferation norms That A. 1s l'llccuve; but B. doc~ not unnwelthe regtme 
by g1vmg some special status to those holdouts that is not enJoyed by the 
countnes that figured the> have )!.1\'Cn up this option willtngl). 

t\.AYAK: I completely agree 

">A(,A:"\: Let me make 0ne commclll that clearly states how Its-whether 
states .JOm a parucular treaty or nllt ~~some signal of some intent or at least some 
debate \\ithm that countr)'. But dcatly also how they beha\'C within that regime. 
e\'cn 1f thq have stgncd it, ho\\ well arc they honormg that agreement? But to 
return w the theme we repeatedly noted here. one should also lOllk at one's own 
behavior in that regard , not (liSt other states' beha\'101'. Bet ausl' under the 
nonprol rferation treaty. in A ruck VI, the nuclear weapons states .1grc:e to work in 
good fallh toward e\'entual chmmatwn of nuclear weapons And dunng the 1995 
negllllatil1ns. we speciftlall> sa1d, 1f you nonnuclear states extend thb treaty and 
ha\'C a pl'rmanent cxtcns1on of 11. we the nuclear states w11l s1gn the CTBT. the 
Cllmprchcnst\'C Test Ban Treaty, and raufy ll as a signal that we .1rc workmg in 
glllld lallh toward cwmual climm<ll!On. And we ha,·e not done that. People will 
debate hll\\' unponant Arock \'1 b I Ill\\ unpllrtant our intent ton 1s tomdtndual 
case~ of pot~nual proliferation lllll thnl'. ~ome think 11s not all that Important. 
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They're going to make decisions based on their own regional situations. Others 
say no, thats an important issue. But minimall) what we do. with respect to that , 
is going to innucnce the debate within those countries. And potentiall>'· 1 would 
think, especially if we test nuclear weapons again, we are going to open up many 
opponunilles for states to say that you have not done what you agreed to do. and 
therefore. why should we do what we agreed to do? We have to look not just at 
other states intentions and capabilities, but our own as well. 

l just wanted to end on that reminder. This has been an excellent panel. 
Thank you for great questions. 1 apologize for so man)' of you who were not able 
to ask your questions. I wanted tO thank you for an excellent set of presentations. 

Thank you. 
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Panel Charter 

As the Etsenhower Nauonal Sccumy Conference exammes Natwrwl Power in 
em Unpredtcwblt- World, the question of Iraq •s central While the ouster ol the 
regime of Saddam Hussein was a military success, the challenge for the United 
States in Iraq IS, in the words of the Civil Administrator of Iraq L. Paul Bremer. to 
hand the country "over to a dcmocraticall) elected Iraq• government as soon as 
we can .. To do so. the Umted States will need to \\'lcld Hs national power on 
several levels: military, pohucal, economiC. and intemauonal. Several key 1ssues 
must be addressed: establishing a secure environment: ensuring a recognized, 
representative, and functioning Iraqi Governing Council (JGC); rebuilding key 
mfrastructure facilities and ensunng the baste needs of the Iraq1 people arc met: 
and de\·tsmg a democratic pohucal process that wtll enable the intemauonal com
mumt} to leave behind a stable, responsible Iraq1 government 

The pohucal and militat)' challenges lacing the U.S.-Icd Coalition Provtsional 
Authority are daunting. Rehcf among the Iraqi people at the ouster of the Ba'athtst 
regime IS coupled with fear over foreign ntlc and a re:;tslance to workmg wtth the 
coaliuon aUlhonues. \Vh1le the appomlmcnt of the IGC 1s an Important first step 
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Left to right: Nancy f.. Soderberg, Barhim Salih. 
Fa reed Yasseen, Rajeet1ddin Ahmed, and james Dobbins. 

toward self-government, the legitimacy of the group, handpicked by the United States, 
remains to be established. While the CPA has succeeded in restoring some sense of 
nonnalcy-rebUJiding some instnutions and cstablishmg basic set\'tccs at local lev
els--the difficulties in restoring general law and order and a functionmg infrastruc
ture fuel rcsemmem against the coalition authority and undennine its goals. 

The first task of the CPA is to establish security throughout the country. Key 
steps include establishing a more extensive international military presence and 
placing more Iraqi police on the street by speeding up training of credible, veued 
elemems of the old force. The question of a new authonty b)' the UN Security 
Council for a multinational force m 1 raq remains central. Senior officers umainted 
by corrupuon and regime-related criminality will need to be reappointed and the 
de-Ba'athtfication cd1ct wtll need to be reconsidered. The capture or killmg of 
Saddam Hussein remains an important task. 

Second, the legitimacy of the IGC must be established and the div1s1on of au
thority with the CPA must be defined A gathenng of political leaders with mixed 
popular follo•\'ings, vei')' little in common, and an awkward nine-person rotating 
presidency w1 1l need strong international support to succeed. For the first time in 
lraqs history, sectarian and ethnic criteria have become organizing principles of 
govemment. As a result, the balance of power tn Iraq has shifted from Sunni Arabs 
111 favor of Shiites and Kurds. In addition, the IGC docs not include local, grassroots 
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organi;:,mons and ts pen:el\'ed tn ult thsproporuonately to\\'ard the d~<hpMa. While 
perhaps unfounded, resentment ol tlu:. dwspora 1s mtcnse among lraq1 Arabs. 

L nul national elecuons art' hl·kl that will genumel) tran~fcr power to the 
lraq1 people, coalition forces nnd the I<.,C nsk facing continued resentment, VIO

lence, and increased rchgwus rad1calism. To empower the lra<.ps, the CPA should 
hand over, as much as possible, the <Khnmistration, day-to-da) pohcy-makmg 
and plannmg powers at the 'anous mmJstnes. The CPA also should accelerate 
the holdmg of elecuon:. at the local, mumCJpal, and inslllutwnal lc\·cls, ensunng 
that they arc as transparent :mel as wJdcl)' publiCized as possible m order to maxt
tnl:l' popular support and paru<.:~pauon . 

In ackhtton, tt IS important that the process of deusion makmg be transpar
ent. While the IGC officiall) has the power to prepare a budget, represent Iraq in 
international bodies, appomt n constnuuonal preparator} commtttee. suspend 
old lcgislauon, issue imcnm regulauons. and nominate mtcrim cabmet members. 
the CPAS ulumatc "veto'' power unclermines that authori t)'. Thus, a key challenge 
dunng thts penocl wtll be pro,•tdmg lcgnHnacy and openness to 1 he process. As 
the process e\'olves. the L nned Nauons role may be expanded 

rhts panel will examme these pohucal and tmlnary <.hallengcs faced by the 
Unned \tales and the mternauonal commumty in Iraq. Panel part1e1pams will 
mc\ude representath·es from the Iraqi poliucal spectrum, the international com
muni!)'. and Its neighbonng states. 

Summary 

Barham Salih, Ph.D., Reg1onal Aclmmlstrator, ~ulaimania, Iraq 

• Barham Salih began by commenting that press and tcle''ISion coverage of 
the snuauon m Iraq is very ddfercnt from the actual suuauon on the ground. The 
tm•dia \.WertclevJses extremt<;ts or me~dcnts," thus allowmg for unfortunate mel
dent~ ol terror to dominate the thalogue on Iraq. The actual situation ts much 
better than what was predicted before the war. Major dtsastcrs hoped forb} po
hucal pundits ha,·e been :t\'Crted. There I'> no major ci\'tl war, no maJor humam
tan;ln cr1s1s, no refugee exodus, no mass casualues." 

• 'iahh smd the label of ·occ.:upauon force·· is iromc as the Amencans are 
seen as hberators. In fact, many IraqiS look upon their predicament as one of the 
failures of the UN S}'Stem. Ac. m Rwanda. the problems were not dealt with m 
ume. "A lnrger coalition and the I UN ] Sccunty Council coming to help us over
come the prev10us regime would have been welcome. llowever, 11 never came, 
and now the Security Counul should wonder whether it shoulcl han.• acted sooner, 
instead of quesuoning the legunnaq of the hbcration of and mtervenuon m Iraq " 

• He noted that the present problems of Iraq must be \'tewed m hght of 
lls contemporary context Iraq ts a failed, drsfunctional state that was con
trolled by 'iaddam Hussein for manr years. Its secUnt} problems ha\'e to be 
newcd m the conte':t m wh1ch terrorism affects nauons and socielles both 
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rich and poor. But the terrorism present in Iraq has not originated within 
Iraqi society. Rather, it is propagated by remnants of the Ba'athist regime-the 
individuals who have benefited from the rule of Saddam Hussein for the past 
35 years. They arc putting up resistance and disrupting the political process 
in Iraq , aided by al Qaeda and other fundamentalist and terrorist groups com
ing 10 Iraq. It is imperative to understand that Iraq is a defining issue for the 
future of the Middle East. The stakes arc very high for the antidemocratic 
forces in the region, and they arc determined not to lei those who envision a 
democratic sector in Iraq, mainly the coalition, to succeed. Therefore, the 
antidemocratic and fundamentalist forces in the region will invest everything 
they have into Iraq to ensure the failure of the coalition. The terrorist issue is 
thus bound to get worse before it gets better. 

• Salih emphasized that Iraq is not yet ready to assume the responsibility of 
ensuring securit}'· However. he believed that the Iraqi Governing Council could 
assume security responstbilities for some cities and towns in Iraq. Some of these 
forces would surely not be well-tramed or consislent with the ideals of human 
rights, but they would provide a bcuer alternative LO the current situation in which 
Ame1·ican forces are dispersed all over the country, thereby providing a convenient 
target. A specific approach should be adopted by which security responsibilities are 
turned over to Iraqis in a gradual manner. Despite the result of the recem polls, 
most Iraqis are working closely with the coalition and want it to succeed. 

• He added that despite the many difficulties ahead, he hoped that Iraqis will 
be able to "draft a constitution that will support the fundamentals of democracy as 
a basts for governing Iraq for the future." No matter what is reported in the press, 
most Iraqis understand that they have no other war of going forward than by ac
ceptmg some fonn of democratic sttucture that will maintain the stability of the 
country. 

• Salih mentioned that a large number of foreign troops in the country com
plicates the political environment in Iraq. Perhaps some Arab forces should be 
invited br the lGC and Coalition Provisional Authority to assist the process. These 
forces would speak the language and know the culture, thus helping to overcome 
some of the security problems that exist. 

• Salih proclaimed that the economy is another major challenge for Iraq, 
emphasizing the need for good governance and anucorruption measures that will 
provide the proper legal and political oversight necessary to ensure that the aid 
package is used for the people of Iraq. Building a new, democratic Iraq is a vety 
difficult challenge with extremely high stakes, but, nonetheless, a challenge where 
a sustained commitment will be errective. 

Farced Yassecn, Ph.D., Advisor to Adnan Pachachi, member of the 
Iraqi Governing Council 

• Farced Yasseen stressed that success in Iraq is not an "on-off thmg," but, 
rather, a progressive movement m which maintenance of law and order and the 
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securing of borders arc imponam milc~toncs, as arc the prov1sion of basic ser 
vices and the drahmg and approval of a constitution. Unfortunately. southern 
Iraq 1s sulllackmg Ia\\, order. and sccurit). <md the departure of coaliuon forces 
from there should be gradual. 

• Regardmg the IGC. Yassccn noted that the cntll) has been funcuomng 
as a legtslauvc body, app01ming nunt!>tcrs and making dcctswns. If its expan
ston is well-chosen, 1l may even form a cabmctto serve as a provtsional govern
ment . As more and more responsibihucs arc passed on to Iraqis. the United 
<.taLes should assume a lower profile. It will happen as a matter of course. The 
IGCs legitimacy will. m the end, depend on its abtlity to pro\'lde \\'hat the 
lraqts \\'ant. ~The fact that there arc nO\\ lraqt ministers m place ... should help 
~peed this up," he satd. 

• Yasseen stated that what is needed right now in Iraq 1s a ··force that G\11 

guard the borders and that can guard the coumrysicle.' !he new UN resoluuon 
should call for other nauons to provide Iraqis with military training. so that such 
forces become available. 

• Addressing economic Issues. )assccn welcomed the usc of labor-tmcn
Sive budgets to take care of the Sl)ldters who ha\·e been dismtssed. He also 
brought up the 1dca of spinning off lracp army reengmecnng unns as compa
mes. which would generate revenue under private-:;ector ownership. I le 
stressed this point as crucial, given that currently 1n Iraq pnvate wealth is tn 
the hands of profiteers and cronies of the former regime Giving them free 
rem to enhance their power in the country would pose a grave threat to the 
Oedgling democraC) 

• Addressmg the quesuon of the role of players in ensunng a stable, 
postwar Iraq, Yasseen emphastzedthat they need to be good netghbors help 
mg lraqis combat tcrronsm and transnauonal cnme. They should help Iraq 
reschedule its fmanctal debts. In adclluon, each coun try may be able to assist 
Iraq in its own way. The Gulf Cooperation Counctl (GC.C) countries could 
help stimulate mvestment. Iran could help in promoting religious tounsm. 
furkey could help restore Iraq's \\ater nghts. "All neighbonng coumries should 
help bnng to the region open trade rclauonships. networks to the elcctncal 
gnd. and so on and so forth.-

• During the cllscussion it was menuoncclthat netghhors of Iraq should 
stay away from the domestic scene of the country, so as not to complicate the 
environment. A stable Iraq will ultimately benefit the entire reg10n. This 111-

cludes the tdea of pmung Turkish troops m the south of the counny. espe
Cially given Kurdtsh senstti\·iues to Turkish mvolvemem l"urkish or even Ira
nian troops do not speak the local language and wtll not comnbute as much 
as people assume they would. The indigenous Iraqi capabtlny to augment the 
coalition should be promoted instead. On the other hand. some Arab coun
tries that do not have a historical involvemcm 111 Iraq should be welcome 10 

help the coumry 
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Rafeeuddin Ahmed. Fo1mer UN Undersecretary-General and Special 
Advisor to the UN Secreta1y-General on Iraq 

• Rafeeuddin Ahmed. speaking in his personal capacity, pointed LO several 
questions raised by the dead ly auack on the UN headquarters in Baghdad. Is 
the United Nations now considered indistinguishable from the U.S. forces, or is 
ll sull regarded as indepcndem 111 the minds of lraq1s but undermined by those 
seeking to destabilize the country funher? Was this auack on the United Na
uons due to its political role in supporting the IGC? Ahmed stressed that, in the 
long run, questions must be addressed "regardmg what needs to be done 10 

enable the United Nauons to stan and return the coumry to operating safely." 
The improvement in the quality of life for Iraqis, through the provision of food, 
water, and other necessities, needs to be matched w1th local, grassroots support 
for a peaceful transitional process. The challenges of post-Saddam Iraq require 
international cooperation and solidarity, especially within the immediate re
gion. Security should be addressed by the creation of a local Iraqi militia. Also. 
the act of the demobilization olthe am1ed forces must be reconsidered and ns 
negative impacts analyzed. 

• The new draft resolution circulated by the United States on September 3 
introduced relatively modest changes. Ahmed emphasized that any new resolution 
must enable nonpanicipating countnes, along with the United States, to be active 
111 a substamially meamngful and effective way. Allowmg the United States to pro
ceed alone would form the perception that the IGC and cabinet administrators are 
not fully representative of the Iraqi people. A Bonn- like conference, organized by 
the United Nations, the Arab League, and the Gulf Cooperation Council might be 
helpful. It is imponant to focus on how Iraqis themselves can take the leadership of 
establishing a commission that would be led by Iraqis but supported by the imer
national community as a whole. The multinational force should be established by 
the Security Council and be truly multinational from an Iraqi perspective. The United 
States must accept thatthe occupation needs to end soon, within a reasonable time
table. The international community must come in and facilitate the legitimacy of 
the process giving the Iraqis a lead and SO\'ereign role in their securit): Within this 
context, Ahmed pointed out that a timetable for the holding of free elections should 
be announced. Finally, the Iraqi people need to understand and be convmced that 
the United States has accepted ending the occupation, and that the United Nations 
is coming in to help the them regain their sovereignty. 

• In terms of law and order, Ahmed noted that an Iraqi pohce force should 
be bolstered. Coalition forces-or any other military forces-are not trained to 
perform law and order functions, and, thus, cannot fill this void. A multinational 
pol ice force might also be a possibility. comprised of Arabic-speaking police offic
ers. Such a force should be established under the auspices of the United Nations 
or the Arab League and could provide training to Iraqi police. Addressmg the 
question of how to end the occupat1on as soon as possible could make this sce
nario v1able. 
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Amba-;sador james Dobbin.,, Director, lnternation<ll Security and 
____ Ddense Pohcy Center, RAI':D Corporation 
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• James Dobbms pointed to two Issues with whu.:h the U.S. admmlstra
uon is baulmg: first. how quickly and h~>w substantial!)' to share pl)Wt'r wnh 
the rest of the mternatiOn<ll communny .• md. second, how quickly and how 
-;ubstanually to share and ulumately transfer power to the lraq1 people The 
Lnncd l;,tates has t\\'O mam obJectives 111 addressing these 1ssues. th~· Unned 
States wants to usc lls prcsl'm.e in Iraq to ensure a trans1Uon to a St<lhle democ
racy, and it wnms to accdl'ratc the exit ol U.S. armed forces with as few casual
lies as poss1bk. Expcnt'nce suggests thts w11l be a long, manpower-intl'llsJve 
process. and, thus. then: is a great need to bnng in the rest of the mtcrnauonal 
community as quickly· as possible. The models used to address the 1ssucs arc 
Japan and Germany from the 19-+0s on L111l' hand and Afghanistan todar on the 
other 

• Dobbms stressed that those focusing on the importance of an endunng 
dcmocracr tend to emphasize the amount of money and ume 1m·oh·ed. ns wdl as 
the slownc:;s of the process. The ~1arshal1 Plan is consistent wnh this, mentioned 
111 the contemporary context as a JUS!1fic.ation to the admmistrations 111lbt recent 
budget request. Afghamswn is menuoned as a model where power was trans
ferred qwckly to a soverc1gn government, and resources to sustain the stlllation 
were lunned 

• During the discussion 1l was noted that the major obstacle to transferring 
power to an cndunng democrauc government IS the lack of adequate mstitu
lional capauty to run both a political system and an economy Building up that 
capacit} w1l1 be the key. Dohbms also stntcclthat he docs not believe this to be the 
defining moment for the global terrorist movement. Termn~t lcadersh1p and sources 
of funds will rcmam 111 countnes that c.annL>t be easil}' im·aded. 

• Dobbms emph<lSIZl'd that there ,uc. no\\ problems wnh both models that 
arc uulized to guide reconstruwon efforts 111 Iraq. The Mghan model 1s falling. 
There is a lack of resources and troops in Afghanistan, especially when contrasted 
with lmq \Vmmng the \\<lr in Afghamswn consisted of the Lmted States JOinmg 
an existing coalition. not forming a new one After the war. the United States and 
the United i'\auons faciluated the process by which an existing gowrnmcnt gamed 
more legitim;tcy through the ;tddlllon of new 1nsutuuons and personnel t\lso, m 
Afghanistan the United ')t<Ucs succeeded in forging a rcg1onal consensus. The 
support of the ruling regnne there by other countnes 1s l111C of the reastms its 
been able to maintain its tenuous hold on power in the Cl1tmtry" In Iraq, how
cn·r. then~ Is no rcg10nal wnscnsu~ m favor l1f the transformallon of the coumr>~ 
and the L mtcd Stales JS not even seckmg one The japan and German} models 
arc not appltcablc to Iraq either bccausr Iraq docs not have a homogenous popu
lation that wac; defeated Ill }'Cats of war. Dobbins declared that Bosnia and Kosovo 
are the most applicable analogtcs to lr,lq to the extent that analogies ~hould be 
looked at as a gutde 
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Analysis 

The panehsts agreed on many central issues, including the need for Iraqis to 
take responsibility for their own government and economic reconstruction, and 
the desirabilit)' of substituting Iraqis for foreign troops on lraq1 soil. However, 
less consensus existed on just how soon these responsibilities should be trans
ferred. In general, Barham Salih, Farced Yasseen and Rafeeuddin Ahmed argued 
for faster transfer; James Dobbins emphasized the difficulties fating acceleration. 
Among the principal din·erences of opinion were: 

• How large a military force is needed to provide security, and can this force 
be provided \vithout foreign troops any time soon? Salih, Yassecn, and Ahmed tended 
to see security conditions in Iraq as better than the media typically depict, which 
would permit a sufficient Iraqi security force to be raised sooner. Dobbins put greater 
emphasis on the coumrys imercthnic tenswns and unsettled security environmem, 
drawmg from this a need for a much larger security force of up to 500,000 troops, 
which would take much longer for Iraqis to provide without outside participation. 

• How much political development is possible in the near tem1? Salih, Yasseen . 
and Ahmed advocated rapid restoration of Iraqi sovereignty and accelerated devel
opment of Iraqi political institutions. often by expanding the role of the Iraqi Gov
erning Council. Dobbins, by contrast, saw in Afghanistan an example of a failed 
effon to transfer power immediately to a sovereign. indigenous govemmcnt and 
argued for a longer transition facilitated by a larger, international military presence. 

Among the many challenges in policy making for Iraq is the lack of system
auc, reliable data by which to resolve substantive differences such as these. Many 
would agree that conditions in Iraq are better than often reponed in anecdotal 
journalistic accounts, but how much better? And are conditions improving or 
getting worse? How should we weigh the differences in conditions and trajecto
ries in the counuys diiTerent regions? The Sunni triangle is apparently less secure 
than the Kurdish north or the Shiite south, but what does this mean for the pace 
of Iraqi political development or the proper rate of sovereignty transfer at the 
national level? Explicitly or implicit!)', members of the panel reached vety differ
ent answers to these questions, which in turn gave rise to divergent recommenda
tions for policy. The panel highlighted many of the key issues and illuminated the 
relationship between polic)' choice and underlying assessment. But until the un
derlying assessments can be based on a stronger foundation of agreed facts, it 
may be difficult to reach a solid, analytical consensus on the way forward . 

Ji·anscri pl 

JANNE E. NOLAN, Ph.D.: Good morning. Welcome back. Th1s is our fourth 
and final panel of the second day of the 2003 Eisenhower National Security 
Series. 
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We have covered a great deal of ground m the last two days, and a great deal 
of ground in I think extremely original and provocative wars. The last panels 
discussion on mtelligence is one great example. 

Yesterday, we had extensive discussiOns of some of the newer, more 
complicated and inevitably more controversial security challenges facmg this 
country and the global system discuss1on of failed states. the discussiOn of the 
transformmg role of the media in confhct snuauons, and d1scuss1ons of the 
challenges of the proliferatiOn of weapons of mass destruction. We've had the 
involvement of media, business leaders, members of the rntli tary, members of the 
United States government, and now some of the leading people coming !rom the 
nongovernmental organization side of th1s policy debate under the aeg•s of the 
International Crisis Group 

The description of the International Cnsts Group ISm the documents that 
you have. Its a very interesting and innovative institutiOn that was establtshed 
not that long ago as an innovative way to try to respond to the new conn ict 
conungenctes which emerged in focus after the Cold War as one of the sources 
of information that could be delivered rn real-time to report on emergmg or 
pOLential crises of a kind that exceeded any of the known cnsis management 
institutions that we have rn our government. Its been a tremendously helpful, 
and tremendously successful institution, which you' ll hear more about and 
should read more about I am introducrng now the person who will moderate 
and share this panel, Nancy Soderberg. whose biography 1s also included m 
your matenals Nancy Soderberg has had a great deal of experience m the last 
decade workrng on any number of very difftcult international fore1gn policy 
and security challenges. She began her career as a foreign policy advisor to 
Senator Kennedy. She has evolved through a variety of posiuons in the political 
world to serve as the number three person in the White House during the last 
DemocratiC administration She served as the alternate representative wrth the 
rank of Ambassador to the United Nations and shes now the vice president for 
the ICG and has assembled an extremely distrnguished and imeresting group of 
people LO talk about, perhaps, the most challenging 1ssue before us, Iraq 

So please _1010 me rn welcoming Nancy Soderberg. 

AMBASSADOR NANCY E. SODERBERG: First of all, I want to thank janne 
for that very mce introducuon and the Eisenhower Sencs and particularly the 
Army for putting together a very interesting few days, and a very jaZZ}' film. I 
hadn't seen that before, so thank you very much. 

Actually, I began my eareer-janne IS h1dmg one fact about the two of us--as 
an rntern rn the Walter Mondale carnpatgn m 1983, when janne was workmg on 
the enemy side of the Hart campaign. Neither one of those campaigns went very 
well, but we've had a long friendship coming out from that 

Today we're gomg to speak about one of the key challenges facing the 
mtemational comrnumt}~ and we're dehghtcd to have a ,·ast array of \'Oiees from 



228 N ATIONAl POWER IN AN UNPREDICTASlE W ORlD 

various elements of the debate on Iraq 
with us today. And really. the key 
question that faces the international 
community, as Paul Bremer, the civil 
administrator of Iraq has suggested, is 
to hand over to a democratically elected 
lraqr government full power as quickly 
as we can. And today we're going tO look 
at some of those challenges on how to 
reach that debate. 

We've had an exciting few days up 
in New York at the United Nations with 
the president speaking to delegates 
sayrng. we're going to stay the course; 
with the secretary-general of the United 
Nations challenging the preemptive 
doctrine but also challenging other 
nations to make the United Nations 
more effective; at a time when the 
admmistration is putung forward an Nancy E. Soderberg 
$87 billion price tag on the war; and in 
the security situation remaining very unstable, as l don't have to tell many of you 
in this room. So you ha\'e vast military, political, and economic challenges in 
moving forward things on Iraq and we have an imeresting range of panelists for 
you this morning. Two mdrviduals from the Iraqi political spectrum, Dr. Barham 
Sahh. He is from Sulaimanra, and I wrll mtroduce him shortly. We also have an 
advrsor tO the Interim Governing Council who was up in New York the last few 
days, Dr. Farced Yasseen. And we have the secretary-generals special advisor on 
Iraq and the worlds premrere nation-building expert. Professor Dobbins. 

What I would like to do is begin by introducing Dr. Barham Salih to you. If 
he would come out. I feel hke we're in a beauty pageant, where they have to come 
out one at a time to some music or something. 

Dr. Barham Salih is a long-ume friend of myself. We met each other over a 
decade ago while he was the Kurdish representative here in WashingtOn, which 
he served as for 10 years, back when things were very dtfferem in Iraq. Hcs been 
part of the Kurdistan movement since he was quite young, arrested twice by the 
Iraqi secret police-actually, took his high school finals in prison. which I learned 
reading your bio. You never told me that part. But he is currently the prime mrmster 
of the Kurdish regional government in Sulaimania in northern Iraq, and he$ held 
that position since january 21. He was vel) instrumental in workmg closely wrth 
the U.S. forces during Operation IRAQI FREEDOM, and provided key support to the 
U.S.-Kurdish operauons against one of the most notorious terrorist groups m the 
regiOn, Ansar a!- Islam, which also had a very senous attempt made on his life last 
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year. kilhng a number of his close colleagues there. So we're glad hes with us here 
today. And he 1s vel) dose to the PUK [Pmnouc Unton of Kurd1stan] leader, Jalal 
Talabant. and, as I mentioned. was born in Iraqi Kurdistan 

So. please 10m me m wclcommg Dr. Sahh 

BARilAM SAUI-I, Ph.D.: Thank you. 

SODERBERG: Next we're JOtned b) Dr. f-arced Yasseen, who, on cue, wtll 
step out as we just orchestrated. Entrance. 

lle's been mvolved in the Iraq• pohtical human nghts movement for the last 
decade. Based m the United States, but going back and forth now quite often to 
lraq, hes a member of the Movement of Independent Iraqi Democrats, and a 
close advisor to Ad nan Pachachi, who IS a member of the presidency of the Iraqi 
Governmg Council. and hes been followmg the events m Iraq. Adnan Pachach1 
and Ahmed Chalabi arc the two mam leaders of the current government in Iraq, 
who have spent most of the time at the Unned Nauons pleadmg thetr case for 
recogniuon at the UN, uying to get control [bylthe United Nations. He's trying to 
work wnh the mternauonal communtt}' lO get support 111 terms of troops and 
money there. So he'll be able to give us msight into what they're thinkmg there. 
He's also the founder of an online memorial to the dtsappcared m Iraq and has 
worked tn a wide range of acadcmtc insmuuons, research instituuons, MIT 
[Massachuseus Institute of Technology]. thmk tanks, and works dose!) wllh the 
UN agencies in a range of issues. And he's got a broad education in Iraq, 
Swnzerland, and the United States He can pro\1de us with a truly mternauonal 
view of events 111 Iraq. 

So please welcome Dr Yasseen. 
Next, I'd hke to 111troduce Mr. Ahmcd-we all call htm Rafce Ahmed. His 

first name 1s really much longer than that. But we'll JUSt call htm Rafee Ahmed 
He's got one of the longest and most disungtlishcd careers m both chplomacy 

and at the Unned 1\auons. Smcc last February, Secretary-General Kofi Annan 
called on Rafec Ahmed to be hts special adviSor on Iraq. So he was at the nght and 
left hand of the secretary-general dunng some of the most difficult times. in the 
lead-up to the war and in the aftermath. lie has stepped down in the last couple 
of weeks with that post but is sull veT) involved in the United Nations as a 
representative of the World Tounsm Orgamzauon and the United Nauons 
Development fund for Women. which ts his cunent role But he's here to give 
you a sense of what the UN can and cannot do m Iraq and offer h1s own v1ews on 
what, to many people who don't know the UN system well, looks hke a very 
arcane and complicated and mcomprehensible process up in New 'tork. lie can 
shed light on that for you. 

Rafee started his career as a Pakistant dtplomat and quickly _10111ed the UN 
in the 1970s, and he served in innumerable, ver)' high-level posts as 
undersecretar) -general for International Economic and Soc tal Affairs, as well as 
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for the UN Economic and Soctal Commtssion for Asia Pactfic, and has one of 
the deepest and broadest expenences m the United Nations. So please welcome 
Mr. Rafee Ahmed. 

Last, let me introduce james Dobbms. jim Dobbins, who is-he probably 
would not agree to this phrase-but I would really call him the worlds expert on 
nation building. There is no one I can think of that has more direct and more 
htgh-lcvcl experience in every key tssuc on the post-Cold War world. We worked 
together at the White House when he was our son of sane votce on some of the 
toughest issues that we were lookmg at from Haiti and tr>1ng to muddle through 
the Balkans. Jim was always one of the sanest voices around the table, and said, 
~vou know you really could JUSt look at llthis way,"' and everyone JUSt says "Well, 
why dtdn't we think of that?" 

lie was really extraordinary. lies also been, most recently, in Afghanistan; he 
was the diplomat who raised the U.~. Oag over our newly reopened embassy in 
Afghanistan. He has served under four presidents, both Democrat and Repubhcan; 
he has served in the White House, in the State Department and was special envoy 
to-tf you can believe-these four places-Kosovo, Bosnia, Hatll, and Somalia. 
And we often wondered about hts samty when he would accept the next phase, 
but we're lucky to have lum 

Through the 1990s, he supemscd peace operations m Kosovo and Bosnia, 
managing Amencan relief and reconstruction effons in the Balkans. whtch was in 
excess of over $1 billion. And he was the Bush administrations representative after 
9/11 to the Afghan opposition and was really the key mdiv1dual who worked very 
closely to install the regime in Afghanistan following the fall of the Taliban. He is 
going to be filling us in on son of recommendations from a broad perspective of the 
options for the international communtt}' m Iraq and really bnngsome extraordinary 
wealth of talent to that subject. 

So please welcome Mr. jnn Dobbms, as well. 
Now what we'll do IS that l'\'e asked each of the panelists to speak for about 

seven to lO minutes each, so that we'll have ume for quesuons. I wam to gt,·e all 
of you a chance to interact wnh this d1stmguished panel dtrectl) 

I wtll ask Dr Salih to start ftrst. 

BARHAM SAL!H, Ph.D.: Thank you Nancy. Its a pleasure for me to be here 
and to address this distinguished g:Hhcnng about the defining moments in history, 
Middle East in history. in particular. 

I came from Iraq on Sunday. I hnvc to tell you that the last few days watching 
the debate m the United States. readmg the press, watchmg televtston, somehow 
I have to resist confusion about the sttuation inside lraq. I was m Baghdad about 
lO days ago. and 1\·e been vtstung Baghdad from my hometown of Sula1mama 
once or twice every month. I can tell you that things are largely different from 
whnt you hear about in the press and watch on televisiOn screens. Regrettably, 
th1s med1a world that we live m often over-televise cxtremtsts or mctdents-
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unfortunate mc1dents of terronsm and 
so on-tend to cover many other 
aspects of hfe and pohucs m a s1tuauon 
like that in Iraq. 

Nancy and I go back about I 0 years 
and when she was in the Senate she was 
kmd enough LO v1sit lraq1 Kurd1stan in 
1991 afler the Gulf War L1fe has 
changed a lot smce then I can tell rou 
in the case of Iraq. havmg hved through 
the last six months of prcpanng for the 
war of liberauon and gomg through the 
war of liberation and pannersh1p with 
the U.S. and UK military that were in 
our region Things arc a lot better than 
what was predicted. Things are a lot 
better than what was expected before 
the war. Every maJor disaster that was 
won by analyst and pohucal pundits 
was averted. No maJor Clvtl war, no 
major humannanan cns1s, no refugee 

exodus, no mass Cl\'llian casualties. And 1f anything, frankly, from my pcrspecuve 
as an Iraqi, I think things have gone beucr than what was expected. 

Why? We have to view the present day problems of lraq m the context of a 
contemporary history of Iraq Iraq is a failed state. If it is not a failed state, its 
certainly a h1ghly dysfunctional one. In the words of Farced Zakaria, who recently 
wrote, m Newsweek I believe, aboutth1s 1ssue. This country was ruled by a tyranny. 
vv1th an 1ron gnp of Saddam Hussem, ovenhe last35 years. Suddenly that controlling 
factor, that1ron grip, was removed. Imagme that situation repeated anywhere else 
in the world I think the confusiOn, the tum1o1l, the diSorder would have been 
probably greater. Its remarkable g~vcn the history of Iraq, the lack of CJnl soc1ety, 
the lack of political process, the lack of msutuuons and governmcnts--,vith all 
that, I think it's remarkable that thmgs went beuer than what could have been. 

That IS not to say that we do not have problems. We do have problems. Certainly 
security, and violence is a very scnous problem and one we cannot underestimate. 
Butt he security problem has also to be viewed in context; we live in an interconnected 
world in wh1ch this phenomenon of international terronsm is one that affiicts 
developed nations like yours as well ns societies hke ours. But I can tell you that 
tcrronsm m Iraq IS not somethmg thnt has deep roots wnhm the lraq1 communities 
or lraq1 SOCiety. Cenamly, the remnants of the Ba'athist people who have benefited 
from the rule of Saddam Husscm for the last 35 years, some of them, not all, are 
puumg up a resistance and arc trymg to disrupt the political process 111 Iraq. They 
nrc being aided by foreign terrorists. at Qaeda, Islamic fundamentalists, and other 
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types of terrorist groups who have come into Iraq. In a way; its important to 
understand that the tenorists, the antidemocratic forces in the Middle East, 
understand that Iraq is a defining issue for the future of the Middle East. The stakes 
are very high for them. It's imperative for them not to let Iraq develop toward a 
democratic system of government. Because if we succeed in that-and by the "we," 
I mean the United States, the United Kingdom, and the Iraqi coalition partners, 
those who aspire to a democratic system of government in Iraq-we would have 
changed politics and political diScourse in the Middle East in a fundamental way. So 
do not be surp1ised, ladies and gentlemen, that the terrorists, the fundamentalists, 
the antidemocratic forces in that part of the world will throw all of what they have 
into Iraq to ensure that we fail. I want to tell you that in terms of the terrorist issue, 
terrorist problem, it will get worse before it gets beuer. Again, remembering the 
context, the stakes have been so high. Why l do say it will get worse before it gets 
beuer is because I think, again, in this interconnected world, every incident in 
Baghdad or Basra or Sulaimania or Arbil resonates in Washington and impacts the 
political environment in Washington. 

Now, we're entering into the presidential campaign in Washington, in the 
United States. And I believe most of those who want to see a failure in Iraq-they 
know that this is the moment to push hard and ensure that they will impact the 
political debate here in the United States and policy making in the United States. 
In some ways they want to repeat what happened to President Caner in 1979 as 
we cmer this. Thats why we need to redouble our efforts and make sure the 
tenorists will not have the better of us in that situation. 

How to go about doing that? I believe its important that we forge a closer 
pannership between the Iraqis and the United States-led coalition in Iraq in terms 
of security. l can tell you that the Iraqi component is not yet ready to assume full 
responsibility for securit)r. Some of my Iraqi colleagues will disagree with me on 
that because these things take a while to develop and evolve. But I believe, at the 
moment, the Iraqi Governing Council and the Ministry of lmerior can assume 
security responsibilities for many cities and towns in Iraq. We should be given 
that responsibility. l know it will not be a perfect solution. Some of these forces 
will not be well trained, may not be consistent with the ideals of human rights 
and democracy that I would be very committed to. But in my opinion, that 
imperfect solution will be beuer than having the present situation, where American 
forces are disbursed all over the place and provide convenient targets for the 
terrorists. We Iraqis have a responsibility toward our own country and we should 
approach a modular approach, a gradual approach by which security 
responsibilities will be turned over to Iraqis in a swift manner. In my opinion that 
is a better solution also than inviting foreign troops into Iraq because that will 
complicate the security environment and will complicate the political environment 
of Iraq. By and large, U.S. forces and UK forces are welcomed in Iraq, and !think 
you've seen the results of some polls that were conducted in Iraq in recent times. 
Although I'm not very happy about those polls because once >ve get into the poll 
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mocb. then policy will be dnvcn by polls, what Iraqis thmk. Ftn: pomts up, five 
pomts down. 

<;o I'm a bit concerned about thal. But at the same lime. I wam to tell you 
that most lraq1s arc workmg closely with the coalition fon:cs and want the 
coalition forces to succeed because they see the success of the coaliuon as their 
success, if the mvestment should be made in indigenous lraq1 forces to assume 
respons1b1hty. Perhaps we may contemplate mvlling some countncs-by the 
"we,'· I mean the lraqt Govcrnmg Counctl. tn partnership wnh the coahuon. 
some Arab forces that speak the language. who kno" the culture and can help 
the lraq1s and the coalition overcome some of the secumy problems that we 
have We ha\'C obviously the Important challenge of drafung the consutution 
that 1s starting soon. We hope the statement of Secretary Powell yesterday was 
an cncouragmg one. I'm hopeful that, despite the many d1ff1culucs that we will 
face m that situation, lraqts will be able to draft a consutution that will refiect 
the plurality of lraq and will assert the fundamentals of democracy and federalism 
as a basis for governing Iraq for the future. It will not be an easy process for us 
because these are some mtractablc problems and latent problems, accumulated 
problems since the incepuon of the Iraqi state to date. But I'm hopeful that we 
can do It because. I believe, despite what )'OU hear m the press, dcspne the 
somcumcs tension and the acll\'Htcs that go on, most lraqts understand that 
the} haYc no ch01ce, no way forward but to accept some form of democratic 
federal structure that w1ll keep the country together but at the same t1mc tolerate 
the pluralny that is inherent!)• tn lraqt soctety. 

The other key challenge for us is the economy, and we are graufted that the 
president is asking for help for a budget to an economic aid package for Iraq. We 
ccnamly look for help in other members of the international communny. Coupled 
wnh that aid-because we're talkmg about building a democrauc soctcty in Iraq
I behe,·c lis also important to cmphastze the need for good governance and 
;mucorrupuon measures because that money will only be usdultf ll goes to the 
people of Iraq. And JUSt money being spent m the countr} without the proper 
legal and pohucal overstght by Iraq in the mternauonal communtt}'. it may not be 
the nght thmg. 

Ladies and gentlemen, tn my opmton. we have embarked on a very d1rftcult 
challenge-building a new Iraq, building a democrallc Iraq. I can tell you from 
my own cxpenence in Iraq• Kurdt5tan, my own interaction with my compatriots 
m Iraq, liS a difficult challenge: the stakes arc high. Those who do not wish us 
success arc working very hard tt1 denul thiS process. But I can tell you, n can be 
done. and the implications of success arc far greater than people tmagme m the 
debates that arc taking place m certain circles of Wash mgt on or Europe. for that 
mauer Its a challenge worth conunumg wtth. the omens so far arc good I bcheve 
1f we sustam and commit oursclYcs. we will make n happen. And Iraqis are serious 
about that proposition. 

Thank you. 
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NOLAN: Thank you very much. Now, Dr. Yasseen. 

FAREED YASSEEN, Ph.D.: 1 was thinking, as Barham was speaking, when he 
was mentioning the polls in Iraq. what a wonderful tdea, couldn't do it three 
months ago. Actually, a little longer than that. Anyway, I'm very happy to be here. 
I thank Nancy for inviting me. I would like to recall for you a meeting, my nrst 
meeung with Barham Salih which was on February 25, 1994, where we organized 
a workshop in Washington entitled "Sovereignty, State Power and Human Rights." 
And those who might be interested in his remarks. which provide actually an 
interesting snapshot of the early democratic e":perience in Iraqi Kurdistan, if you 
ask me for a link, I will be happy to provide it. 

In her invitation, Nancy asked me to address a number of questions relative 
to the political and military challenges facing Iraq under three different headings: 
security, political legitimacy, and the end game. I would like to suggest a fourth 
heading, which is that of the economy, which 1 will address if I have a little time 
left. 

Let me address the questions posed to us by Nancy in reverse order of their 
headings. I don't know if the audience has seen them. But I'll address first the end 
game and the political legitimacy and then security, which is really, as Barham 
pointed out, the subject most on the mind of Iraqis in Baghdad. And finally, word 
on the economy: 

Is a democratic Iraq a realistic goal? One point to be said here is that a 
democratic Iraq goes beyond stability and security, which is the means of strategic 
requirements of superpowers. It is not even called for by Resolution 1483, which 
only talks about a representative government. But democracy is indeed an Iraqi 
aspiration, and it is a realistic goal. Anyone in doubt of that should visit Sulaimania; 
I'm sure Barham would be happy to arrange for that. He or she should also visit 
cities south of Baghdad like Karbala, which is nm by its own population. Karbala 
is not often in the news and that really is a good sign. They could also go to 
Mosul, which is an interesting city because it!; very multiethnic, and see how its 
city council works in a democratic fashion to solve the problems of their 
constituencies. So, yes, an Iraqi democracy is possible. 

What is the second question? What is the role of regional players in ensuting 
stable post-CPA Iraq? Well, first they should be and mostly are-but we ought to 
verify that-good neighbors. They should help Iraq and collaborate with the Iraqis 
and with the coalition, at least for now. To combat terrorism and transnational crime, 
in pan. smuggling and-which is a serious problem, as you know, and the impon 
of ten·orists in Iraq. All that Barham said on the subject I absolutely second. To the 
greatest extent possible, they should also forgo their calls for reparations, which 
Iraq is really in no position to pay: They should also help Iraq with its efforts to 
reschedule tts huge debts. For example, I' ll give a figure or two. The UN 
Compensation Commission is now considering a figure of $30 billion in claims of 
environmental damages. This is not something thatlraq can pay at all. And, in fact, 
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these claims are, as seen by the way
the UN Compensation Commission has 
lowered them-really inflated. But 
beyond that, each country can assist Iraq 
in its own way. For example, the GCC 
countries and their nationals, who 
include many high-wealth individuals, 
could invest in Iraq, as was poimed out 
by Ali Ala•vi, who is Iraq's new trade 
minister at the recent IMF-World Bank 
meetings in Duba1. Iran could help in 
promoting religious tourism, which is a 
source of serious revenue from the long
neglected region of around Karbala in the 
south. Turkey could help restore lraq's 
water rights, which are dete1mined by a 
treaty, which is binding under 
international law, signed I think in the 
1950s. Beyond that, Iraq has been cut 
off from its surroundings, so a II 
neighboring countries should help it 

reintegrate the greater regions through open trade routes, open trade relationships. 
transport networks to the electrical grid, and so on and so forth. 

How does the U.S. and the international community declare success and depart? 
That's another question. I think the embedded question here is, what is success? 
Well, success in Iraq is not an on-off thing. Its progressive; its signatures are a series 
of milestones: maintenance of law and order and secure borders. which implies the 
standup of the sufficiently manned, trained, and equipped Iraqi police force; the 
restoration of basic services; the drafting and approval of the constitution and the 
election of a representative government; the reestablishment of the national and 
regional levels of instruments of state that can implement the policies and laws that 
are enacted. And unfortunately, the south of Iraq is not a situation where you find in 
northern Iraq where you do have such well-established governmental institutions 
that can implement policy and in fact ensure, as we know, law and order and security 
there. The departure, then, of the U.S. and the international community should be 
progressive and gradual. Of course, after the UN decision to remove its foreign staff, 
I think all this implies first the return of the imemalional community, but we should 
be working on that. 

I shall move on now to the issue of political legitimacy. All the queslions that 
were posed to us by Nancy, centered on the Governing Council, and I'll read 
them and answer them. What, if any, changes ought to be sought to the Governing 
Councils structure? How can it secure the right balance amongst Iraq's disparale, 
somelimes desperate, political facLions? Well , the Council itself has been 
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functioning as a legislative body. lt's making decisions, it is appointing ministers, 
and there are suggestions that arc being made to increase, in fact, multiply the 
number of members, say, from 25 to maybe up to 100. 1f the process of expansion 
is well chosen, then this will allow the Governing Council to become even more 
representative. Note that the Governing Council is the most representative 
governing body we have had in years. The Governing Council could then elect a 
cabinet among its members. which could then function as a provisional 
government. 

Next question. Should the U.S. take a lower profile? Should the UN endorse 
the body, that is to say, the Governing Council and provide it with the Iraqi seat at 
the United Nations? Well, the U.S. taking a lower profile will happen as a mauer 
of course, as more and more responsibilities and duties are passed on to the Iraqis. 
1 just came from New York, and I can assure you that it is the Governing Councils 
delegation that is occupying lraqs UN seats. It was actually a real pleasure for me 
to see a Kurd serving as the foreign minister of Iraq. Its a good point to highlight 
the diversity of the Iraqi population. Plus, hes a very capable man, as you know. 

How can the legitimacy of the Governing Council be established? I'll consider 
two aspects of that: internationally and nationally. lntemationally of course, it 
is well on the way of being established. I think the breakthrough here was the 
Governing Council's acceptance at the Arab League, which was very much held 
by strong lobbying by the GCC and also by the United States. Note that at the 
UN, and I just came back from there-the lraqi delegation is having a full 
schedule of bilateral meetings at the ministerial level. So there's a level of 
recognition that's there. Internally, of course, the Governing Council's legitimacy, 
in the end, will depend on its ability or rather on the perception by Iraqis of its 
ability to provide that which the people want: security. jobs. bwer quality of 
life, so on. The fact that there are now Iraqi ministers in place, who are now 
completing the staffing of their ministries. should help speed this up. 

Just a liule aside, I'm an advisor to Adnan Pachachi, one of the members of 
the Governing Council. And in my dealings with him, he only accepts concrete 
proposals. He doesn't want critiques of other members of the Council. He doesn't 
want critiques of others. He wants concrete proposals that will help alleviate 
the problems that we are facing today in Iraq. So they are in governance mode, 
if you will. Please do note that this is a very important point, that in many pans 
of Iraq, the legilimacy of the Council is ensured by its very membership. So for 
example, the Governing Council is represented by the leaders of the two major 
political parties in northern Iraq who are elected, so that's not an issue. 

SODERBERG: [inaudible[ 

YASSEEN: Wrap up, I'm sorry. Well, I'll skip a couple points. I'll go to security. 
I'm not a military expert, but l will not detail the questions asked by Nancy. 

I'll just say that the unsatisfacLOry secured situation we have in Iraq can be 
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traced to two factors: the open borders we've had for a while. which allowed 
many Lerrorists to come in, and the dismissal of the army in the absence of 
social safety nets. l think what is needed right now in Iraq is a force that can 
guard the borders and that can guard the countryside, very similar to Frances 
Gendarmerie Nationale, of Germany's Grenzen Schutzpolizei. The UN:S resolution 
should, at the very least the new one, allow these countries to provide Iraqis 
with training, so that they come up with such forces. 

This brings me to the final point I wamed to address, which is that o f the 
economy. Now, labor-intensive projects are being put in place, and they'll take 
care of the soldiers that have been dismissed and that don't have work now. 
What do we do with the officer corps? There's an idea I'd like to offer which I've 
not seen proposed anywhere. The Iraqi army has a lot of reengineering units 
that are very, very capable. In fact the most technically competent entities in 
Iraq. Why not spin these off as companies, value revenue-generating companies 
with, for example, mixed private, state private sector ownership? The)' can then 
become the agents or representatives of imernational companies willing to do 
business in Iraq-companies like General Motors or ford or whatever. And this 
is an important point, because in Iraq, right now. private wealth is in the hands 
of sanctioned profiteers and the cronies of the fom1er regime. And if they become 
agents of such companies and if they have free rein, then they won't even enhance 
their power in the country. And that is a threat I think a Oedgling democracy 
cannot risk. 

Thank you. 

SODERBERG: Thank you very much, and we can come back to the other 
points hopefully during the questions and answers. We turn now to Rafee Ahmed 
for a view from the United Nations. 

RAFEEUDDIN AHMED: Thank you, Nancy. I should like to emphasize that 
this presentation is being made purely on a personal basis by me. 

This is a defining moment for the United Nations, and it cannot proceed on 
a "business as usual" basis. After the auack on the UN headquarters and the recent 
subsequent attack earlier this week, we have to ask some questions. first, is the 
UN now considered to be indistinguishable from the U.S. occupation forces? Or 
does the UN retain an independent identity in the minds or the Iraqis at large but 
has been attacked nonetheless by those seeking to undermine the coalition and to 
make the country ungovernable? Or was this an attack on the new constellation 
or power, represented in the Governing Council in the UN's political role in 
supporting it? In fact the attack on the headquarters occurred just four days after 
the adoption of the Security Council Resolution 1500, which welcomed the 
establishment of the Governing Council. So in the immediate term, lthink there 
is no alternative but for the UN to have a drastic retrenchment, if not complete 
withdrawal, and the secretary-general announced yesterday that there will be such 
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a retrenchment. The current securit) 
framework docs not permtt us to do 
what we had intended to do under the 
Rcsoluuon 1483 and the report that the 
secretary-general had submiued to the 
Securil) CounCil on the 17th of julv So 
in the Immediate tem1. in some areas. 
there will dcfmnely be a reduction . 
Clearly humannanan actl\'llles will be 
prionllzcd while there will be delays tn 

cenam recovery and reconstruction 
atllvnies. Meanwhile the UN is tr)'lng 
to strengthen Iraqi instituuons and the 
UN national staff to take over some of 
thosr responsibilities. 

I or the longer tenn. we need to also 
address some questions. f1rst. whm 
needs to be done to enable the Ul'< staff 
to return and to operate in the countf) 
in safety? Second, are the tasks that UN Rafecuddm Ahmed 
personnel arc being asked to perform of 
sufficJentunponance to nsk the•r hves? And thml, is the secumy threat that the UN 
and mtemational personnel now face a symptom of a much deeper •ssue wnh se1ious 
nnphcations for the future oft he country and the region in general? 

fhe overall qualily of life for all the Iraqis is improving, as we have already 
heard, with regard to the provision of food, water, electricity, and other necessities. 
But tim needs to proceed on a much faster basis to build local grassroots support 
for a peaceful transitional process. So, 111 short, security cannot JUSt be a function 
of military and paranuhtary mstrumems only The poliucal and economic 
en\'lronmcnt 1s JUSt as 1mponant What arc the opuons fort he wa} forward? Now. 
some of the fundamental•ssues that were recently ra1sed by the UN <.,ccrctanat for 
the cons1derauon of the Sccunt) Coun<.:JI were f1rst, Iraq• sowwgnty may need to 

be restored at a much accelerated pace than ongmally planned Is this poss•ble 
under the currently prescribed sequence for political transnwn? Second, the 
challenges of post-Saddam ll ussein Iraq are so formidable that genu ine 
international solidarity and cooperauon, including within the reg1on. ts required 
on all fronts. Are there ways in wh1ch the ongoing political process could be made 
more mclusl\'e, both outs1dc and mstdc Iraq? Third, while lraq1s themselves 
uhunatcly would need to assure the secunty of the1r count f)·. IS the crcauon of 
local Iraqi mthlla at thiS juncture the nght way to fill securny \'aCtJUm? And founh. 
there will be a need to recons1dcr the current pohcy on de-Ba'ath•f•cauon, wh1ch 
ra1ses human rights and due process concerns, as well as the demobll1zauon of 
the <tmlcd forces, which sudden!} disenfranchised more than a half-a-tmlhon lraq1s, 



PANEL 4 239 

who were armed and were not offered any alternate means of livehhood nor any 
prospects of reintegration. 

As you know on the 3rd of September, the United States circulated tO other 
Security Council members a draft resolution. But the resolution introduces 
relatively modest changes in the arrangements and the division of labor authorized 
under the earlier Resolutions 1483 and 1500. And in forecasting how this Security 
Council debate will play out, it is my view that any new resolution put forward by 
the United States has to enable non-coalition countries and the UN to participate 
in a clear, substantially meaningful. and effective way. Frankly speaking, one of 
the reasons why the UN has been coming under auack is because there is no clear 
delineation of responsibilities between the secretaJy-general's special representative 
and the Coalition Provisional Authority under Resolution 1483. 

The dominant perception of Iraqis, as well as the countries of the region, is 
that the UN is primarily there to support the occupying powers, rather than tO 

empower the Iraqi people. Let us consider what might be a possible future scenario 
if we discard the option of just letting the U.S. go it alone. In the political process, 
given that the current bodies that have been declared to constitute the Iraqi interim 
administration, the Governing Council and the cabinet ministers, are not 
considered to have been democratically elected by the Iraqi people and are not 
regarded as being fully representative, there should be a Bonn-like conference, 
which was convened for Afghanistan as you might recall, organized to discuss 
what process-mechanisms would best lead to the establishment of an 
internationally recognized provisional representative governmem. The UN could 
approach the Arab League and perhaps the OIC [Organization of the Islamic 
Conference!, the GCC, the countries of the region, to discuss the feasibility of 
sponsoring a Bonn-like conference in a neutral third country. The invitees would 
need to be discussed with the Arab League and the OIC apan from, of course, the 
institutions which exist already in Iraq. In planning these discussions between 
the UN and Arab League for such a conference, it would be important to focus on 
how the Iraqis themselves can take the leadership through establishment of 
thematic commissions which would be led by Iraqis, but which will be supported 
by the international community as a whole, the UN, the Arab League and so on. 

For security arrangements, there are two aspects to consider. One is the general 
security of the country. A multinational force could be established with the 
endorsement of the Security Council. lt should be truly multinational from the 
Iraqi perspective in terms of composition, size, and operational area of deployment. 
The issue of command of the multmational force is a nonissue because most 
members of Security Council have already accepted the idea that the United States, 
as the largest contributor, would be in the lead. The second aspect is the law and 
order functions. The obvious primary need is to develop and bolster the incipient 
Iraqi police force, which requires substantial assistance in terms of financial, 
logistical, and human resources. The coalition militmy forces or. for that mauer 
any other military forces, are not trained to perform law and order functions and, 
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therefore, should not be filling the gap left by the absence of an adequate Iraqi 
police force. Until sufficient national police forces are fully established and to 
accelerate that time frame, one possibility could be to propose the establishment 
of the multinational police force comprised of Arabic-speaking police officers, 
particularly from the region. to provide training to Iraqi police and to assist with 
law and order functions as required. Such a multinational police force could be 
established under the auspices of the UN, the Arab League, or a lead nation or a 
combination, wuh the endorsement of the Security Council. ln order to expand 
the number of Arab countries which will be prepared to deploy police officers. it 
might be possible to explore with some of those countries as to whether they 
could partner with such potential contributors by offering assistance in tenns of 
funding or equipment, a practice which has been followed for certain militar}' 
contributors in a number of UN peacekeeping operations. Irrespective of whether 
you find this scenario viable or realistic, the main question to be addressed in 
making such an assessment is how to end the occupation in the soonest possible 
time, while getting certain clear results. 

To do so under any viable scenario, there is essentially a need for a tripartite 
understanding to emerge. First, on the pan of the United States, it must accept 
that the occupation will end and end soon and that they will have to leave 
within a reasonable timetable, and that they are willing to show their good 
intentions in this regard. Second, the international community will have to come 
in ro help ensure the legitimacy of the process and to facilitate giving the Iraqis 
the lead role so they can eventually be put in charge and regain the full auributes 
of sovereignty. In this connection, it would be important to announce the 
timetable for the holding of free and fair elections within a reasonable period, 
regardless of whether living conditions have come to par. Elections in many 
countries have been held in post-country situations where the living conditions 
have not yet fully recovered. The third understanding would have to be by the 
lraqi people. They have to be convinced that the United States has accepted to 
end the occupation and will leave, and that the UN is coming in to help them , 
the Iraqis, regain their sovereignty. 

Thank you. 

SODERBERG: Thank you, very much. We'll leave it to Mr. Dobbins to try to 
make sense of these very disparate and imeresting approaches. 

AMBASSADORJAMES DOBBINS: Thank you, Nancy. 
The U.S. administration is currently \'lfestling with two major issues, which 

you're seeing play out in your newspapers every morning. One is the issue of how 
quickly and how substantially tO share power with the rest of the international 
community. And the second issue is how quickly and how substantially to share, 
and ultimately transfer, power to the Iraqi people and their representalive. In 
wrestling with these two issues, the United States has two fundamental objectives, 



PANEL 4 

one is to use its presence in Iraq, its 
military presence in Iraq, in order to 
underpin and facilitate a transition to 
an enduring democracy. And the second 
is to minimize casualties and accelerate 
the exit of our forces. To the extent one 
places the priority on facilitating and 
enduring transition of democracy, 
experience suggests that this is going to 
be a long, expensive manpower
intensive process. Its never been done 
successfully in less than seven years. 

Alternatively, if one places an 
emphasis on minimizing casualties and 
facilitating an early exit of forces while 
retaining a stable situation in the 
aftermath, that suggests that one should 
be turning power over to lraqis as 
quickly as possible, even if that, in the 
end, does not produce a democracy fully 
up to international standards. So in one 
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sense, those who look to a long. difficult manpower-intensive, expensive experience 
have an incentive to bring in the rest of the international community as quickly 
and substantially as possible. Those who are looking to complete this operation 
as quick!)' as possible are emphasizing the need to move power into Iraqi hands 
as soon as possible. 

In wrestling with these issues, there$ a search for appropriate models, 
appropriate analogies, upon which to hinge both our decision making and our 
justification for the decision making. And the models that this administration 
has shown a preference for are either Japan and Germany in the 1940s on the 
one hand, or Afghanistan today on the other. If one IS looking toward an enduring 
transformation to democracy, japan and Germany are excellem analogies, but 
they do tend to emphasize the difficulty, the expense, and the amount of time 
involved . and the slow process in which power is turned over to democratic 
institutions. Power wasn't fully turned over to German or Japanese governments 
unul 1952. And talk of a Marshall Plan, which the administration has used to 
justify its most recent budget request, is ve1y consistent wnh the use of japan 
and Germany as models. The other model is Afghanistan, a model where the 
Umted States was able to transfer power quickly, in fact, immediately, lOa fully 
sovereign Afghan government to retain a very small American and foreign 
footplint in the country, and to limit the resources that were required to sustain 
the situation. And you see that model was also cited, for instance , most recently 
111 the op-ed piece that Secretary Rumsfcltl published a couple days ago. 
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Now, there are problems, however, wnh both of these models, or all of these 
models The problem with the Afghan model m the ftrst mstance ts, tts not workmg 
m Afghamstan. Thats largely a problem of resources; if we were spending the 
kind of money in Afghanistan that we are spending tn Iraq, and if we have the 
kmd of force structure in Afghanistan that we have in Iraq, on the Afghan model, 
n probably would be working, because Afghanistan had some umque amibutes 
that arc not present yet tn Iraq You know, looking back on the events after 9111, 
there ts an tmpression that the Unned States fom1ed a coahuon and then won the 
war in Afghanistan. Not true There was an cxisung coahuon, whtch the Unned 
States JOtned It was a coalttton that conststcd of Russia, India, Iran , and the 
Northern Alltance, and tt had been fighttng a war for a decade And the United 
States jomed that coalition, provided it atr power and forward observers and gave 
tt the decisive edge, which allowed it to win the war and occupy most of the 
country. At which point the United States and the United Nattons factlitated a 
process by which an existing government-there was an Afghan government, it 
was a Northern Alliance government, it had a president, it had tmnisters, it had 
poltce, tt had an army-by whtch that mtntster gained legiumacy, first of all, 
through the offices of the former ktng of Afghamstan, who retamed a great deal of 
prestige, and, secondly, b)· addmg a minomy of ministers from other parties. 
mostl) emtgres, to the extstmg Northern Alliance government. And thats how the 
extstmg Karzai regime was establtshcd And we don't have those prerequtsttes yet 
m Iraq. 

The second, of course. is that tn Afghanistan, the United States succeeded in 
forging a regional consensus, a consensus in which the countries that had been 
teanng Afghanistan apart for 20 years-Russta, Iran, Pakistan, India, etcetera
agreed that the great game in Afghanistan didn't have to be a zero-sum game, that 
they had an tmerest 10 a moderate, modermzing nonthreatemng Afghanistan. 
and that they would JOin to support the Karzai regime. And the fact that all those 
countnes continue to support the Karzat regtme is one of the mam reasons that 
ns been able to mamtam tts tenuous hold on power in the country And agam, 
that situauon doesn't exist with respect to Iraq yet. There ts not a rcgtonal consensus 
to favor of the transformauon that the Umted States is seekmg to promote. And 
qutte frankly, the United States ts not yet seeking to forge such a consensus. In 
Afgh:mtstan, we talked frequently and very constructively With !ran, for instance. 
We're rcfusmg to talk to Iran with respect to the future of Iraq That makes it 
difficult to forge the kind of reg10nal consensus which underltes a lot of the rclattve 
stability that we see in Afghamstan. 

O.:,imtlarl}. the Gem1any and Japan models are not exact cnher. Germany and 
japan were homogeneous populauons, they were h1ghl> developed sOCiCttes, and 
thc{w been thoroughly defeated tn years of war, which left thctr populauons 
devastated and acqUiescent . Iraq, tf }'Ou·rc looking for the most apt model-and 
no model is perfect-ts dose 10 2003. IS a lot closer to Yugosla,•ta 10 1996 or 
1999, than tl is to Gem1any or Japan m 1945. First of all. Iraq , hkc Yugoslavia, 
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was carved out of the Ouoman Empire at the end of World War ll. lt, too, brings 
together a dtsparate group of ethmcities and religiOn and religious tendenctcs that 
among whom there arc tensions So far, happtly, not tensions of the scale that one 
has seen in Yugoslavia. And, of course, like Bosnia and Kosovo, Iraq is a Muslim 
nauon. So m many ways, the Bosnian and Kosovo operations are the most recent 
and probabl>· the most apt analogtes, w the extent there are any analog1es And 
one ought to be lookmg to them for some gUidance as to how to move forward in 
Iraq. 

'\Jow, there's a debate in the United States as to what needs to be done in Iraq. 
There's a recognition, I thmk, that the secumy situauon is not yet m hand. that it 
is not yet improving at a rate that suggests it will soon be in hand, and that more 
IS needed. But we can't agree on more of what. The neoconservatives arc arguing 
we need more Amcncan troops. Neolibcrals are argumg we need more European 
and allied troops. And others, including the secretary of defense and others 111 the 
Pentagon, arc arguing that we need more Iraqi troops, police, etcetera. 

My own view is that, unfortunately, they're all nght. If you look at previous 
suuations 111 which you have conflicted societies wh1ch are facing internally 
and externally supported subversion and terrorism, history suggests that you 
need a secunty force of approximately 20 men per 1,000 mhabitants. Those are 
the numbers that were necessary m Malaya m the '50s, they're the numbers that 
conunue to be applied 111 Northern Ireland to maintain secunty there. They're 
the numbers that were generated for both Bosnia and Kosovo And in Iraq, they 
generate a requirement for a force of about 500,000 Now. 1 hasten to add that's 
not 500,000 Americans, Its not 500,000 foreigners, that would mclude a rehable 
Iraqi force . 13utthe critical modHier there IS reliable forces. It would include the 
30.000 or so police that we currently ha,•e, lraqt pohce. It would include, I 
don t know, the 40,000 border patrols, I read recently. It would include the 
Kurdish miliuas in the north. But even if you add all of those together, you 
don't get much more than around 250,000, including the American and allied 
forces that are there. So It does suggest that establtshmg securny ts going to be 
d1fficult and that we arc going to have to move on a vanety of fronts. When I say 
establishing security, incidentall y, I don't simply mean mounung a 
countennsurgency campaign on which we mtended to focus our efforts We're 
not going to wm that campaign unless we secure the support of the Iraqi people, 
and we're not going tO secure the support of the Iraqi people unless we are 
providing them secunty, not agamst insurgence and terrorists, but agamst car 
thieves, rapists, murderers, and house breakers. And we're not domg a good JOb 
of providmg that level of secunty, and unulthatlevel of securny IS provtded, we 
can't expect these people to give us their loyalty, the1r support, and help us to 
ISolate and eventual!}' ehminate the extremists who arc circulaung m the1r m1dst. 
And that's the reason that the challenge does reqUire forces to be generated at 
the level that I've suggested. 

Thanks. 
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SODE.RBLRG Thank }'l>U all very much for a lot of food for thought We 
have about 20 mmutes, a lillk less, availabll.' for quesuons, and be happy to take 
them atth1s t1mc 

In the nmldle in the back row? If you can maybe tdcnufy yourselves as well, 
that would he helpful for the panelists. 

AUDIENCE ~1EMBER Yes. 111}' names L·ury Porter. L S Anny. And my 
question ror the panel is that. lookmg at the hrst Gulf \\,tr and thiS one' there 
appears no Arab countr)' has come fonh to support the democratization of Iraq, 
<111d lookmg around Iraq. there seems that all the countries around them. except 
for Turkev. w1ll have something to lose duL to the fact that Iraq would end up 
bemg a purely elected country. or purely elected offic1als. Do you have any 
suggesuon on or comments on, wh) that s -.n? And the second pan ts, do you 
thmk there should be a time !me, JUSt set tn place, since everybody$ lookmg at 
time, and JUS\ tell the lraq1s, hey. look, at the end of thts date, we're gone, we'll 
support you at that date, but unulthat tim(, you ve got to work on It unulthat 
date? That's all I have Thank you. 

SODERBERG. Oka), Barham, do you w:mt to try that one? 

SAUl!· Well, I think the question was asking about the prospects or the 
democratization given the fact that the rcg1on 1s not htghly democratic. I thmk 
that makes ltfe very dtfficult for those of us who want to butld a democmuc 
system of government m Iraq My own take on th1s IS, th1s ts a conference that 
has to do wnh U.S. nauonal sccurny challenges, and I wam to argue a point 
relaung to that. rtfty years l)f Amencan forc1gn pohcy toward the \1idclk East, 
rclymg on elites that wen~ undcmocrauc, corrupt. and un.tccoumablc to thetr 
own people, might have prov1dcd a degree of stabilnr m the Cold War and the 
power gam that cJosted in that pan of the world. And I believe that those 
fundamentals of U.S. foretgn policr tow<ud the Mtddlc l.:ast arc no longer valid 
alter September 11. Stab1hty in that regton. long-tern1 ~tabt!Hy, requm·s beucr 
s)·stems of g,ovcrnment that wtll have 10 rely on a greater degree of legitimacy 
\'IS-a-,·is the1r own populations In that context, I want to relate to some of the 
arguments that Ill)' fnend Ahmed and others m1ght ha\'C referred to about the 
legitimacy of poliucal process tn Iraq. lt:S ironic that some Arab governments 
and Arab leagues question the legitimac)' l)f the Govcrmng Council The rcaht)' 
IS that thts Go,·erning Counctl ts probably the most representative. the most 
legnimatc of governing mstllutions, across the lslamtc :--Iiddle East. And 1t's 
Ironic that we would be cnttozed for the leg111macy of this mslltuuon, bcmg 
questioned br those who have come through coups and have never had to go 
through elections, even though we are always saymg that thb Govcrmng Council 
IS an mtenm arrangement until \\'C ha\'{' properly elected govcrmng mstnuuons 
for Iraq . 
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SODERBERG. Anyone rise want to take that ond Okay. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Enc Briggs, '>ccretary of Defense Fellows Program. lt 
has been repeatedly sa1d that Iraqi oil ts for the Iraqis. Yesterday, our luncheon 
speaker, the president of the Ex-lm Bank, made an interesting suggcsuon that 
said at least some of the revenue from that should go dm~ctl} to the lraq1 people, 
and I think the model would be. a l'<onh :,hore o1l profits, gomg to the tttlzcns of 
Alaska m d1rect payments I thmk th1s IS mteresung on a couple of factors, one tt 
forgoes trickle-down econom1cs, geLLing the money to the ctt1zens who arc out of 
work-they need disposable income nO\\~ And I also thmk that it prcwtdes a 
counter to the C)rnics ms1de and outside Iraq that satd th1s war was JUSt about oil 
and gewng the profits from that imo the Western compames So my quesuon ts, 
what do you thmk about It? 

YASSFEN: I think its a nutty idea. I'll tell you why. It might work in Alaska, 
but 1l won't work m Iraq. It won'L work to distnbute wealth in Iraq Iraq IS a 
highly patnarchic. clannish soctet}. What you'll be domg if you do that, you'll 
ennch the she1ks and patnarchs of fam1hes. This money w1ll go then into, you 
know, h1gh-ucket acqu1Stt10ns like air condtt10ners and cars, and thmgs like that; 
it's a disincentive to work. Bear in mind that then. this money will be tithed in 
many parts of Iraq. and th1s tithing 1mght go to people that you don't want to 

ha,·e a lot of resources. lthmk its a nutty 1dea. I think what would be much better 
IS to use that n10ney to mstttute a public works program Pa) people for work. 

DOBBINS: Well, and the main problem with the idea m the short term. there 
tsn't any excess funds to distnbULe. In the longer term, the main problem with it 
IS that the I raqt oil re\'enues essentially pay for the funcuonmg of the state because 
people don't pay taxes Ihere's no tax system. You would ha,·e to set up a tax 
system so that the state would have revenue from taxes so that 11 could dlstnbute 
the oil revenues. That would mean you'd have to set up a bureaucracy to d1stnbute 
the otl revenue and to collect taxes. both of which would be diiTicult and subject 
to a good deal of graft and corruption. 

SODERBERG: Rafee. chd you want to comment on that, or no? 

DOBBINS: Other than that, we're all for tt. 

AUDII:NCE MEMBER. H1, my name IS Rebecca DeRcnado. I'm from American 
Umversity, and my qucsuon 1s for Mr. Dobbms. I was JUSt wondering, g1ven the 
criticism that the U.S. entcrccl lraq without the approval of the UN Security Council, 
and given that, despite that the international community IS now willing to support 
and help rebuild Iraq,'' h)• doesn't the U.S. want to accept the1r help as soon as 
poss1blc? 
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DOBBINS: Well, its not as if a lot of countries are rushing to offer large amounts 
of help. The administration is prepared to cede some or share some degree of control 
in exchange for some degree of external resources. The administration has been very 
cautious about how much its prepared to share. And the rest of the world has been 
even more cautious about how much of the burden they're prepared to share, and the 
more the security situation in Iraq degenerates, the less likely it is that other counuies 
are going to be lining up to seize the opportunity. I think if the administration had 
made a more generous offer earlier on when it wasn't being compelled to do so by a 
deteriorating situation and mounting costs, they would have received a much more 
positive response than they're getting now. So this is going to be a difficult process 
played out over a number of months in which we seek tO get more panners and more 
burden sharing and others seek to get greater control. 

There are good reasons to be cautious about sharing control because unity 
of command is important in a peace operation just as much as it is in a traditional 
military or combat operation. Anclthats true on the civil as well as the military 
side. At the same time, we did find ways of achieving adequate unit)' of command 
and broad participation in both Bosnia and Kosovo, and so there are mechanisms 
by which you can achieve this if you have a will to do so. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: john Delong from Kurdish Service, Voice of America. 
The neighboring country of l ran has for too long interfered in l raq s internal affairs. 
They not only opposed the U.S. policy in Iraq, but also in the whole Middle East. 
How would you seek to mvite those countries to take pan in security matters in 
Iraq? Thank you. 

SODERBERG: Do you want to take it? 

SALIH: I think I said in my opening remarks that neighbors of Iraq should 
stay away from the domestic scene inside lraq. And! mean any of the neighboring 
coumties will complicate the security and the political environment in the country. 
lts better to keep them out. And I think they will benefit that way as well because 
a stable Iraq will ultimately be to the benefit of the entire region. 

SODERBERG: Would that include pulling Turkish troops in the south? 

SAL!H: Obviously. there are sensitivities. known sensitivities, from the Kurdish 
sites to Turkish involvement. I wam to respond to that issue of Turkish military 
involvement in Iraq, from a larger Iraqi perspective, not necessarily a Kurdish 
perspective. I believe that the neighbors of lraq, with the hisLOncal baggage that 
they have vis-a-vis this counuy will complicate the security task. Turkish troops 
or for that mauer, Iranian troops, not speaking the language, will not be able to 
enhance and contribute as much as people make it outLO be. Turkey, as a neighbor 
of Iraq, has an Interest in stability in that country, and I think we should all focus 
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on promoung the indigenous Iraqi capabtlny LO augment the coahuon in that 
regard. 

I do have an open mmd, as an lraq1, to some Arab countnes that do not have 
designs on Iraq, who have had no involvement historically of the domesuc affairs 
of Iraq, to help us develop the capabilitu.'s that we need to take a better handle on 
secunty. 

YASSEEN. Yes, I've heard this d1scussed, and I thmk most of the people I've 
talked about th1s with, the consensus is to try to get Moroccan troops or Algenan 
troops, no ne1ghboring countries. 

AUDIFJ\!CE MEMBER: Joseph. formally \VIth the ICG and many of the 
orgamzauons 111 the Balkans, now w1th the Woodrow Wtlson Center. Two 
questions, one on this quesuon about the pace of transfer to Iraqis themselves 
and the second on secunty. On the pace, Ambassador Dobbins, you said that 
Yugoslavta was the best example, maybe the best model to-the most relevant 
model. And what I'm wondering is. as rou well know. one of the problems in 
the Balkans IS not only ethmc conOict, but the fact that 1ts been the legacy of a 
socialist government, the tnmslllon-two problems there. And l'm wondering, 
if you and your colleagues there in the panel would agree that maybe there are 
similar problems in Iraq. that inefficiencies. corrupuon, lack of jud1c1ary. and 
so forth, and w1llthosc m fact be the real obstacles to transfernng to the lraq1s? 
The second quesuon on secunty-Dr Sahh, basically. 1f I can fairly encapsulate, 
you said we shouldn't beheve our eyes, the s1tuauon IS much beuer, but yet the 
security snuation may get worse. And you also mentioned the importance of 
getung this reconstrucuon money. $20 btlhon. The other day I was listening on 
the rad1o and heard Ambassador Bremer testifymg before Congress. and he 
answered a very mtercsung quesuon. I he question was. this $20 b1lhon, does It 
include money for sabotage? If we rebuild a power plant and then n's blown up, 
does it get rebuilt? He had a very interesting answer. Ilc sa1d, fi rst, we're going 
to combat this because these saboteurs, terrorists, arc gomg to get shot; and the 
second thing he satd IS that, m tune. we're gomg to have alternatives, for example, 
alternative power sources up. So there won't be as much sensational tmpact 
from the terrorists, and the term he used1s Mllpping pomt." We're gomg to get 
to the uppmg point. Now, my question for you is, arc we really going to get to 
that tippmg pomt m Iraq? If. as you say, this is a defining moment for these 
terronsts, 1f they lose here, they're gomg to lose in other places, and I thmk as 
one of >·our colleagues mcnuoned, the border snuation, we ha,·e ne1ghbonng 
countries who may not share at all our Interests m success 111 Iraq. Thank you. 

SODERBERG: That$ one way of cheaung, you get two questions. So maybe 
Rafee and Jnn would want to touch on the first question, and then we'll go to 
Barham about the transfer of power for you all. 



248 N ATIONAl POWER IN AN UNPREDICTABLE WORlD 

DOBBINS: Well, I do thmk that the lack of adequate msutuuonal capacity, 
both to run a democratic pohtllal system and to run a markct-oncnted economy, 
is the major obstacle to a smooth and rap1d transfer to an enduringly democratic 
government. and building up that capacity is the main leg-its the mam obstacle 
to moving quickly. Its not JUSt a lack of adequate police-its across the board. 
Although. Iraq docs have , you know, a reasonably competent bureaucracy, but 
one that's accustOmed to working wnhm a very d1ffercnt framework. On thc-
1 know I was only asked to answer the ftrst question-but on the second. I'm 
not sure that for, }'OU knO\\, son of the global terronst movement, th1s IS a 
ddming moment. This IS from their standpomt, a target of opportunity. But 
their headquarters, their sources of funds, their leadership, and thc1r capacit}' 
to orgamze 1s not going to be put mto Iraq. Its going to stay tn places like 
Canada and Germany and lndones1a and Malaysia and other nonmvadeable 
countries. And its going to be the frontline righters that go off and wreak havoc 
m Iraq. But having defeated them will not defeat the mainlme capacuy of these 
organizattons to create problems. 

1\II~IED· On the first qucstton, I believe that sovereignty can be transferred. 
even 1f all the mstitutions have not yet come up to the best functtoning postt1on. 

DOBBINS: Oh, I agree wtth that. 

AIIMED: We have had instances ltke that. For example, 111 the cnse of 
Cambodia, sovereignty was transferred Immediately to a council, which was 
established, the Supreme National Council, as it was called, and when discussions 
on the Resolution 1483 were takmg place, people had thought that there would 
probably be three stages. The first stage would be the interim lraq1 admtnlstrauon, 
whtch would essentially concentrate on gelling Iraqis mvolved tn the day-to
day runmng of the admimstrauve machinery But then there should be an 
mtcrmed1ate stage where rou transfer sovereignt)' to a prov1s1onal Iraqi 
go\'crnmem. which is regarded as truly representative of all the people of Iraq. 
Later. once the constituuon has been drafted or the old conslllutton IS revi\'Cd, 
its up to the Iraqis to decide that nne! elections are held. There would be then 
an emergence of a democratically elected representauvc government. But the 
second stage would involve the full transfer of sovereignty and then, of course. 
the sovere1gn Iraqi authority would be able to invite anybody to stay there to 
help them, to maintain secunt}'· As tn Afghanistan toda}'. as Professor Dobbins 
was mcnttomng, the sovere1gnt} 1ssue was never there from day one. There was 
a sovcrc1gn government and the presence of the U.S. forcer, or the mternauonal 
securit}' force that is there because the government asked their assiStance for 
ma1ntaming secumy. So the sovereign pro\'ISional lraq1 government could ask 
for support from the Unned States and other coahtton partners or from other 
countnes. if ll so wished . 
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SODERBERG: last word-its 1:00, and I know were standing between you 
and lunch !>orr}: So, Barham. you arc gmng to get the la~t word m and then we'll 
close. 

SALIII: Terrorism is a umque phenomenon. It should not be the barometer 
that would define every aspect of tHe to obser;e in the snuauon ins1de Iraq. I live 
in Sula1mama, I believe we have a good. solid security Situation, but every day, we 
have to contend Wlth the poss1b1lity of a car bomb at th1s government bll!ldmg or 
at that institution. I was hving in the United States before September 11, havmg 
come back here after September ll is an entirely different snuation. Is the United 
States msecure? Could I take what happened in New York, or wherever, as a 
broad brush and say the Umted States as a country, as a soctet}~ IS unstable, msecure? 
Obviously, I don't wam to say that the snuauon in Iraq and that of the Umted 
States are comparable. You're talking about fundamentally two different situations. 
But much olthe country IS domg fine, doing much beucr than what was expected 
g1ven the context that we described. That controlling fact. or that 1ron grip, that 
was in control of everythmg Yamshed, yet tillS soc1ety, the turmml, the confusiOn 
that ll has gone through was a lot less than many other comparable snuations. 
mcluchng some places in the former Sov1ct Union. 

Transfer of power and sovereignty. I'm not the legal expert. To me, tt 's tron1c, 
this label of occupation force. And that was one of the more unfortunate things 
that is assouatcd w11h the present s1tuauon 111 Iraq and has confused some of the 
poliucs of this. And I w1sh that we could do away wnh that label as soon as 
possible. 

L·\\vyers should not be the only people who decide on these thmgs because 
of pohucal connotations of that nouon of occupation and passmg on sovereignty; 
It confuses the tssues that arc mvoh-ed. 

1 can tell you most lraqts, and 1 thmk these were borne out by polls m a 
recent Gallop poll or whatever, do not want the Arnencan forces to leave. Because 
if they leave today, regional powers will intervene, wtll come in, and we could 
poss1bly have a civil war. Americans arc seen as liberators 

In fau, respondmg to some of the notions. the lcgaltstic and pohtlcal U'! 
perspecm·e on these ISSues. many 1raq1s look upon thc1r fate. the1r predtcament, 
as being one of the failures of the Unned N<ttlons system L1ke Rwanda, Iraq was 
also rmssed; the genocide in Iraq was not responded to 111 time. Its d1rficult for 
many of u~ to accept the revisiOnist logtc-unilaterahsm should be avo1ded, 
preemptive action should ha\'C been <1\'0ldecl in fa\'Or or multilatcrahsm That 
logic for me. as an lraqt, and 1 hope Ill} colleague would share the same vtew, 
obviously we would have liked to have had a larger international coahtlon and 
the enure Security Council corning to our md as 1raq1s and helping us overcome 
the mass graves and get awa) I rom that regunc. But in those notions. those luxuries 
of the debates wnhin the chambers of the ...,ecurity CounCil and elsewhere, and in 
world capitals !that! dtd not come to our a1d. and l believe the world should say, 
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the Security Council included. having seen those mass graves, we should have 
acted sooner and we should have joined with the coalition that moved into Iraq, 
and instead of questioning the legitimacy of the liberation and the intervention of 
Iraq, they should say we have missed many important years, let's now work with 
these people and make sure that the transition is easier than what it can predict to 
be. 

SODERBERG: Thank you very much. l want to thank the Eisenhower National 
Security Conference, and Captain Craig in particular, for puLLing this all together. 

I will say, if you liked what j im Dobbins had to say. he has a new book out on 
nauon building that you can get through RAND, America~ Role in Nation-Building: 
From Germany to Iraq. We've brought some crisis materials. They're also available 
on our web site--crisisweb.org-and give you some international updates there. 
And we've given you some food for thought, and I want to extend a wann thanks 
to our panelists. 

Thank you very much . 
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Introduction by: janne E. Nolan, Ph.D. , Adjunct Professor, Security 
Studies Program, Georgetown University 

Summary 

• The Eisenhower Series has long provided a forum for some of this nation's 
most gifted strategic thinkers to come together to challenge the orthodoxy of the 
day on the nexus between political and military strategy 

• Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld deserves a great deal of credit. His 
commitment to the task of transformation to an information-age military that is 
flexible, light, agile, and hostile has helped set our country on the course to a 
more secure future. In Iraq , the coalition forces were linked wgether by webs of 
information, with air surveillance guiding ground troops and ground reconnais
sance aiding air forces--all in realtime. The military operation was efficient, re
sponsive, and absolutely precise in its lethality. 

• We have reached a remarkable junction in the history of our nation. where we 
are able to wield our force at arms in a way that is consistent with our goals as a 
society. American troops are well-trained and highly motivated with technologically 
sophisticated equipment. They can carry out any mission necessary to achieve Ameri
can interests, while greatly minimizing the destruction to civiltan lives, property. and 
infTastructure and maximizing the ability to protect American combat forces. 

• Even with this most powerful military history has ever seen, there are 
certain variables that do not change much. Today, it is still a soldier on the field of 
battle, seizing and holding ground, who ultimately determines the outcome of a 
fight. A soldier standing on enemy territory bends an enemy to our will, and Iraq 
proves the importance of this point. 

• Iraq also has underscored another durable truth: The power of a nation 
and all the persuasion that power can command never has resided and never will 
reside solely in military might. 
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L. As the soldier holds ground, like U.S. forces and those of other coun
tries are doing right now in Iraq, the United States must hold a different kind of 
ground. Victory in Iraq just will not be when American soldiers can hold their 
place without fear of attack or ambush. It also will be when the lights go on across 
the coumry; when clean water Oows from all the 1aps; when ordmary people can 
go about their business in the streets of Kirkuk, Baghdad and Karbala; and when 
Iraq is governed by Iraqis, chosen freely and fa1rly. 

2. We owe it to our men and women in unifonn to usc every tool we have 
to forge ahead. The United States also must work with other nations and work as 
a partner, not a patron. 

3. It is now time for the world to turn to the task of helping the people of 
Iraq. We must succeed. IL is not just as matter of principle or obligation, and it is 
not even to alleviate the suffering of the people of Iraq. We must succeed in secur
mg Iraq now that we have saved it because it is a matter of our own national 
imercsts, because it is in the American character to finish the job and to nnish it 
right, and because it is in the vital international interests to see that this nation in 
the hean of the Middle East will not only cease to be a threat to the region and the 
world, but also become a source of stability and success on today's tenns. 

• The United States and a coalition of 46 countries is not an occupation of 
Iraq in the sense that the world is most familiar with, a tenn that makes our 
friends and allies understandably wary. 

• Iraq is also about humanitarian relief. security, and self-mterest. And the 
U.S. investment will be worth the cost. The hard truth is that the $20 billion that 
President Bush has requested for reconstruction costs may seem like a lot of money, 
but the United States has spent an even more considerable sum of money com
bating and containing Saddam Hussein over the last 13 years. The United States 
has to be prepared to expend its resources to achieve peace, not just to make war. 

• The vast majority of Iraqis want to redeem their country. And even though 
they are anxious about the timetable, they are on their way to reclaiming their 
sovereignty. In the end, only the people of Iraq can overcome the terrible legacy 
left to them by Saddam Hussein. 

I. A new legacy \vill require good governance in a civil society and im
proved security. 

2. The vast majority of Iraqis are hungry to resume the normal rhythm of 
life, and that IS the desire that, in the end, \vill win out. 

3. One of the central challenges will continue to be patience because de
mocracy is not a quick fix; rather, it is an interlocking system of citizens' groups, 
institutions. and businesses, which takes time to form and flourish. If the coali
tion leaves the country too soon, all that has been achteved to date, all of the 
sacrifice of the soldiers and milhons of Iraqis who want a beuer life, cou ld be 
rapidly undone. 

• The actions today in Iraq will delineate what kind of world we want to 
sec, and America's place in it. 
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1. It will take confident Amencan leadership and a comprehensive effort, 
working in cooperation with many nations, to succeed in Iraq. This is what it also 
will take to meet the other great challenges of today. 

2. For the United States, this will mean membership in multilateral orga
nizations that are productive, including a growing NATO and World Trade Orga
nization, which serve the interests of all of their members. It also means nurtur
ing a network of relationships with our oldest allies in Europe and our newest 
friends around the world such as Russia and the People's Republic of China. 

• Although the Pew poll on global attitudes tracked a strong current of anti
American senumem in the world, it also tracked an equally strong cunent of 
admiration for American values. 

I. A return to a great superpower competition with annihilation hanging 
in the balance is not in anyone's interests. There are certainly steps that the United 
States can take to allay some of the animosity, which include a more finely tuned 
public diplomacy. 

2. The United States offers the world a flexible model of representative 
government, and it is a model based on values that everyone in the world wants 
and not enough people have. 

• It is that basic desire tO live free that forms the basis of President Bush's 
national security strateg}~ 

• It is in the world's interests to see a strong America that succeeds, just as it 
is in the world's interests to see success in Iraq. The alternative would be an 
unacceptable failure-a victory for terror, chaos, and tyranny. It is in America's 
best interest to stand together with our partners and with the United Nations to 
help Iraq. In doing so, we help ourselves define our nation in a new century as an 
enduring force for prosperity in a peaceful world. 

• At the end of the day, that American soldier standing there with tenure on 
the land has to stand for more than the power of a magmficent gun. The soldier 
also has to stand for the povver of American ideals. This image of the young Ameti
can standing resolute in the world ultimately speaks for the entirety of our na
tional power. 

Analysis 

In his brief remarks, Deputy Secretary of State Richard L. Armitage made a 
policy statement in which he linked militmy transformation to success m Iraq and 
future conflict. Specifically, he addressed three thmgs: military transformation as a 
foundation for the future; the need to secure Iraq now that we have saved it; and the 
requirement for good governance, socioeconomic development, and security for 
Iraq's new legacy. The creation and consolidation of this legacy will require all the 
instruments of power of the United States and other collaborating nations. Within 
that comext, the deputy secretary brought us back to where we began: military 
transformation. He argued that strategic viclOry in Iraq-and elsewhere-will also 
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require a military that can and will go beyond traditional warfighting LO help con
solidate baulefield success and tum military victory into strategic victory. 

First, the task of transfonnation to an information-age military that is flex
ible, light. agile, and hostile has helped set the United States on a course to a more 
secure future. Armitage pointed out that in Iraq we saw coalition forces that were 
linked together by webs of infonnation that gave us a military operation that was 
responsive to political direction, efficient, and absolutely precise in its lethality. 
He argued that we have reached a juncture m hiswry in which the nexus of politi
cal and military capabilities and strategy allows us to wield our power in a way 
that is consistent with our goals as a society. In that connection, he underscored 
another point: The power of a nation and all the persuasion that power can com
mand never has resided. and never will reside, solely in military might. 

Second, Armitage emphasized that since the inhumane and murderous re
gime of Saddam Hussein is no longer a threat to the people of lraq and the stabil
ity of the rest of the Middle East, we must make that country a model for the 
region and the future. Indeed , he argued that President Bush has invoked the idea 
of a new Marshall Plan for Iraq and the region and that the United States must 
again use its resources to reclaim peace, rebuild infrastructure, and ensure demo
cratic processes. This is not just a matter of principle. It is a matter of our own 
national interest. As France and the rest of Western Europe were saved from po
litical, economic, and military devastation by the first Marshall Plan, Iraq and 
much of the Middle East may also become sources of stability and success on 
today's tenns. Annitage argued that. like our earlier investment in the European 
Marshall Plan, our investment in Iraq and the Middle East will be worth the cost, 
but will take time, effort, and patience. If the coalition leaves Iraq too soon, all we 
have achieved to date-all the sacrifice of our soldiers-will have been in vain. 
That would lead to victory for terror, victory for chaos, and victory for tyranny. 

Third, the deputy secretary stated that lraq is a critical test case for this new 
century. He reasoned that this case will delineate the kind of world we want to 
see, and America's place in it. A new legacy for Iraq and the region will require 
good governance, socioeconomic development, security, and peace. The achieve
ment of such an ambitious and worthy objective will require several things. lt will 
require confident American leadership and a comprehensive effort working in 
cooperation with our oldest allies in Europe and our newest friends around the 
world. Moreover, it will require the deliberate creation of legitimate Iraqi gover
nance and a peaceful and prosperous civil society. It will require the socioeco
nomic reconstruction of Iraq and sustaining the great global coalition against 
tenorism. It \viii also require finely tuned public diplomacy to take our message 
of freedom to the region and the world. As important as anything else, a just. 
stable, and peaceful Iraq will require a strong and resolute America, using all the 
instruments of power at its disposal. In that connection, Annitage concluded that 
the image of the young American soldier ultimately speaks most for the enmety 
of U.S. national power. 
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Tra11scripi 

AMBASSADOR RICHARD L. 
ARMITAGE: 1 am honored to be here. I 
have panicipated in the past in the 
Eisenhower series. This series has long 
provided a forum for some of this 
nation's most gifted strategic thinkers to 

come together to challenge the 
orthodoxy of the day on the nexus 
between political and military strategy. 
Given that comext, it comes as no 
surprise to me that General Schoomaker 
is one of the sponsors of this event. 
Whether hes on the fields of battle or 
in the halls of bureaucracy, Peter 
Schoomaker has never met a challenge 
he couldn't tackle and take down. 

And speaking of challenges, 1 
understand that I'm batting cleanup in Richard L. Armitage 
this conference. After such heavy hitters 
as Don Rumsfeld and my friend, joe 
Nye, it will be a challenge for me, 1 guess, just to get on base. 

255 

I think in such a gathering, Secretary Rumsfeld deserves a great deal of credit. 
His indefatigable commitmem to the task of transformation to an information
age military that is flexible , light, agile, hostile has helped set our counuy on the 
course to a more secure future. Certainly, in Iraq, we saw coalition forces which 
were linked together by webs of information. with air surveillance guiding ground 
troops and ground reconnaissance aiding an forces. all in realtime. And that gave 
us a military operation that was efficient, it was responsive, and it was absolutely 
precise in its lethality. 

Indeed, you might say that we have reached a remarkable junclion in the 
history of our nation-certainly, in that nexus of political and military strategy
where we are able to wield our force at arms in a way that is consistent with our 
goals as a society. We have well-trained and highly motivated troops with 
technologically sophisticated equipment. They can carry out any mission we might 
see as necessaty to our interests, while greatly minimizing the destntction to ciVilian 
lives, property, and mfrastructure and maximizing our ability to protect our own 
combat forces. 

And yet, even with this most powerful militaty history has ever seen, we find 
that there are certain variables that don't change much. And so today, it is still a 
soldier on the field of battle, seizing and holding ground-tenure on the land
who ultimately determines the outcome of a fight. lt is still the inescapable suasion 
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of a soldier with a bayonet standing on enemy territOJy that bends an enemy to our 
will, and Iraq has proven to us all just how important that point is. 

Iraq has also underscored another durable nuth: The power of a nation and 
all the suasion that power can command never has resided and never will reside 
solely in military might. After all, even that essemial soldier who takes and holds 
ground can only stand there defending territory for so long, particularly when he 
or she comes from an all-volunteer force of a democratic nation. 

And so, as the soldier must hold ground, as our forces and those of 31 other 
coumries are doing right now in Iraq, we must also hold a different kind of ground. 
Because victory in Iraq won't just be when our soldiers can hold their place without 
fear of auack or ambush, it will also be when the lights go on across the country, when 
clean water flows from all the taps. lt will be when orclina1y people can go about their 
business in the streets of Kirkuk, of Baghdad, and Karbala. It will be when Iraq is 
governed by Iraqis, chosen freely and fairly by their countrymen and women. 

This is a noble and worthy goal, one for which the United States has accepted 
responsibilily, and one that will not be achieved on the quick. After all, democracy 
means more than holding a vote. It means constituting an entire system, a system 
of laws, a system that guarantees the rights of all peoples, and all the necessary 
institutions of civil society and of a healthy economy. 

Now, today in Iraq, the United States and our partners have cleared the way 
for this son of development to take place. And now we owe it to our men and 
women in uniform to usc every tool we have to forge ahead, not just our military 
force, but also our political and our economic cloUL, and the energy and the 
optimism of the American character. 

We will also need to act in concert with other countries. We have never sought 
any gain of tenitory from the conquest of Iraq. And so for the sake of our credibility 
in this world, for the resources we will need to sustain this operation in the time 
it \viii take tO succeed, we absolutely have to work with other nations and work as 
a partner, not a patron. 

Saddam Hussein was murderous \vith unquenchable extraterritoiial ambitions. 
He killed many hundreds of thousands of his people in wars against his neighbors 
and wars against his domestic opponents, and in his attempts to redraw the map 
of Iraq, the demographic map of Iraq. His control of the world:S second largest 
reserves of oil not on ly kept him in place, giving him, in effect, a blank check for 
a military buildup of conventional and unconventional arms, it also gave him the 
ability to destabilize the region and threaten our vital interests out of all proportion 
to his real power. 

All of the considerable pressure the international community brought to bear 
could not change that situation. Sanctions, however well meant, never stopped 
Saddam Hussein from spendmg billions whenever he wanted to. And so, regardless 
of dtsagreements over the actions we were compelled to lake in March, every 
other country in the international community knew that where Iraq was concerned, 
a day of reckomng was inevitable. 
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Iraq has been a closed society for more than a generation, and so n was 
difficult to know the true condition~ under which people ltved. Oh, we knew 
condnions were bad, hut they were worse than we could have known. lam talkmg 
about the people llussein tortured, butchered. dumped into mass graves I am 
talking about h1s cnminal neglect of ph}'Sical mfrastructurc Bechtel performed a 
cornprehensl\·e assessment of Iraq back 111 Apnl, and they found roads and bndges 
and sewage treatment plants, oll produt·uon eqtupment, and electnc power stations 
had been left lO rot for the better part of 20 years. And 111 many cases, those 
rottmg structures wne also beanng the Snlrs of three succcss1ve wars. Ultunately, 
though. I am also talkmg about the ternblc damage Saddam llusscm d1d to the 
psychological infrastructure of Iraqi societ)'. 

And so now 1t 1s ume for the world to tum to the task of hclpmg the people 
of Iraq, and we must succeed. It's not just as a matter of prinCiple hecause we arc 
somehow obligated to seemg this through, and not even hecause we want w 
alleviate the suffenng of the people of Iraq, no matter how Important that IS. The 
sad tntth is that there arc suffering peopk all over the world, and the first obhgauon 
for any nation on that score is to its own people. We must succeed in securing 
lmq now that we haw sa,·ed It because It 1s a maHer of our own national interests, 
because it ism the American character to hmsh the JOb and to hn1sh 11 right and 
because 11 ISm the vnal1ntcrnauonal imercsts to see that th1s nauon m the heart 
of the M1ddle East, the ver> cradle of Civilization and a mamstay of the modern 
economy, will not only cease to be a threat to the region and the world, but will 
become a source of stab1ht}' and success on today$ terms 

The United ',tates and a coaliuon ol 46 countnes is workmg With detenmnauon 
to ensure that Iraq reaches that success and achiC\'CS stabihty. But I want to be 
clear that this is not an occupation m the sense that the world IS most fam1har 
With, a term that makes our fnends and alhes understandably wary. Cenamly. 
hance remembers all too well its own clevastaung and degrading expenence m 
World War II. Indeed, ll speaks to the uny1elding spirit of France that the people 
of Paris hberated the c11y from wnhm cn·n as the 2d Armored 01v1sion of Free 
French led Amencan troops into the city. But the Third ReH.h had no intention ~)1 
retummg Paris to the French, cenamly not intact. 

What we set.: toda} m Iraq is the oppl)Sitc. lt was Saddam Hussein who turned 
h1s own country mto a wasteland. and ItS h1s remnant network of collaborawrs, 
along wnh their forc1gn rccruns, who c:ontl nue that dmy work today. These people 
offer their country nothmg, JUSt as the Tahhan and tls al Q<teda masters had nothing 
to offer to the people of Afghanistan. onl> a commued cycle of death. pillage. and 
destruction. And its s1mply not an option to consign the 2 3 million-plus people 
of Iraq back to that fate, any more than it is an option 111 Mghamstan. 

So Pans, 111 the end, was saved. l'\ot JUSt by the will of ns mhabnants and 
allied forces at arms. hut b) mgenuny and by entrepreneurship, and b} that massl\'C 
investment m 1 he fulllre mentioned so mnn}' umes in the course of your conference, 
the t-.1arshall Plan Indeed, Pres1dem Bush mvoked the Mar-; hall Plan m h1s address 
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to the United Nations. The vision of George Marshall, which met with skepticism 
at the time, was borne out. His intent was not just humanitarian, and it wasn't 
just security, even though he meant to make sure we were not drawn into another 
war. lL was also about economic self-interest. And indeed, today, the European 
Union is this nalion's largest single economic partner, accounting for some $376 
billion in annual trade Oows, and hundreds of billions more in investment. 

And so Iraq is also about humanirarian relief, it's about security, and it's about 
self-interest. And here, too, our investment will be worth the cost. And l want to 
remind you all of a hard truth. The $20 billion that President Bush has requested 
for reconstruction costs may seem like a lot of money, but we have spent an even 
more considerable sum of money combating and containing Saddam Hussein 
over the last l3 years. At this point, we have to be prepared to expend our resources 
to achieve peace, not just to make war. 

The vast majority oflraqis want to redeem their country. And while they are 
understandably anxious about the timetable, they are on their way to reclaiming 
their sovereignty. The Coalition Provisional Authority and jerry Bremer deserve a 
great deal of credit in my mind for the considerable progress we have seen to date 
and for laying out the steps it will take to support the development of a true 
democracy. But in the end, only the people of lraq can overcome the terrible 
legacy left to them by Saddam Hussein. 

A new legacy will require good governance, economic recovery, and a 
reconstituted civil society, and, of course, improved security. The Iraqi Governing 
Council has now been recognized as a legitimate interim representative of the 
people of Iraq by the Arab League, by OPEC, by the UN Security Council, and 
most recently by the United Nations General Assembly. The Council appointed 
25 new ministers. And the tragic death yesterday of Minister Akila al-Hashemi 
has actually given her colleagues one more reason to carry on, one more reminder 
that they hold the future of Iraq in their hands. Of course, political developments 
won't succeed without tandem economic developments. So today, an array of 
projects are under way, including repairs that will make the country's 
infrastructure reliable for the firstllme in generations. Unfortunately, the repairs 
to the psychological infrastructure will be much more challenging. The economy 
has long been undermined by handouts, petty larcenies, and a significant black 
market. But Iraq has always had the natural and human resources it needed to 
feed the people and fuel the economy, and now Iraqis must find the willpower 
to do so. Our military forces have cleared the way, and now the Coalition 
Provisional Authority is helping constitute a healthy civil society that will be 
able w support a free market economy and a representative government, 
including better schools, local banks, hospitals, but also PTAs !Parent Teacher 
Associations] and local city councils, and paying work with reconstruction 
contracts. 

Of course, for all of these fine efforts, security remains a challenge. And so we 
will continue to recruit and train Iraqi forces to police the streets and protect both 
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peoples and facilities. And, indeed, the president's supplemental requests envision 
an additional $5 billion for that task alone. 

It's my view that the vast majority of Iraqis are hungry to resume the normal 
rhythm of life. And I believe that is the desire that in the end will win out. In fact, 
l suspect that one of our central challenges will continue to be patience. Again, 
democracy is not a quick fix. Lt is an interlocking system of citizens groups, 
institutions, and indeed businesses, and they take some time to form where they 
have not been allowed to nourish. If the coalition leaves the country too soon, all 
we have achieved to date, all of the sacrifice of our soldiers and the millions of 
Iraqis who want a better life, could be rapidly undone. 

Now, I realize that I was asked to speak to you today about "National Power 
in Its Entirety" Its a rather modest subject, l must say. And it may seem that I have 
driven off on a tangent from that magisterialwpic by focusing so much on Iraq. 
Indeed, I'm sure Iraq has been the predominant theme of this conference, and 
that is as it should be. lt may well be that Iraq is a critical test case for a new 
century. Indeed, I believe that our actions wday in Iraq will delineate what kind 
of world we want to see, and Americas place in it. 

What it will take to succeed in Iraq--confident American leadership and a 
comprehensive effort, working in cooperation with many nations-is what it will 
take to meet the other great challenges of our day. This includes reconsuucting 
Afghanistan and sustaining the great global coalition against terrorism, prevailing 
against the nuclear ambitions of North Korea and of lran, and bringing peace to 
Israel and to Palestine. But it also includes dealing adequately with such sweeping 
challenges as HIV/AIDS, where there is no military solution at all, or for that 
matter, seizing on the tremendous opportunities of our day for expanding trade 
and for expanding investment, for sharing in intellectual property, agricultural 
productivity, and information technology. lt all will take a world system of 
partnerships. 

For the United States, that will mean membership in multilateral organizations 
that are productive, including a revitalized and growing NATO, a WTO [World 
Trade Organization I which serves the interests of all its members, and undertakings 
such as the Middle East Partnership Initiative. But it also means nurturing a network 
of relationships with our oldest allies in Europe and our newest friends around 
the world to include Russia and the People's Republic of China, which have 
increasingly acted as partners in a variety of common causes from trade and 
investment to the war on terrorism. Indeed, we expect that President Putin and 
President Bush will be able to extend the personal warmth between them into 
deeper relations between our countries in the course of their Camp David summit 
tonight and tomorrow. 

Now, 1 believe we're all familiar with the Pew poll on global attitudes, which 
tracked a strong current of ami-American sentiment in the world. But you shouldn't 
forget that it also tracked an equally strong currem of admiration for Ame1ican 
values. And so while people around the world insunctively may not care for the 



260 N ATIONAL PowER IN AN UNPREDICTABLE W ORLD 

concentration of power in American hands. the current state of affairs is far more 
in any nation's interest than the alternatives. The fact is that a return to a great 
superpower competition with annihilation hanging in the balance is not in anyone's 
interests, nor is forcing on the world a model of state power based on repression 
and selective dep1ivation. Now, there are certainly steps, including more graceful 
cooperation in worthwhile multilateral efforts and a more finely tuned public 
diplomacy, that we can take to allay some of the animosity and some of the built
up anxiety. 

But the essential truth is that the United States offers the world a Oexible 
model of representative government, one that thrives on free minds and on free 
markets. It is a model based on values that everyone in the world wants and not 
enough people have. Indeed, millions of people around the world aspire to these 
values in spite of their own governments. So it is no surprise that some governments 
try to distract anention with convenient anti-Americanism. 

1L is that basic desire to live free that fonns the basis of President Bush's 
national security strategy, which is to prevail against terrorists, whether freelance 
or holding a state hostage, and to promote and support the development of 
democratic institutions across the Middle East and around the world. 

And so it is in the world's mterests to see a strong America that succeeds, 
just as it JS in the worlds interests to see success in Iraq. Not because other 
nations agree with every decision our government takes, but because the 
alternative would be an unacceptable failure-a victory for terror, a victory for 
chaos, and a victory for tyranny. It is in our imcrests to stand together with our 
partners and with the United Nations to help Iraq, and in so doing, to help 
ourselves to define our nation in a new centUI)' as an enduring force for prosperit)' 
in a peaceful world. 

And so, at the end of the day. that American soldier standmg there with 
tenure on the land has to stand for more than the power of a magnificcm gun. 
The soldier also has to stand for the power of our ideals. It is the preeminence of 
these ideals that has given this nation such predominance at this junction of history 
And it is that image of the young American standing resolute m the world that 
ultimately speaks most to the emirety of our national power. 

Thank you very much. Good afternoon. 

JANNE E. NOLAN. Ph .D.: This concludes our very successful meeting. I just 
want to extend. I think on behalf of everyone, profound thanks to Secretary 
Armitage for such inspiring remarks. 

l have administrative remarks, which is such a downer after that. I'm so sorry. 
I've been asked to please ask all of you who have participated in this conference 

to go to the web site for the Nauonal Security Senes and fill in the questionnaire 
to give feedback to the Anny organizers about what you liked and what you 
didn't like about the conference, so that, as we used to say in the interest of 
criticism and self-c1iticism. it can be improved next year. 
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And let me just conclude and, again, to thank the leadership of the U.S. 
Army. to thank General Schoomaker, to thank his predecessors, and to extend a 
very, very wann general thanks to all the people who worked so hard-all those 
wonderful young Army oiTicers and their associates. And I have been told, by 
them specifically, I'm not allowed to name names, but you know who you are, for 
pulling together such a really very, very brilliant, eclectic, fair-minded , and open 
dialogue for two days. 

Thank you very much. 
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Rafeeuddin Ahmed 

Rafeeuddin Ahmed is the former UN undersecretary-general and special 
advisor to the UN secretary-general on Iraq. 

Since june 2000, Ahmed has been special representative of the World Tour
ism Organization to the United Nations, as well as special advtsor to the executive 
director of the United Nations Development Fund for Women. 

Ahmed, a former Pakistani diplomat, joined the United Nations in May 
1970 and since then has held numerous UN positions, including assistant sec
retary-general and executive assistant to the secretary-general; undersecretary
general and chef de cabinet of the secretary-general; undersecretary-general for 
political affairs, trusteeship, and decolonization; and undersecretary-general and 
special representative of the secretary-general for humanitarian affairs in South
east Asia. 

He also has held several economic and social development positions such as 
undersecretary-general for international economic and social affairs; 
undersecretary-general and executive secretary of the United Nations Economic 
and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific; undersecretary-general and asso
ciate administrator of the United Nations Development Program; secretary of the 
Economic and Social Council; and director of the Resources and Program Plan
ning Office, Department of Economic and Social Affairs. 

From February 2003 to july 2003, Ahmed was undersecretary-general 
and special adviser to the secretary-general on Iraq. He also has had nurner
ous special assignments at the United Nations including chairman, United 
Nations Appointment and Promotion Board; member. board of trustees. United 
Nations Institute for Training and Research; and principal aide to the secre
tary-general for the Iran hostage crisis. 

Ahmed completed graduate studies in international economics and inter
national law at the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy and earned his Bach
elor of Arts with honors in economics and political science and Master of Arts 
in political science from the University of the Punjab, Lahore, Pakistan. 

He jointly edited a book entitled. Lessons Learned in Crises and Post-Con
flict Situations. 

Ahmed speaks English, French, and Urdu. 
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Ambassador Richard L Armitage 

Ambassador Richard Lee Atmitage's nomination as deputy secretary of state was 
conflnned by the Senate on March 23, 2001. He was sworn in on March 26, 2001. 

Since May 1993, Annnage was president of Armitage Associates LC. He was 
engaged in worldwide business and public policy endeavors as well as frequent 
public speaking and writing. 

He previously held senior troubleshooting and negotiating positions in the 
State Department, Department of Defense. and Congress. From 1992 to 1993, 
Annitage directed U.S. assistance to the Newly Independent States of the former 
Soviet Union. In January 1992, the Bush administration's desire to jump-start 
imernational assistance to the NlS resulLed in his appointment as coordinator for 
emergency humanitanan assistance. During his tenure in these positions, he com
pleted extensive imernational coordination projects with the European Commu
nity, japan, and other donor countries. 

From l989to 1992, he filled key diplomauc positions as presidential special 
negotiator for the Philippines Military Bases Agreement and special mediator for 
water in the Middle East. Fonner President Bush sent him as a special emissary to 
jordan's King Hussein during the 1991 Gulf War. 

From 1983 to 1989. Armitage served as assistam secretary of defense for imer
national security affairs. He played a leading role in Middle East security policies 

From 1975 to 1976, he was posted as a Pentagon consultant in Tehran. Arter 
two years in the private sector, he became admimstrative assistant to Senator 
Robert Dole in 1978. In the 1980 Reagan campaign, he was senior advisor to the 
Interim Foreign Policy Advisory Board. From 1981 umiljune 1983, he was deputy 
assistant secretary of defense for East Asia and Pacific affairs in the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense. 

Armitage graduated in 1967 from the U.S. Naval Academy. He served on a 
destroyer stationed on the Vietnam gunline and subsequently completed three 
combat tours in Vietnam. He left active duty in I 973 and joined the United States 
Defense Attache Office, Saigon. Immediately prior to the fall of Saigon, he orga
nized and led the removal of Vietnamese naval assets and personnel from the 
country. Armitage is fluent in Vietnamese. 

He is a four-time recipient of the Department of Defense Medal for Distin
guished Public Service. Other awards include the Secretary of Defense Medal for 
Outstanding Public Service, the Chainnan of the joint Chiefs Award for Out
standing Public Service, the Presidential Citizens Medal, and the Department of 
State Distinguished Honor Award. 

David M. Cote 

David M. Cote is chairman and chief executive officer of Honeywell. He was 
first elected president, CEO, and a member of the board of Honeywell in Febm-
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ary 2002, and became chatrman of the board of direCLorsjul> 1, 2002 Pre\1ously, 
C01e served as chatrman, prestclent, and CEO of TRVJ, aS 16 btllton, Cleveland
based products and services provtdcr for the auLOmotive, aerospace, and in forma
lion technology markets. 

Before joming TRW in November 1999, he served for 25 years at General 
Electnc. progressing through a sencs of top-level posiuons in manufacturing. fi
nance, marketmg, strategtc planmng, and general management In 1996, he was 
appomtcd to his last posmon at G[ as corporate semor \'lCC prestclem. prcstdem, 
and CEO of GE Appliances 

Cote IS a 1976 graduate of the Um,·erstty of New Hampshtre, where he earned 
a bachelor's degree m busmess admmtstration. In Apnl 200 l, he was awarded 
Pepperdme University's highest honor, a Doctor of laws, from the umversity's 
Graziadto School of Business and Management. 

Chester A. Crocker, Ph.D. 

Chester A. Crocker, Ph.D , IS the james R. Schlesinger professor of strategtc 
stucltes at Georgetown Universny's School of Foreign Service and serves on the 
board of ns Institute for the Stud> of Dtplomacy. Crocker's teachmg and research 
focus ts on mternational secumy. conOtct management and medtatton strategy. 

From 1981LO 1989, Crocker served as assistant secretary of State for African 
affmrs. He developed the strategy and led the diplomacy that produced the trea
ues signed by Angola, Cuba, and South Africa in New York in December 1988. 
These agreements resulted in Namibta's independence in March 1990 and the 
withdrawal of foreign forces from Namibia and Angola. As assistant secretary, he 
managed a regional bureau responsible for relations with 46 nations, supervising 
a budget of $116 million, 44 embassies. and a U.S. and foretgn staff of 3,400. 

Crocker serves as chamnan of the board of the Umted States Institute of 
Peace He also sen·es on the boards of ASA Ltd., Ashanu Goldfields Company 
Ltd .. Modern Africa Growth and Investment Company LLC. and Boateng Banng 
and Partners Ltd. He ts a foundmg member and dtrecLOr of the nonprofit Corpo
rate Counctl on Africa and serves on the board of \'isitors of the Nauonal Defense 
Umvcrsity m Washington, D.C. 

Crocker's previous professional experience includes scrv1ce as news cdiLOr of 
Afriw H~port magazine, from 1968 to 1969, and staff officer at the National Secu
nty Council from 1970 to 1972, where he worked on Middle l:ast, lndtan Ocean, 
and Afnca issues. He first JOined Georgetown University as threcLOr of its Master 
of Sctcncc in Foreign Sen·ice program, sen•mg concurrent!} as associate profes
sor of mternational relauons. 

He has lectured and wmten on intemauonal poliucs, U.S foreign poliC}'. 
mcdtauon and negouauon, Afncan affatrs, and post-Cold War secunty ISSUes. He 
has appeared on numerous tcle\'lsion shows; as a dinner or kc}110le speaker at 
conferences m the Umted States, Europe, and Africa; and as a wnncss in congres-
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sional hearings. His book, High Noon in Southern Africa: Mahing Peace in a Rough 
Neighborhood, was published by Norton in 1993. 

Born in New York City in 1941, Crocker received his Bachelor of Arts from 
Ohio State University in 1963, graduating Phi Beta Kappa with distinction, in 
history. He received his Master of Arts and Doctor of Philosophy from johns 
Hopkins University's School of Advanced International Studies. He and his wife, 
Saone, reside in Washington , D.C. 

Ambassador James Dobbins 

Ambassador james Dobbins is director of the International Security and De
fense Policy Center at RAND, a nonprofit institution that helps improve policy 
and decision making through research and analysis. 

He is a veteran diplomat who has held senior White House and Department 
of State positions under four presidents, having most recently served as the Bush 
administration's special envoy for Afghanistan. He previously served as a U.S. 
special envoy for Kosovo, Bosnia, Haiti, and Somalia. 

He also has served as assistant secretary of state for Europe, special assistant 
to the president for the Western Hemisphere, special advisor to the president and 
secretary of state for the Balkans, and ambassador to the European Community. 

Through the 1990s, he supervised peace operations in Kosovo and Bosnia, as 
he earlier had for Haiti and Somalia, managing American relief and reconstruc
tion efforts in the Balkans in excess of $1 billion per annum. 

In the wake of September ll, he served as the Bush administration's repre
sentative to the Afghan opposition. He worked to form and install a successor 
regime to the Taliban, represented the United States at the Bonn Conference, 
reopened the U.S. embassy in Kabul and represented the United States in the 
inauguration of Hamid Karzai as Afghanistan's new head of state. 

Dobbins has expertise in Afghanistan, the Balkans, Iraq, and Europe and 
•vilh U.S. foreign relations, NATO, and trends and issues in international security. 

He received a bachelor's degree from the Georgetown University School of 
Foreign Service. 

Dobbins has appeared on the BBC, the "CBS Evenmg News»; CNN's "Ameri
can Morning"; CNNs "Larry King Live"; CNN FN; CNN International; "FOX 
News Sunday with Tony Snow»; PBS' "The NewsHour with Jim Lehrer"; ABC's 
News Radio; CNBC; ABC News Special, "The War in Iraq with Peter jennings"; 
CBS' "60 Minutes"; NPR's "All Things Considered''; and NBC$ "Saturday To
day.'' He has appeared in articles by Cox News Service. Bloomberg, Knight Ridder 
News Service. the Houston Chronicle, Copley News Service, Reuters, and the 
Financial Times. 

He is co-author of the book, Americas Role in Nation-Building: From Germany 
to Iraq" (2003), with john G. McGinn, Keith Crane, Seth G. jones, Rollie Lal, 
Andrew Rathmell , Rachel M. Swanger, and Anga Tamilsina. 
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Susan Eisenhower 

Susan Eisenhower, president and chief executive officer of the Eisenhower 
Institute, is best known for her work in Russia and the former Soviet Union. Over 
the years. Eisenhower has testified before the Senate Armed Services and Senate 
Budget Committees on policy toward that region. She has been appoi med to a 
third term to the National Academy of Sciences' standing Committee on Interna
tional Security and Arms Control. In 2000, a year before the September llterror
ist attacks, she co-edited a book, Islam and Central Asia, which carried the pre
scient subtitle, An Enduring Legacy or an Evolving Threat? 

In the spring of 2000, the secretary of energy appointed Eisenhower to a blue 
tibbon task force , the Baker-Cutler Commission. to evaluate U.S.-funded nuclear 
nonproliferation programs in Russia, and smce that time she has served as an 
advisor on another Department of Energy study. In the fall of 2001, she was ap
pointed to serve on the International Space Station (ISS) Management and Cost 
Evaluation Task Force, which analyzed ISS management and cost ovenuns. She 
also serves as an academic fellow of the International Peace and Security program 
of the Carnegie Corporation of New York and is a director of the Carnegie En
dowment for International Peace and the Nuclear Threat Initiative. 

Eisenhower has spoken at diverse gatherings-universities, from Harvard to 
UCLA; World Affairs Councils; corporate gatherings; and to specialized audiences, 
such as the one assembled at the Army War College, where she gave the 1998 
Commandant's LecLUre. She also has spoken at the White House. as well as other 
prominent institutions. 

Eisenhower$ first professional experience was as a writer. Within the last 10 
years, Eisenhower has authored three books, two of which-Breaking Free and 
Mrs. Ike-have appeared on bestseller lists. She also has edited three collected 
volumes on regional security issues and penned hundreds of op-eds and articles 
on foreign policy for publications such as the Washington Post, the los Angeles 
Times, USA Today , the U.S. Naval Institutes Proceedings, the Spectator and Ganneu 
newspapers. She has provided analysis for CNN lmernational, MSNBC, "Nightline," 
"Wo rld News Tonight with Peter jennings ," "CBS Sunday Morning," "The 
NewsHour with jim Lehrer," FOX News, and "Hardball," as well as National Pub
lic Radio and other nationwide television and radio programs. 

Eisenhower also has consulted for major companies doing business overseas, 
such as IBM, American Express, and Lora! Space Systems. She currently serves on 
the advisory board of Stonebridge International, a Washington-based international 
consulting firm chaired by former National Security Advisor Samuel ''Sandy" Berger. 

Douglas C. Farah 

Douglas C. Farah recently joined the investigative staff of the Washington 
Post. For the previous 17 years, he worked as a foreign correspondent for the 
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Washington Post and other publications , covering Latin America and West 
Africa. 

Born to missionary parents on July 22, 195 7, he moved to the Amazon basin 
in Bolivia when he was 18 months old. When he was 7 years old, his family 
moved to La Paz. Following his graduation from the American Cooperative School 
in 197 4 , he spent several years working in rural development and traveling around 
Latin America and Europe. 

In 1980, he enrolled at the University of Kansas, where he began working 
for United Press International. ln 1985, after graduating with honors with a 
Bachelor of Arts in Latin American studies and a Bachelor of Science in journal
ism, he was named UP! bureau chief in El Salvador, covering the civil war there 
and the U.S.-backed Contra rebels in Honduras. In 1987, he left UPito freelance 
for the Washington Post, the Boswn Globe and U.S. News & World Report. ln 1988, 
he won the Sigma Delta Chi Distinguished Service Award for Foreign Corre
spondence for a Washington Post series on right-wing death squads in El Salva
dor. 

In 1990, he moved to Bogota, Colombia, to cover the exploding drug war in 
the Andean region. Working in Colombia, Venezuela, Ecuador, and Bolivia, he 
chronicled the rise and fall of the Medellin cane! and its leader, Pablo Escobar. 

ln 1992, he was hired by the Washington Post as staff correspondent for Cen
tral America and the Caribbean. In 1995, he was awarded the Maria Moor Cabot 
Prize by Columbia University for outstanding coverage of Latin America. 

In 1997, Farah returned to Washington as the international investigative re
poner covering drug trafficking and organized crime. He covered the emergence 
of Russian organized crime groups in Latin America and the Caribbean and the 
growth of Mexican drug cartels within the United States. 

In March 2000, Farah was named West Africa bureau chief for the Washing
ton Post. Based in Abidjan, Ivory Coast, he traveled and wrote extensively about 
the brutal civil wars in Sierra Leone and Liberia. In November 2001, Farah broke 
the story of al Qaedas ties to those diamond and weapons networks. Later that 
month, because of threats against his life, Farah and his family were evacuated 
from West Africa. 

He has just completed a book on tenorist financial structures, Blood From 
Stones: The Secret Terrolist Financial Trail, which vvill be published in May 2004 by 
Broadway Books of Random House. 

Davi.d Gordon, Ph.D. 
David Gordon, Ph.D., is the director of the Office of Transnational Issues at 

the Centrallmelligence Agency. Analysts in this office provide direct intelligence 
on a broad array of crucial issues of national security, including global energy and 
economic security, corruption and illicit financial activity, foreign denial and de
ception programs, and societal and humanitarian conOicts. 
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Gordon JOtned the CIA m May 1998 when he was appo1nted national mtclli
gence officer for econom1cs and global1ssucs on the Nauonal Intelligence Council 
(NlC). While on the NIC, he directed ma;or analyucal proJects on country-level 
economic and financial crises. trends, and the changmg geopolitics of energy and 
proVIded leadership for the NICs seminal Global Trends 2015 repon. 

Pnor to h1s service on the NIC, Gordon was senior fellow and director of the 
U.S. Pohcr Program at the Overseas Development Council Earher. he served as a 
senior staff member on the lnternauonal Relauons Commlllce of the U.S. I louse 
of Reprcsentauves and as the regional economic policy adv1sor for the U.S. Agency 
for lmernauonal Development, based m Nairobi, Kenya. 

During the 1980s, Gordon pursued an academic career with a joint appoint
ment at the Umversity of M1chigan and M1ch1gan State Umversity. Current I}'. he is 
an adjunct professor at the School of Fore1gn Semce at Georgetown Umvcrslty. 
He also has taught at the College of Wilham and Mary, Pnnceton University, and 
the Umversity of Nairobi. 

Gordon 1s a graduate of Bowdoin College and undertook graduate studies in 
both political sc1ence and econom1cs at the Umversity of M1chigan. where he 
recCI\'ed h1s doctoral degree m 1981. He and hiS wife, joan Parker. live m Wash
ington, D.C.., with their sons, Alexander and Charles. 

Roy Gulman 

Roy Gutman has reponed on tnternattonal affa1rs for more than three 
decades and is currently an adjunct professor at the Medtll School of Journal
ism. a Jennings Randolph senior fellow at the U.S. Instil Ute of Peace, and a 
Washington-based correspondent for News wah. From 1989 to 1994, he served 
as the Nnvsclay European bureau chtef. reporting on the fall of commumsm in 
Eastern Europe. the umflcatton of German}' and the v1olent dismtcgratton of 
Tito's Yugoslavia. H1s reports on "ethmc cleansmg" 111 Bosnia-Herzegovma. 
including the first documented accounts of Serb-run concentrauon camps, 
won the Pulitzer Prize for international reporting in 1993, the George Polk 
Award for foretgn reporung, the Selden Rmg Award for mvestigative report
ing, and other honors. 

Gutman reponed for Reuters in Bonn, Vtenna, Belgrade. London, and Wash
ingwn, D.C., mcluding stints as the Belgrade bureau chief and State Department 
correspondent. His 19 years at Newsday mduded e1gh1 years as national security 
reporter 111 Washington 

He is the author of Banana Dtplomacy: Thr Mailing of Amenccm Poli0' 11l Nicaragua 
1981-1987 (1988), named one of the 200 best books of 1988 by the New Y01h Times 
and the bcsl Ametican book of 1he year by 1 he London Times Literary Supplement. He 
also wTote A Witness to Genocide: The 1993 Pulitzer Prize-Winning Dispatches 011 the 
"Etlmic Ckansmg" of Bosnia (1993). The latter was published in eight coumnes, in
cludmg Bosma-Herzegovma m the last year of the confi1ct. 
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Gutman and essayist David Rieff co-edited Crimes ~(War: What the Public 
Should Know (1999), which reduces the main precepts of intemational humani
tarian law to a set of tools reporters can use in reponing conOicL. 

Born in New York City and a graduate of William Hall High School in West 
Hanford, Conn., he earned a Bachelor of Arts in history from Haverford College 
and a Master of Science in international relations from the London School of 
Economics. Gutman received an honorary Doctor of Letters from Haverford in 
1995 and was the Marvin Weissberg Professor in International Relations at Beloit 
College in 2002. He was president of Overseas Writers, the oldest association of 
diplomatic correspondents in Washington. 

Gutman is fluent in German and has a reading abilit)' in French and Serbo
Croatian and a grounding in Russian. He lives with his wife and 16-year-old daugh
ter in Hemdon, Va. 

Frances Hesselbein 

Frances Hesselbein is the chairman of the board of govemors of the Leader 
to Leader Institute, formerly the Peter F. Drucker Foundation for Nonprofit 
Management. 

Hesselbein was awarded the Presidential Medal of Freedom, the United States' 
highest civilian honor, in 1998. The award recognized her leadership as the chief 
executive officer of the Girl Scouts of the U.S.A. from 1976 to 1990, as well as her 
role as the founding president of the Drucker Foundation. Her comributions were 
also recognized by former President George H. W Bush, who appointed her to 
two presidential commissions on national and community service. 

She serves on many nonprofit and private-sector corporate boards, includ
ing the board of the Mutual of America Life Insurance Company, New York; the 
Veterans Corporation advisor)' board; and the boards of the Center for Social 
Initiative at the Harvard Business School and the Hauser Center for Nonprofit 
Management at the Kennedy School. She is the chairman of the national board 
of directors for Volunteers of America. 

She is the recipient of 16 honorary doctoral degrees. In 2001, Hesselbein was 
awarded the Henry A. Rosso Medal for Lifetime Achievement in Ethical Fund 
Raising from the Center on Philanthropy at Indiana Umversity and the !merna
tiona! ATHENA Award. In 2002, she was the first recipient of the Dwight D. 
Eisenhower National Security Series Award for her ''outstanding contributions to 
America's national security." 

Hesselbein is editor in chief of the quarterly journal Leader to Leader and a 
co-edilor of a book of the same name. She also is a co-editor of the Drucker 
Foundations three-volume Future series and Leading Beyond t11e Walls and Leading 
.for Innovation, Organizing.for Results, the first two books in the foundations Wis
dom to Action series. She was featured in a 2001 special issue of the Harvard 
Business Review as a member of a leadership round table of SIX leaders in an article 



BIOGRAPHIES 271 

entitled "All in a Day's Work." She IS the author of Hessclbein on Leadership, pub
lished in August 2002. 

Dr. Charles KraUlhammer 

Wmner of the Pulitzer Prize for distinguished commentary, Dr. Charles 
Krauthammer wntcs a syndicated column for the Washington Post that appears m 
over 125 newspapers worldwide. He also writes a monthly essay for Time maga
zine, is a contributing ed1tor to the Weekly Standard and the New Republic, serves 
on the editonal boards of the Natwnal Interest and the Public Interest, and IS a 
weekly panelist on "lns1de \Vashmgton and a contributor to FOX News. 

For two decades, h1s influential wrnings have helped shape Amcncan 
fore1gn policy. llc comed the phrase and developed "The Reagan Doctrine" 
(Time, April 1985), defined the structure of the post-Cold War world in "The 
Unipolar Moment" (foreign Affairs, 1990/l99l), and outlined a radically new 
direction in American foreign pohcy months before September 11, in "The 
Bush Doctnne. ABM, Kyoto and the New Amencan Umlateralism" (Weellly 
Standard, june 2001) 

Born in New York Cuy and ra1sed m Montreal, Kraut hammer received a Bach
elor of Arts at McGill University m 1970, a Commonwealth Scholar in pollllcs 
from Oxford Umversity and a Doctor of Med1cine at Harvard University in 1975. 
While serving as a resident and chief resident in psychially at Massachuseus Gen
eral Hospital, he published scientific papers, including his co-d1scovery of a fom 
of bipolar disease that continues to be cited in psychiatnc literature. 

In 1978. he left med1cal pracuce. moved to \Vashmgton, D C,to drrect planmng 
m psychiatric research for the Caner admm1strauon and began contributing an1clcs 
to the New Rcpllbhc. Dunng the prcs1denual campaign of L 980, he served as a 
speeci1Wliter to Vice President Walter Mondalc. He joined the New Republic as a writer 
and editor in 1981. I lis New Republic wntings won the 1984 Nauonal Magazine Award 
for Essays and Cnucism, the highest award in magazine JOUrnalism. 

In 2001, he was appomted to the Pres1dents Council on BIOethics. He 1s a 
founding board member of Washington's Shoresh Hebrew H1gh School and presi
dent of the Kraut hammer Foundauon, a charitable orgamzauon pnncipally dedi
cated to advancmgjewish culture and education. 

Krauthammer hves in suburban Washington with his w1fe Robyn, an artist, 
and their son. Daniel 

Steve LeVine 

Steve LeVine has been covering St)Uth and Central As1a for maJOr U.S. pubh
cauons for the past 15 years. Since early 2000, he has been the Wall Street journals 
correspondent for the Caucasus, Central Asia, Afghanistan, and Pakistan and IS 

based in Almaty, Kazakhstan. 
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A graduate of California State University, Fresno , and the Columbia jour
nalism School, he began his reponing career with the Associated Press in 
Charleston, W.Va., in 1981. He started his overseas career as a Newsday spe
cial correspondent in the Philippines from 1985 to 1988, and then moved to 
Pakistan, where he worked for Newsweeh from 1988 to 1991. He then moved 
to the former Soviet Union , where he wrote for the Washington Post from 1992 
to 1995 and the New York Times from 1995 w 2000. 

He researched and wrote the first lengthy account of the "Afghan Arabs," in
cluding Osama bin Laden, for Newsweek in 1991, and followed that with a Washing
ton Post investigation into the 1993 World Trade Center bombing. Beginnmg in 
1993, LeVine began writing perhaps the first lengthy articles in the U.S. or British 
press on Caspian Sea oil and Russia$ anemplS to foreclose the regions sovereignty 
through control of energy pipelines. Along the way, he covered almost all of the 
wars of successor states to the Soviet Union: Tajikistan, Nagorno-Karabakh, Abkhazia, 
Georgia, North Ossetia, and Chechnya. Currently a visiting fellow at Stanford 
University's Center on Democracy, Development and the Rule of Law, LeVine is 
writing a book on the history of the Caspian Sea and oil for Random House. 

RobertS. Litwak Ph.D. 

RobertS. Litwak, Ph.D., is the director of the Division of International SLUd
ies at the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars within the 
Smithsonian Institution in Washington, D.C. , and an adjunct professor in the 
School of Foreign Service at Georgetown University. 

Litwak is the author or editor of eight books, including Detente and the Nixon 
Doctrine, Sewrily in the Persian Gulf, Nuclear Proliferation after the Cold Wa1; and, 
most recently, Rogue Stales and U.S. Foreign Policy. He served on the National Se
curity Council staff at the White House as director for nonproliferation and ex
port controls from 1995 to 1996. 

Litwak has held visiting fellowships at Harvard University, the InternaLional 
Institute for Strategic Studies, the Russian Academy of Sciences, and the United 
States Institute of Peace and is a member of the Council on Foreign Relations. 
He holds a doctoral degree in international relations from the London School of 
Economics. 

Hisham Melhem 

Hisharn Melhem is the Washington-based correspondent for As-Sajir, the 
Lebanese daily; AI-Qabas, the Kuwaiti Daily; and Radio Monte Carlo in France. He 
is currently the host of "Across the Ocean," a weekly show for Al-Arabiya, the 
Dubai-based satellite television station. 

Born in Lebanon. Melhem received his Bachelor of Arts in philosophy from 
Villanova University in 1976; he was awarded the 1998 Alumni Medallion, an honor 
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bestowed upon alumni of the university for exceptional professional and personal 
achievements. After receiving a Master of Arts in philosophy from Georgetown 
University, he became a Washingwn-based journalist and commentator. 

Melhems writings have appeared in publications ranging from the literary 
journal, AI-Mawaqif, to the Los Angeles Times, Middle East Report, Middle East In
sight and Middle East Policy. He is the author of Dual Contaimnerll: Tl1e Demise of a 
Fallacy, published by the Center for Contemporary Arab Studies at Georgetown 
University. Melhem appears regularly on television programs such as "The 
NewsHour with jim Lehrer," "Nightline." "Good Morning America." CNN, MSNBC, 
and "The Charlie Rose Show," as well as National Public Radio. He also speaks 
regularly at college campuses, think tanks, and interest groups on U.S.-Arab rela
tions, intra-Arab relations, Arab-Israeli issues, the media in the Arab world, U.S. 
policies and the Arab world, and related topics. 

Mel hem has interviewed many national and imemational public figures , most 
recently Pres1dem George W. Bush prior to his trip to the Middle East in May 2003. 

Philip Merrill 
Philip Merrill, president and chairman of the Export-Import Bank of the United 

States, is a publisher. diplomat, and investor with broad experience in both the 
public and private sectors. Before joining Ex-lm Bank in December 2002, Merrill 
was chairman of the board of Capital-Gazette Communications, Inc., which pub
lishes Washingtonian magazine, the Capital newspaper in Annapolis, and four other 
Maryland newspapers, and has numerous other investments. 

President George W. Bush nominated Merrill for the Ex-lm Bank position Sep
tember 30, 2002, for a te1m expiring january 20, 2005. Merrill was confirmed by 
the U.S. Senate November 14,2002, and sworn into office on December 4, 2002. 

From 1990 to 1992, Merrill served in Brussels as assistant secretary-general 
of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. From 1983 to 1990, he served on the 
Department of Defense Policy Board, and from l 981 to 1983. he was counselor to 
the under secretary of defense for policy. In l988,thc secretary of defense awarded 
him the Medal for Distinguished Service, the highest civilian honor given by the 
department. 

Merrill has represented the United States in negotiations on the Law of the 
Sea Conference, the International Telecommunications Union , and various disar
mament and exchange agreements with the former Soviet Union. He is a former 
special assistant to the deputy secretary of state and has worked in the White 
House on national security affairs. He has served in six previous administrations. 

Merrill has served as a trustee of the Aspen Institute. the Chesapeake Bay Foun
dation, johns Hopkins University, Cornell University, and the Corcoran Gallery of 
An. He was VICe chairman of the Center for Strateg~c and Budgetary Assessments and 
a U.S. director of the International Institute of Strategic Studies. He has se1ved on the 
Defense Business Board. Among other organizations, Menill served on the University 



274 N ATIONAL PoweR IN AN UNPREDICTABLE W oRlD 

of Maryland board of visitors and on the boards of the johns Hopkins School of 
Advanced International Studies and the Advanced Physics Laboratories. 

He is a member of the Council on Foreign Relations. the Chief Executives' 
Organization, and the World Presidents' Organization. For many years, he chaired 
the WhiLe House Fellow Commission regional panels. 

Merrill graduated from Cornell University and the Harvard Business School's 
Program for Management Development. He and his wife Ellie have three chil
dren, Douglas, Cathy, and Nancy. 

Dan Murphy 

Dan Murphy has reported on Southeast Asia for the Ch1istian Science Monitor 
for the past three years. His special focus has been on Indonesia, where he has 
lived for the past decade. Murphy produced some of the first stories linking al 
Qaeda to Indonesian militants; he also reponed on the impeachment of President 
Abdurrahman Wahid, the failure to prosecute Indonesian troops for human rightS 
abuses in East Timor, and the separatist war in Aceh . He also wrote a series on the 
impact that Indonesia's politicaltum1oil is having on the environment. 

From 1995 to 1998, Murphy founded and ran the jakarta bureau for 
Bloomberg News, and, from 1998 to 2000, he was the lead economics and fi
nance reporter in Indonesia for the Far Eastern Economic Review. He was the 
magazines reporter on the ground during East Timor$ independence referendum 
and wrote cover stories on the Suhano family's business dealings, on the baule for 
control of Indonesia$ biggest car manufacturer, and on populist economic poli
cies that were slowing Indonesia's recovery. Murphy is the author of a compre
hensive report for the International Crisis Group on the religious war in indonesia's 
two Maluku provinces and has contribULed op-eds to the International Herald 
Tribune. 

A graduate of Oberlin College, he IS nuent in Bahasa Indonesia. 

Polly (Mary) Nayak 

Polly (Mary) Nayak is an independent consultant and a senior advisor at 
Abraxas Corporation, Mclean, Va. She is currently consulting on issues ranging 
from nuclear weapons to terrorism. Nayak is a member of the Council on For
eign Relations, Asia Society Independent Task Force on India and South Asia, 
the Brookings' Islam Task Force, and working groups on SoULh Asia and on 
nonproliferation at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and Henry 
L Stimson Cemer. Nayak has lectured extensively on U.S. foreign policy and 
South Asia. 

Nayak retired in October 2002 from the CIA after a 20-year career that began 
and ended with assignments on SoULh Asia. As issue manager for South Asia from 
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1995 to 2001, she was the mtclhgence communit>•'s senior officer and expert on 
the region, shaping intelligence and cnsts support for the Whne I louse and Con
gress. Nayak also ran the Directorate of Intelligence's South Asta Group. which 
produces multidisciplinary analysts of pohtical, economtc, military, and terror
ism- and proliferation-related developments. 

Nayak capped her CIA career wtth a Federal Executive Fellowship at the 
Brookmgs Institution in Washington during 2001-2002, whtch spothghted her 
South Asta credentials after September 11. Brookings published her policy brief, 
MReducmg Collateral Damage to lndo-Paktstani Relations from the War on Terror
ism.M m September 2002. 

Commendations received by Nayak for her work at CIA mcluded an mter
agency award for developing and launchmg counterdentaVdeception trammg for 
the intelligence community and a Career Intelligence Medal. 

Before joining the ClA, Nayak served for four years on an Indian corporate 
team negotiating international turnkey projects. She lived in rural India from 
1969 to 1974. She earlier worked at a Boston-based agency that helped resettle 
Mideastern jewish refugees 

Nayak earned a Bachelor of Arts m the honors soctal studtes program from 
Harvard Umversny. a Master of Arts from the Fletcher School of Law and Diplo
macy and completed coursework and exammanons for a doctoral degree m po
ltucal sc1ence at MlT. Her graduate fields mclude comparauve pohucs, demogra
phy and poliucal economy, with a South Asia focus. She is fluent m French and 
Spamsh, and rusty in Hindustani. 

]anne E. Nolan, Ph.D. 

janne E. Nolan. Ph.D., serves on the faculty of the security studies program 
at Georgetown University and IS working on a book about dissent and national 
security for the Century Foundation of New York. 

Nolan has held several semor pos1t1ons m the pnvate sector, mcluding as 
fore1gn poltey director at the Century Foundation of New York. semor fellow in 
fore1gn pohcy at the Brookmgs lnsllluuon and senior mternauonal secunty con
sultant at Sc1ence Applications International Corporation. ller pubhc serv1ce 
indudcs positions as a foreign affatrs officer in the Department of State, senior 
representative to the Senate Armed Services Committee for former Senator Gary 
llart , and a member of the National Defense Panel and the Secretary of Defense's 
Polley Board. 

Nolan chaired the Presidcnual Panel on U.S. Technology Transfer Policy in 
1997 and was appointed to several blue ribbon comm1sswns, mcludmg the 1998 
Accoumab1hty Re\1ew Board mvesugatmg terrorism in East Africa and the Deutch 
CommiSSIOn, exammmg government reorgamzauon for nonprohferauon. 

Nolan is the author of s1x books and many arucles on 1mernauonal securily 
and foreign pohcy in pubhcauons such as Foreign Affairs, Foretgn Polley, the New 



276 N ATIONAL PowER IN AN U NPREDICTABLE W oRlD 

York Times, Scientific American and the New Republic. She is a member of the Council 
on Foreign Relations, the Aspen Strategy Group, and the Cosmos Club and serves 
on the board of the A1ms Control Association. the Chemical and Biological Arms 
Control Institute, the Executive Commiuee of the Institute for International and 
Strategic Studies, the Lawyers' Alliance for World Security, and the board of advi
sors for the Nixon Center. 

Nolan earned a doctoral degree from the Fletcher School of Law and 
Diplomacy, Tufts Universny. 

JosephS. Nye, Jr., Ph.D. 

joseph S. Nye, jr., Ph.D., became dean of the john F. Kennedy School of 
Government, Harvard University, in December 1995. He joined the Harvard fac
ulty in 1964 and taught one of the largest core curriculum courses in the college. 

From 1977 to 1979, Nye served as deputy to the under secretary of state for 
security assistance, science and technology, and chaired the National Security 
Council Group on Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons. In recognition of his 
service, he received the highest Department of State commendation, the Distin
guished Honor Award. In 1993 and 1994, he was chairman of the National Intel
ligence Council, which coordinates intelligence esumates for the president. He 
was awarded the intelligence community's Distinguished Service Medal. In 1994 
and 1995, he served as assistant secretary of defense for international security 
affairs. 

A fellow of the American Academy of Ans and Sciences and of the Academy 
of Diplomacy, Nye has also been a senior fellow of the Aspen Institute, director of 
the Aspen Strategy Group and a member of the executive comminee of the Trilat
eral Commission. He has been a uustee of Wells College and Radcliffe College. 

A member of the ediLOrial boards of Foreign Polley magazine and thejounwl 
of International Security Affairs, he is the author of numerous books and more 
than 150 articles in professional journals. His most recent books are The Para
dox of Ame1ican Power (2002), Understanding Tnternalional Conj1icts, 4th edition 
(2002), and Power and Interdependence, 3d edition (2000). In addition, he has 
published policy articles in such venues as the New York Times, the Washington 
Post. the International Herald Tribune, the Wall Street joumal, and the Financial 
Times. He has appeared on numerous television news programs. as well as Aus
tralian, British, French, Swiss, japanese, and Korean television. 

ln addition to teachmg at Harvard, Nye has taughL for brief periods in Geneva, 
Ottawa and London. He has hved for extended periods in Europe, East Africa, 
and Central America and traveled to more than 90 countries. 

Nye received his bachelor's degree summa cum laude from Princeton Uni
versity m 1958. He did posLgraduaLe work at Oxford University on a Rhodes 
Scholarship and earned a doctoral degree in political science from Harvard 
University. 
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I lis hobb1es mclude fly-f1shmg, h1kmg, squash, skung, gardemng, and work
ing on h1s tree farm 111 New llampshire. lie is marned to ~ lolly I larding Nyc, an 
an consultant and poucr. They have three sons. 

Sandra L. Pack 

Sandra L. Pack became assistant secretary of the Army for financial man 
agement and comptroller November 12. 2001, followmg her nommation b) 
Pres1dcnt George W Bush. Pack is the pnnctpal advtsor to the secretary of the 
Army for all comptroller funcuons and all financial management activiues 
and operations. Specifically, she ts rcsponstble for the planmng, programming, 
budgeung, and execution S)·stcm of the Department of the Army. She super
vises Army finance and accounung poltc1es, pracuccs, and procedures. She 
also has oversight of the Army-wide cost and econom1c analysis functions and 
activtues, and supervision, direction. and development of Army independent 
cost esumates 

Pack has scrvcclm a \'anct)' of financtal management leadership posntons 
to mclude director of planning and operauons. MicroProse Division of Spec
trum llolobyte Inc.; director, Small Business Consulting and Accounting Ser
vices. and director, Microcomputer Consulung and Acc.:ounung Services. Ernst 
and Young. 

Previously, Pack served as the director of treasury for Bush for Prestdent, 
Inc., and for Bush-Cheney 2000, Inc. She also served as deputy director of trea
sury for Bob Dole for President , Inc. , and dm:ctor of treasury for Ph1l Gramm for 
Prestdent. Inc. 

Pack IS a certified pub!tc accountant w11h a business degree from Notre Dame 
College in Baltimore. She resides in Arnold, Mel. 

George Perkovich, Ph.D. 

Until arriving at the Carnegie Endowment as vice president for studies in 
january 2002, George Perkovtch, Ph.D .. was deputr director for programs and 
director of the Secure World Program of theW Alton jones Foundation. He over
saw a total of $26 million in annual grants and also destgned and nnplementcd 
imtiativcs to fun her the board's mandate of reducing the risk of nuclear war. I lc 
was w11h the foundauon from 1990 through 2001. 

A prolific wrner, PerkO\'tch's work has appeared in a range of publications. 
including foreign Affairs magazine, the Atlantrc Monthly, the Weehly Standard, the 
Wall Socet journal, the Washington Post, and the New Y01h Times. l ie wrote India\ 
Nudt•ar Bomb (1999; updated paperback edH1on, 200 l) The book receh·ed the 
Herbert Feis Award from the American H1sLorical Associauon and the A. K 
Coomaraswamy Pnze from the Association for Asian Studies. 
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Before his work with the jones Foundation, Perkovich served as a speech writer 
and foreign policy advisor to Senator joseph Biden. He is a member of the Coun
cil on Foreign Relations and the International lnstitULe for Strategic Studies. 

Perkovich speaks both French and Russian. He received his Bachelor of Arts 
from the University of California at Santa Cruz, his Master of Arts in Soviet stud
ies from Harvard University, and his Doctor of Philosophy in foreign affairs from 
the University of Virginia. 

Daniel B. Poneman 

Daniel B. Poneman, principal, the Scowcroft Group, has extensive expertise 
in the defense, energy. and export control arenas. For nine years, he practiced law 
in Washington, D.C., assisting clients in a wide variety of regulatory and policy 
matters, including export controls, trade policy, and sanctions issues. 

From 1993to 1996, Poneman served as special assistant to the president and 
senior director for nonproliferation and export controls at the National Security 
Council, with responsibilities for the development and implementation of U.S. 
policy in such areas as peaceful nuclear cooperation, missile technology and space
launch activities, sanctions determinations, chemical and biological arms control 
efforts, and conventional arms transfer policy Poneman joined the NSC staff in 
1990 as director of defense policy and arms comrol, after service in the Depart
ment of Energy. He has served as a member of the Commission to Assess the 
Organization of the Federal Government to Combat the Proliferation of Weapons 
of Mass Destruction as well as other federal advisory panels. 

He received his Bachelor of Arts and Doctor of Laws from Harvard Univer
sity, and a Master of Leuers in politics from Oxford University. Poneman is the 
author of books on nuclear energy policy and on Argentina and is a member of 
the Council of Foreign Relations. 

Donald H. Rumsfeld 

Donald H. Rumsfeld was sworn in as the 21st secretary of defense january 
20, 2001. 

Rumsfeld is responsible for directing the actions of the Department of De
fense in response to the September 11 , 2001 , terrorist attacks. The department 
has developed a new defense strategy and replaced the old model for sizing forces 
with an approach more relevam to the 21st century. Rumsfeld proposed and the 
president approved a signiHcam reorganization of the worldwide command struc
ture, the Unified Command Plan, which resulted in the establishment of the U.S. 
Northern Command and the U.S. Strategic Command. 

Rumsfeld attended Princeton University on academic and Navy ROTC schol
arships and received a Bachelor of Arts in 1954. He served rn the Navy from 1954 
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to 1957 as an aviator and fl1ght mstructor. He retired from the Navy Reserve m 
1989 w1th the rank of captam. 

In 1957, he came to Washmgton to serve as an administrative assistant to a 
congressman. He was elected to the I louse of Representatives from Illinois in 
1962, and was re-elected in L 964, 1966, and 1968. Rumsfcld resigned from Con
gress in 1969 to join the N1xon cabinet. From 1973to 1974, he served as the U.S. 
ambassador to NATO in Brussels. 

He was recalled to Washmgton m 1974. to serve as chairman of the transi
tion to the presidency of Gerald R Ford. From 1974 to 1975, he served as the 
ch1cf of staff of the White House and a member of the pres1dem:S cabmet. He 
served as the 13th secretary of defense, the youngestm the coumry:S h1story from 
197'5 to 1977. Rumsfeld was awarded the nation's highest c1vihan award, the 
Presidential Medal of freedom, in 1977. 

From 1977 to 1985, he served as chief executive officer, president, and 
then-chairman of G. D. Searle and Co. The successful turnaround there earned 
h1m awards as the Outstanding Ch1cf Executive Officer in the Pharmaceutical 
Industry from the Wall S11-ee1 Transcnpl (1980) and Financial Wotld (1981). He 
served as chairman and ch1ef exccut1vc officer of General Instrument Corporauon 
from 1990 to 1993. 

Whtlc m the pri\·ate sector, Rumsfeld:S civic activities have mcluded service 
as a member of the Nauonal Ac<ldemy of Public Admimstratlon He has been a 
member of the boards of trustees of the Gerald R. Ford FoundatiOn, the Hoover 
Institution at Stanford University. and the National Park FoundatiOn, as well as 
chairman of the Eisenhower Exchange Fellowships. Inc. 

In 1977, Rumsfeld was awarded the nation's highest civilian award, the Presi
dential Medal of Freedom. 

Scou D. Sagan, Ph.D. 

Scou D Sagan, Ph D . IS a professor of political science and co-director of 
Stanford's Center for InternatiOnal Secuntr and Cooperation. Before JOining the 
Stanford faculty, Sagan was a lecturer in the depanment of government at Harvard 
Universlly and served as a spectttl asststant to the director of the organization of 
thejoim ChiefsofStaffin the Pentagon. 

Sagan is the author of Moving Targets: Nuclear Strategy and National Security 
( 1989); The Limits ofSo:fety: Orgamzatrons, Accidents, and Nucll'w Weapons (1993); 
and co-author with Kenneth N Waltz of The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate 
Renewed, 2d edition (2002) Sagan received Stanford Umversuy's 1996 Hoagland 
Pnzc for Undergraduate Teachmg and the 1998 Dean's Award for Distinguished 
Teach mg. 

Sagan's most recent arttcles arc "The l\ladman Nuclear Alert. Secrecy, S1gnalmg. 
and Safety m the October 1969 Crisis," co-authored with jerem1 Suri (lnranational 
Swuity, Spnng 2003) and "The Problem of Redundancy Problem: Why More Nuclear 
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Security Forces May Produce Less Nuclear Security" (Risk Analysis, Spring 2003). 
Sagans redundancy article is also the 2003 winner of Columbia University$ Insti
tute of War and Peace Studies paper competition on political violence. 

Currently, his main research interests are nuclear proliferation in South Asia, 
ethtcs and international relations, and accidents in complex organizations. He 
recently organized three CISAC-sponsored workshops on "Preventing Nuclear 
War in South Asia" in India, Pakistan, and Thailand. He has lectured on the dan
gers of nuclear weapons theft and accidents at Pakistan's National Defense Col
lege and India's Institute for Defense and Strategic Analysis in New Delhi and 
cominues to collaborate with Indian and Pakistani oiTicials and military officers 
on that project. 

Barham Salih , Ph.D. 

Barham Salih, Ph.D., regional administraLOr, Sulaimania, Iraq, was born in 
1960 in lraqt Kurdistan. He joined the Patriotic Union of Kurdistan in 1976 while 
it was still an underground movement. He was arrested tWlCe by Iraqi secret po
lice and was forced to take his high school finals while in prison. Nevertheless, he 
achieved the highest grade possible in all Iraq that year. He left Iraq in 1979. 

In 1985, PUK leader jalal Talabani called upon Salih to serve as the group's 
spokesman in London. In 1991, having been elected tO the PUK leadership, he 
departed for Washington, D.C., and served there for 10 years as the PUK and 
Kurdistan Regional Government representative to the United States. 

On january 21 , 2001, he assumed the premiership of the Kurdistan Regional 
Government in Sulaimania. The main features of his platform are the need to 
revitalize the Kurdistan region to create an open, pluralistic society and develop 
civic culture; the empowerment of women ; educational and social reforms; free
dom of expression; and the creation of an environment in which a free media can 
exist. He is a leading advocate of a strong Kurdish role in shaping the new, demo
cratic Iraq. 

He was the target of an assassination auempt by anal Qaeda-affiliatedterror
ist group, Ansar al-lslam, in April 2002, during which five of his assistants and 
bodyguards lost their lives. 

Salih and the PUK worked with the United States during preparations for 
Operation l RAQl FREEDOM and provided support for JOint U.S.-Kurdish operations 
against Ansar al-lslam. PUK forces served under U.S. command and, with U.S. 
troops, helped liberate Iraq. PUK forces continue lO work with the U.S.-Ied coali
tion in Iraq. 

Salih received a Bachelor of Science in civil and structural engineering from 
the CardiffUniversity and earned a doctorate in statistics and computer modeling 
from the University of Liverpool. 

Salih is married lO Sarbagh Salih, Ph.D., a biologist, who is also a Kurdish 
women's rights activist. They have a daughter. 
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General Peter j. Schoomaker 

General Peter ). Schoomaker became the 35th chtef of staff of the United 
States Army August I, 2003. 

Prwr to hts current asstgnmem, Schoomaker spent 31 years tn a vanet} 
of command and staff assignments with both conventional and special opera
tions forces. He participated tn numerous deployment operations, including 
DE~FRI o~E in I ran, URGEN I rt RY 111 Grenada, jl'ST CAl.\E in Panama, DN:RI 
S~Hrtn/DFSERT SrOR\1 in Southwest Asta, and UrHow DE\tOC.RAC.Y tn Haiti. lie 
also supported vanous worldwide joint contingenC)' operations, including 
those in the Balkans 

Early 111 his career, Schoomaker was a reconnaissance platoon leader and 
nfle company commander wllh the 2d Battalion, 4th Infantry Dtvtsion, and a 
cavalry troop commander with the 2cl Armored Cavalry. From l97H to 1981, he 
commanded a squadron in the 1st Spectal Forces Operational Detachmem-D 
later, Schoomaker served as the squadron executive officer, 2d Squadron, 2d 
Armored Cavalry. In 1983, he served as special operations officer, J-3, jomt 
Spectal Operations Command. From 1985 to 1988, Schoo maker commanded 
another squadron in the lst Special Forces Operational Detachment-D. He re
turned as the commander, 1st Special Forces Operational Detachment-D from 
1989 to 1992. 

Schoomaker served as the commandmg general of the joint Special Opera
tions Command from 1994 to 1996, followed by command of the United States 
Army Special Operatwns Command at Fort Bragg. N C, through October 1997 
His most recent ass1gnmem was as the commander for United States Spectal 
Operations Command at MacDtll Air Force Base, Fla., from November 1997 10 

November 2000. 
fits awards and decorations mclude the DefensL Distinguished Sen·tce 

~ledal. two Army Distingutshed Servtce Medals. four Defense Superior 
Service Medals, three Legions of Ment, two Bronze Star Medals, two De
fense Meritorious Service Medals. three Meritorious Service Medals, joint 
Service Commendauon Medal. joint Scn·ice Achie\'ement Medal, Combat 
Infantryman Badge, Master Parachuust Badge and HALO (htgh-altuude. 
low-opcnmg) Wmgs, the Special Forces Tab, and the Ranger Tab. 

~choomaker graduated from the University of W)roming in 1969 with 
a Bachelor of Sctence degree He also holds a ~laster of Arts tn manage
ment from Central Mtchigan L rm·ersuy and an honorar)· Doctorate of Laws 
from llampden-S)'dney College. His rmluary education includes the Ma
rine Corps Amphtbious Warfare School. the United States Art'l1)' Command 
and General Staff College. the Natwnal War C.ollcge, and the john F. 
Kennedr School of Government Program for Semor Executives m Nauonal 
and International Secunt)' M<~nagement. 
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Ambassador Wendy R. Shennan 

Ambassador Wendy R. Sherman IS a principal of the Albnght Group, an in
ternational advisory firm. Pnor to fonning the group, she was appointed by Presi
dent Climon 10 serve as the counselor of the Department of State from july 1997 
through january 2001 with rank of ambassador. Shem1an served then-Secretary 
of State Madcleme Albright as a special advisor and consultant on maJOr issues of 
forc1gn pohcy, provided gu1dance to the State Department, and undertook special 
assignments. At the same tunc, she was the special advisor to the prcs1dent and 
secretary of state and the North Korea policy coordinator. 

Sherman has worked for over 25 years m both the pubhc and pnvate sec
wrs-m national, state, and local orgamzauons as well as 111 111ternauonal arenas 
and nctghborhoods. From April 1996 until july 1997, she was president and 
CEO of the Fannie Mae Foundation. 

From 1993 to 1996, Sherman served Secretary of State Warren Christopher 
as assistant secretary for legislauve affairs, where she directed the leg1slauve ef
forts of the State Department wnh Congress. Among other issues, she led the 
successful efforts to obtam the funding for Russia and the Newl}' Independent 
States after the breakup of the Sov1et Union and support for the Da}'tOn Accords 

From 1991to 1993, she spec1ahzed m strategic commumcauons as a partner 
in the political and media consult111g firm of Doak, Shrum, llarns and Sherman. 
Pnor to that, she directed the poliucal orgamzation, EMILY$ Ust She is credited 
wnh the orgamzations strategic development that led to groundbreaking num
bers of female candidates in 1992. 

Sherman has worked in a variely of positions in both government and non
profit organizations. She was chief of staff for three years for then-Congresswoman 
Barbara M1kulski; campaign manager for M1kulski's first successful Senate cam
patgn, special secretary for ch1ldren and youth in Maryland, a cabmet-level post
lion, and dtrector of Maryland's OITice of Child Welfare, superv1smg protecuve 
scrnces, foster care, adoptions, and group homes. 

Shem1an attended Smnh College from 1967 to 1969, and completed her 
Bachelor of Arts cum laude from Boston University in 1971. ln 1976, she earned 
a master's degree in social work. Ph1 Kappa Phi. from the Umvcrsny of Maryland. 

Ambassador Nancy E. Soderberg 

Ambassador Nancy E. Soderberg IS Vice President of the International Crisis 
Group 

She has nearly 20 years of experience 111 the formauon of U.S. foreign policy, 
':ioderbcrg has a deep understandmg of pohcy making and negouauons at the 
h1ghest levels of government and the Unned Nations. Soderberg achtcved 111ter
nauonal recognition for her efforts to promote peace in Northern Ireland, part1c1-



BIOGRAPHIES 283 

pated in a UN mission to lndones1a and East Timor, negouated key UN resolu
uons regardmg the Middle East and Afnca, and adv1sed Pres1dent Clmton on 
policies toward many nauons including Chma, Japan, and Russia. 

In April 2001 , Soderberg joined the New York office of the International 
Crisis Group as vice president. ICG, based in Brussels, is an internauonal non
profit orgamzation that advocates pohcies to prevent and contain con01cl. 

From 1997 to 200 l , Soderberg ser\'ed as alternate reprcscntauve to the United 
Nations as a presidential appomtee, wHh the rank of ambassador. Her responsi
bilities included representing the United States at the Security Council on a wide 
range of current national security issues, including conflict resolution. promotion 
of democracy abroad, trade policy, and arms control. As a ke)' participant 111 the 
development of U.S fore1gn polic), she worked closely wtth Congress and key 
agencies of the U.S. government, incluchng the Wh1tc House. State Department, 
and Department of Defense. 

From 1993 to 1997, Soderberg served as the thm.l-ranking official of the 
Nauonal Security Counctl at the White !louse, as deputy assistant to the presi
dent for nauonal secunt)' affa1rs. She was respons1ble for day-to-day cns1s man
agement, bnefing the prcs1dcm, developmg U.S. nauonal security pohC)' at the 
highest levels of government, and handling issues regard1ng the press and Con
gress. Soderberg served as deputy director of the Presidential Transition fo r 
National Security and as the foreign poltcy d1rector for the Clinton-Gore 1992 
campa1gn Before jommg the Climon campa1gn, Soderberg worked as the se
mor forc1gn pohcy advisor to Senator Edward M. Kennedy 

In 1984, she rece1ved a Master of Science from Georgetown University's School 
of Foreign Service, concentrating on international economics and political risk 
analysis. She received her Bachelor of Ans m 1980 from Vanderbilt Umversity. 
Soderberg speaks excellent French and mtermediate Spamsh. She is a member of 
the Counol on Foreign Rclauons, a member of the board of Concern Worldw1de, 
and an adv1sory board member for the Nauonal Committee on American Fore1gn 
Policy and the Tannenbaum Center. She publishes and speaks regularly on na
tional secunty policy. She 1s a regular commentator on national and international 
televisiOn and rad1o. 

Fareed Yasseen Ph.D. 

Farced Yasseen. Ph D .. IS an executive committee member of the Movement 
of Independent lraq1 Democrats and an adv1sor to Adnan Pachach1. member of 
the Iraq1 Governing Counc1l. He has been mvolved 111 lraq1 political acuv1sm and 
human rights advocacy for more than I 0 years. Yassecn is the founder of 
Majqud.org, an online memorial to those who have disappeared in Iraq. lie has 
worked at leading research insmutions, thmk tanks, and specialized Umted Na
uons agenc1cs. Yasseen was educated in Iraq, Switzerland, and the Umtcd States. 





ABM 
ACS 
AID 
ANC 
Arab League 

Ba'athist 

BBC 
BJP 

Cancun talks 

CEO 
CFR 
CIA 
CIS 
CISAC 

CivPol 
CNN 
CONOPS 
CPA 
CTBT 

DC! 
D&D 
OIA 
DMZ 
DOD 

GLOSSARY 

Antiballtsuc missile 
Automauon and Control Soluuons 
U.S. Agency for International Development 
African Nmional Congress 
The popular name for the League of Arab 

States, which was formed in 1945 in an 
auempt to gtvc political expression to the 
Arab nauons 

Ba'ath party, Arab polnical party, in S}·ria and 
in Iraq 

British Broadcasting Corporation 
Bharatiyajanata Pany, an Indian political pany 

that espouses Hindu nationalism 

World rradc Organtzauon negotiations in 
Cancun, Mexico 

Chief Executive Officer 
Code of Federal Regulations 
Central Intelligence Agency 
Commonwealth of Independent States 
Center for International Security and 

Cooperation, Stanford Umversity 
lnternauonal Civilian Poltce program 
Cable News Network 
Contingency operations 
Coalition Provisional Authority 
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty 

Director of central imelltgence 
Denial and deception 
Defense Intelligence Agency 
Demilitarized Zone 
Department of Defense 



286 

Doha talks 

DPRK 

EBRD 

EGPWS 
EU 
Ex-lm 

FLN 

G-8 

GCC 
GDP 
Goldwater-Nichols 

Han-Rudman 
Commission 

Heisenberg uncertainty 
principle or principle 
of intelligence 

HFCs 
HIV/AlDS 

HVAC 

LAEA 
lC 
ID 
lGC 
!MET 
lMF 
ISS 

N ATIONAL POWER IN AN UNPREDICTABLE W ORLD 

World Trade Organization negotiations in 
Doha, Qatar 

Democratic People:S Republic of Korea (Nonh 
Korea) 

European Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development 

Enhanced Ground Proximity Warning System 
European Union 
Export-Import Bank of the United States 

From de Liberation Nationale 

The countries of Canada, France, Germany, 
Italy, japan, Russia, the United Kingdom, 
and the United States. Representatives from 
these countries meet LO discuss economic 
concerns. 

Gulf Cooperation Council 
Gross domestic product 
Goldwater-Nichols Departmem of Defense 

Reorganization Act of 1986 

U.S. Commission on National Security/21st 
Century 

Uncertainty principle, physical princip le, 
enunciated by Werner Heisenberg in 1927 
that places an absolute, theoretical limit on 
the combined accuracy of certain pairs of 
simultaneous, related measurements. 

Hydrofiuorocarbons 
Human Immunodeficiency Virus (HlV); 

Acquired Immunodeficiency Syndrome 
(AlDS) 

Heating, ventilating, and air conditioning 

lmernational Atomic Energy Agency 
lmelligence community 
Infantry division 
lraqi Governing Council 
International Military Education and Training 
International Monetaty Fund 
International Space Station 



GLOSSARY 

jDAMs 
JI 

League of Nations 

Marshall Plan 
MEMS 
MlT 
Mullah 

NAFTA 
NASA 
NATO 
NBA 
NIC 
Northern Alliance 

NPT 

Nunn-Lugar program 

OECD 

OIC 
OPEC 

Paris Club 

Pew polls 

joim Direct Attack Munitions 
jemaah Islamiya 
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A world organization estabhshed in 1920 to 
promote international cooperation and 
peace. 

European recovery program 
Micro ElectroMechanical Systems 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology 
A title of respect in Islamic countries for a 

person who is learned 111, teaches, or 
expounds the sacred law 

North American Free Trade Agreement 
National Aeronautics and Space Administration 
North Atlamic Treaty Organization 
Nauonal Basketball Associauon 
National Intelligence Council 
The alliance is primarily composed of three 

non-Pashtun ethnic groups-Tajiks, Uzbeks, 
and Hazaras-and in the past relied on a 
core of some 15,000 troops to defend its 
territories against the predommantly 
Pashtun Taleban. 

Treaty on the Nonproltferauon of Nuclear 
Weapons 

Nunn-Lugar Cooperative Threat Reduction 
Program 

Organisation for Econom1c Co-operation and 
Development 

Orgamzation of the IslamiC Conference 
Organization of Petroleum Exporting Coumlics 

The Paris Club is an informal group of official 
creditors whose role is to find coordinated 
and sustainable soluuons to the payment 
d1fficulues experienced by debtor nations. 

The Pew Research Center is an independem 
opinion research group that studies attitudes 
toward the press, politics, and public policy 
issues. 
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PTA 
PUK 

Q&:A 

RAND Corporation 

R&D 
Resolution 1483 

RUF 

Sigint 
Soft power and hard 

power 

Sunni triangle 

Supreme National 
Council 

Tali ban 

TSCP 

UAE 

NATIONAL PowER IN AN UNPREDICTABLE WoRLD 

Parent Teacher Association 
Patriotic Union of Kurdistan 

Question and answer 

The RAND Corporation is a nonprofit research 
organization. 

Research and development 
UN Security Council Resolution 1483 lifts the 

sanctions on Iraq, and the international 
community pledges assistance for the people 
of Iraq. 

Revolutionary United From 

Signal intelligence 
Soft power is the ability to get what you want 

by attracting and persuading others to adopt 
your goals. Hard power is the ability to use 
the carrots and sticks of economic and 
military might to make others follow your 
will. 

A roughly triangular area of Iraq to the 
northwest of Baghdad. lt is inhabited mainly 
by Sunni Muslims. The usual definition of 
the triangle's three corners is Baghclad-Al
Ramadi-Tikrit. 

Another name for the Supreme National Security 
Council. lt is an institution founded in the 
course of the revision of the constitution of 
the Islamic Republic oflran (IRI). It has been 
established with an aim to watch over the 
Islamic revolution and safeguard the !Rl:S 
national interests as well as its sovereignty and 
territorial integrity. 

A fundamentalist Islamic militia; in 1995 the 
Taliban militia wok over Afghanistan and 
in 1996 took Kabul and set up an Islamic 
government. 

Theater Security Cooperation Plans-formerly 
Theater Engagement Plan (TEP) 

United Arab Emirates, federation of sheikhdoms 
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UN 
UN Compensation 

Commission 

UPI 
uso 

WMD 
World Bank 

wro 
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Unned Nations 
It was created to process claims and pay 

compensation for losses and damage suffered 
as a direct result of Iraq's unlawful invasion 
and occupation of Kuwait. 

Unncd Press lmemauonal 
United Servtcc Orgamzations 

Weapons of mass destruction 
The World Bank group pro,·tdcs loans and 

technical assistance to developing countries 
to reduce povcny and advance sustainable 
economiC growth. 

World Trade Organizauon 
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