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Chapter 1

2007

1.1 December

MESH is launched (2007-12-04 00:01)

From [1]Stephen Peter Rosen and [2]Martin Kramer

Middle East Strategy at Harvard (MESH) is open for business. Why
do we think there’s a need for another weblog, and why at Harvard?

The Middle East today receives saturation coverage in the mainstream and alternative media, journals,
and books. But we feel there’s no such thing as too much informed debate over long-term U.S. strategy,
because so much is at stake. More could be said that isn’t being said, because it doesn’t quite fit the format
of the op-ed or article. As a result, some expert insights don’t get captured and disseminated. Check the
list of our [3]members. These are people who don’t lack outlets for their longer work, but they haven’t had
a place to share pithy analyses and useful pointers. Now they do.

Why at Harvard? That’s where we are, and that’s where this project is based. And for reasons we won’t
elaborate, Harvard stands on privileged ground, so that all sorts of people are willing to cooperate under its
banner—or, in this case, under its url.

Indeed, we have all sorts of people as members. Today we’re pleased to unveil their [4]names, some forty in
all. A few members are now at Harvard and some studied here. The majority are scattered throughout the
country, in universities and think tanks. The established ones are already renowned for their contributions
to our understanding of the dilemmas that confront the United States in the Middle East. We also have a
cadre of talented and promising young people.
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We believe that each of our members, at some point, will have something to say that’s best said here.
Our task is to show them those opportunities, and to exercise just enough editorial judgment to make sure
the site works for them and for you.

Over the next month, we plan to offer our first original content, recruit additional members (we'd like
more), and publicize our existence. We urge you to bookmark this website, subscribe to the feed, link to
MESH from your own site, and send us your suggestions.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/stephen_peter_rosen/
2. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/martin_kramer/

3. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/

4. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/

Bin Laden’s latest message in context (2007-12-06 15:11)

From [1]Raymond Ibrahim

- : ; Full of the same old complaints, threats of retaliation, and victim status role
that have become mainstays of al-Qaeda propaganda, Osama bin Laden’s [2]latest release would seem to
offer nothing new. It dwells on the many “crimes” the West insists on visiting upon the Muslim world,
simply because “their only sin is that they are Muslim”; it, once again, tries to justify the 9/11 strikes as
acts of “reciprocation”; and it again informs the West that it has “no religion, morals, humanity or shame.”
When analyzed properly, however, this audio-taped communiqué also contains something of an encouraging
revelation.

It first bears mentioning that this last message—like all of bin Laden’s missives directed at the
West—contains his duplicitous opening and closing sentence, “Peace to whoever follows guidance.”
Constant usage of this simple statement exemplifies bin Laden’s ever shifting duality well, his unique ability
to simultaneously touch upon the sentiments of two diametrically opposed audiences through one selfsame
sentence. On the one hand, he evokes the word “peace,” which he knows the West will assume can be
achieved should they follow his supposed “guidance” (i.e., leaving the Islamic world alone); on the other
hand, it is the same exact sentence with which the Muslim prophet Muhammad always initiated his messages
when addressing the (mostly Christian) kings and rulers of the non-Muslim nations around Arabia.

Master manipulator bin Laden, however, wisely leaves out his prophet’s follow-up sentence, which
makes clear that the peace and guidance that Islam offers infidels has little to do with the notion of “live
and let live.” Said Muhammad: “Peace to whoever follows guidance. To the point, submit [to Islam]| and
have peace.” So while the West assumes it’s being offered an olive-branch, many Muslims the world over
see in bin Laden only a bold and pious Muslim walking, quite literally, even in speech, in their prophet’s
path—his “Sunna,” which all faithful Muslims must emulate.

That said, the two particular Western crimes occasioning this last message are 1) that the occupa-
tion of Afghanistan is a terrible travesty, since, according to bin Laden, “none” of the Afghani people had
anything to do with 9/11; and 2) that, while occupying Afghanistan, the Western powers have “not observed
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the ethics and protocol of warfare. Most of your victims—as a result of the bombing—are women and
children, and intentionally so.”

As to bin Laden’s second point—that the West does not observe “the ethics and protocol of war-
fare”—this is amazing coming from the man who often boasts of orchestrating the 9/11 attacks, which killed
thousands of innocents, including women and children. It is even more astounding to anyone acquainted
with al-Qaeda’s legalistic writings and treatises. In these writings, al-Qaeda goes to great lengths to justify
the killing of women and children; and they do a good job—all while, unfortunately, relying on the strict
guidelines of Islamic jurisprudence. Aymin Zawahiri, often described as the “brains” behind bin Laden, has
even produced a lengthy theological treatise (“Jihad, Martyrdom, and the Killing of Innocents”) dedicated
in part to justifying the killing of women and children, so long as doing so empowers Islam.

They are aware of the fact that Muhammad himself justified the killing of women and children dur-
ing the jihad. When a concerned Muslim questioned the legality of setting fire to the fortifications of
the infidels at night, fearing that women and children might also perish, Muhammad assured him that
“they [women and children] are from among them [infidels].” Moreover, Muhammad permitted the use of
catapults—which do not differentiate women and children from males—in his siege of the town of Ta’if (a
measure now invoked as a precedent for the indiscriminate use of WMDs). The inhabitants of Ta’if’s only
crime was that they refused to submit to Islam—that they refused to make “peace” with Muhammad by
adhering to his “guidance.”

As for bin Laden’s main grievance (this time around), since when has the occupation of Afghanistan
been at the center of the West’s many crimes against Islam, requiring its very own communiqué? Here is
where bin Laden belies his own precarious situation, revealing that the war in Afghanistan is not for naught.
Usually, when Muslims, including al-Qaeda, evoke the West’s worst “crimes” vis-a-vis Islam, they point to
Palestine and Iraq, the former considered the third holiest site in Islam, the latter a major oil producer,
and home to the last Arab caliphate, Baghdad being the historic “seat of the caliphate,” as bin Laden often
observes. Both are much more critical occupations in comparison to Afghanistan, from religious, symbolic,
and strategic points of view.

Why, then, would bin Laden take it upon himself to release a special message about the relatively
quiet situation in Afghanistan (“quiet” in comparison to the daily bloody headlines of Iraq and Palestine)?
Obviously because it affects him, directly. In comparison to the Palestinian situation and the Iraqi
occupation, non-Arab Afghanistan, situated on the periphery of the Islamic world, is hardly a rallying point
for Muslims. This message would therefore seem to indicate that: 1) bin Laden or at least a significant
portion of the al-Qaeda infrastructure is, in fact, still hiding somewhere in the badlands of Afghanistan;
2) Their position is becoming increasingly precarious most likely due to the military inroads made by the
allied Western forces, and from disaffected Afghanis who are weary of sheltering the trouble-making Arabs,
receiving only grief for compensation.

And so, despite bin Laden’s “confessions”—“It was I who was responsible for 9/11, and I stress that
all Afghanis, both government [Taliban]| and people, had no knowledge of those events”—it is clear that bin
Laden, for whatever reason, is beginning to feel his own security threatened. Hence, the new message, the
“advice” for Europeans to withdraw their forces.

Further supportive of this view is the cloying encomium to the Afghani people recited by bin Laden
near the end of his message: “And for your information, the Afghani people are a courageous, defiant,
zealous, honorable, and pious Muslim people who refuse humiliation and submission to invaders. Their
history is replete with resolve and victories: they fought Britain in its glory days and defeated it—by the
grace of Allah; they fought the Russians in their glory days and also defeated them—all grace to Allah....”
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True to bin Laden’s duplicitous nature, this obsequious tirade praising the steadfastness and even-
tual triumph of the Afghanis is meant to, not only defy the West but, more importantly, placate his hosts—a
fawning attempt on bin Laden’s part to magnify and ennoble the “courageous, defiant, zealous, honorable,
and pious” Afghanis, lest, perhaps, they eject him from their midst?

At any rate, if bin Laden truly cared for the plight of the Afghani people, then perhaps he should’ve thought
twice about bringing the wrath of the US upon them when he orchestrated 9/11—all while, incidentally,
enjoying Afghani hospitality, shelter, and logistical aid. Were bin Laden truly the “altruistic” Muslim he
always tries to appear—“It was I who was responsible for 9/11”—he, like the Afghanis he praises, could’ve
also done the “courageous” and “honorable” thing: thank them for their hospitality and quit their land,
rather than remain like a parasite, proving to be Afghanistan’s bane. Instead, in the weeks following the
strikes of 9/11, bin Laden dissembled his role behind the operations, and the Taliban fiercely protected him.
So his supposed “self-sacrificing” honesty now—after his lies caused Afghanistan to be invaded—is too little
too late to be of use to anyone, especially the Afghani people.

The ultimate lesson to be learned from al-Qaeda communiqués, then, is that, whenever they “ad-
vise” the peoples of the West against any particular course of action (“or else”), it is usually a sure sign that
that course of action is, in fact, detrimental to al-Qaeda and its goals and if anything should be further
supported by the West. An obvious example is al-Qaeda’s constant attempts to demonize President Bush
in an effort to sway US public opinion against him: could there be any better proof that Bush’s policies
against al-Qaeda are, in fact, effective? It is the US president that Islamists never complain about that
should be a cause for concern.

Finally, what the West needs to comprehend once and for all is that, to al-Qaeda type Muslims, it
is damned if it does, damned if it doesn’t. According to sharia law, nothing short of total submission to
Islam can ever reconcile the West to Islam—as was foretold by the Islamic prophet. In a recently translated
essay that was meant for Muslim eyes only, bin Laden makes this clear: “There are only three choices
in Islam: either submit [i.e., convert to Islam], or live under the suzerainty of Islam, or die. Such, then,
is the basis and foundation of the relationship between the infidel and Muslim. Battle, animosity, and
hatred—directed from the Muslim to the infidel—is the foundation of our religion.” This three-fold approach
to infidels is in fact well grounded in sharia law and is not a “misinterpretation” on the part of al-Qaeda.

Thus the West should be ever cognizant that the ultimate requirement that can ever guarantee peace with
“radical” Muslims is submission to Islam—mnot concessions to their ever morphing list of complaints. This is
also why bin Laden’s “subtle” threat concluding his message to the European nations in Afghanistan—“soon
they [Americans| will return to their homeland beyond the Atlantic, leaving the neighbors to settle accounts
with each other”—is idle. Terrorist attacks from al-Qaeda type groups are totally predicated on their
capacity to realize them—not, as they would have the world think, the latter’s compliancy to their political
demands.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/raymond_ibrahim/
2. http://news.yahoo.com/s/nm/20071129/ts_nm/binladen_europe_dc_1

Sanctions on track, despite (and thanks to) Iran NIE (2007-12-07 15:05)

From [1]Matthew Levitt
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Intelligence
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Conventional wisdom, if one reads the daily papers and the unnamed European
officials quoted therein, is that a third UN Security Resolution targeting Iran is now highly unlikely in wake
of the release of the National Intelligence Estimate (NIE) on Iran’s nuclear intentions and capabilities. The
assessment opened with the zinger that Tehran halted its nuclear weapons program in the fall of 2003. This
was indeed startling, especially since it came just two days after officials announced in Paris that China
signed on to a third UN resolution and that a text was being negotiated targeting Iranian banks.

But don’t be confused by the ruminations of the fourth estate. In fact, the NIE has not undermined the new-
found international consensus that another UN resolution targeting Iran is needed. Indeed, it was also this
week that news broke of Chinese banks refusing Iranian clients lines of credit, in line with the recent finding
of the Financial Action Task Force (FATF) that Iran’s lack of a comprehensive regime to prevent money
laundering and terrorism financing “represents a significant vulnerability within the international financial
system.” (FATF is an intergovernmental body that works by consensus and includes China and Russia).

To be sure, there is much to discuss and debate about the NIE. But on the issue that serves as the threshold
of the UN sanctions quesiton the report is clear: even if it was suspended in 2003, Iran did have a clandestine
nuclear weapons program that it has yet to fully disclose. For the parties involved in shaping the next
package of political and economic sanctions, that is the key. These diplomats must also be pleased with
the estimate’s other—though less publicized—major finding: that the tool most likely to alter Iran’s nuclear
calculus is targeted political and economic pressure, not military action.

(Editor: More from Matthew Levitt on Iran sanctions [2]here, [3]here, and [4]here.)

. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/matthew_levitt/
. http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/templateC06.php?CID=1112
. http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/templateC05.php?CID=2673
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. http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/templateCO7.php?CID=333

Iran NIE and a prediction (2007-12-07 15:58)

From [1]Stephen Peter Rosen

% For the most part, the arguments about the National Intelligence Estimate (NIE) on Iran have been

and will be a debate, not about intelligence, but about Bush foreign policy. But the NIE also provides an
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opportunity to assess our own ability to do assessments, by publicly stating what we think the consequences
of the NIE will be, and why. We can then periodically check to see how well we did, and what we understood
correctly, and if we made mistakes, to see what kind of mistakes we made. Being publicly wrong is not much
fun, but this issue is serious, so I will go first.

In my view, the Iran program halted in 2003 because of the massive and initially successful American use of
military power in Iraq. The United States offered no “carrots” to Iran, but only wielded an enormous stick.
This increased the Iranians’ desire to minimize the risks to themselves, and so they halted programs that
could unambiguously be identified as a nuclear weapons program. They were guarding themselves against
the exposure of a weapons program by US or Israeli clandestine intelligence collection, and were not trying
to signal the United States that they were looking to negotiate. They did not publicly announce this halt
because if they did so, they would be perceived as weak within Iran, and within the region. By continuing
the enrichment program, they kept the weapon option open.

If this is true, the Iranian government responds to imminent threats of force, not economic sanctions or
diplomatic concessions. If that is the case, as the threat of US use of force goes down, the likelihood that
Iran restarts its program goes up. Since the threat of US use of force went down in 2007, it is likely that the
program restarted in that time frame. The threat of Israeli use of force, however, remained high, and went
up after the attack on Syria. The NIE, however, ensured that there would be no US or Israeli use of force for
the foreseeable future. So the prediction is that warhead production activity has restarted, and will produce
a useable gun-type design quickly. Given observable uranium enrichment activity, enough uranium will be
available for one bomb in one year. It does not makes sense for a country to test its first and only weapon
when it has none in reserve to deter attacks. So the first test is not likely before two years from now or late
2009.

What will Iranian behavior be after the first test? All countries, with the exception of India, that have
developed their own nuclear weapon, have transferred that technology to other countries. The technology,
not a weapon, is easy to transfer in a way that can be concealed, has high value, and can be traded for money
or other goods. So Iran will transfer technology to its friends. Nuclear weapons can be used to intimidate
non-nuclear countries, and new nuclear powers, including the United States, have overestimated the utility
of such threats. The goal of Iran is to force the military departure of the US from the Persian Gulf. US
military bases in the region are now in small Gulf states and Iraq. The prediction is that the Iranians will
use nuclear carrots and sticks to induce Gulf states to ask the United States to withdraw from their current
bases, sometime after 2009.

Finally, Iran appears to have a long tradition of manipulating perceptions of itself to make it look stronger
than it is, so the prediction is that the test will be accompanied by exaggerated claims of nuclear weapons

production.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/stephen_peter_rosen/

Sinopec’s Iran deal (2007-12-10 13:51)

From [1]Jacqueline Newmyer
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L . The Chinese national oil company Sinopec has signed a contract to develop Iran’s
Yadavaran oil field, according to articles in today’s [2]Financial Times and [3]International Herald Tribune.
From Iran’s point of view, the deal is a triumph. It exposes the inability of the United States to build a
global coalition to impose economic sanctions on Iran.

By the terms of the contract, Sinopec will have to subcontract with Iranian firms, which will as a con-
sequence, at least in theory, acquire much-needed expertise. But the PRC’s record in Africa and other areas
of overseas investment suggests that the Chinese will be quicker to use Iranian firms for manual labor than
for sophisticated processes that would involve technology transfer.

From China’s point of view, the award constitutes another step in Beijing’s effort to secure energy sup-
plies from the ground up, supplies that the PRC is acquiring the means to protect en route to the mainland
through its program of military modernization. The contract may also be seen as progress in China’s cam-
paign to secure influence in the Middle East at the expense of the United States. The deal, coming on the
heels of last week’s NIE downplaying the imminence of an Iranian nuclear weapon (see Steve Rosen’s [4]post
on the subject), promises to complicate U.S. efforts to secure Chinese support for economic sanctions should
evidence emerge that the Iranians have re-started their weapons program.

Issues left outstanding in this initial contract need to be resolved, including the distribution of oil recovered
in the second phase of production. The relationship between the Iranians and the Chinese could sour as
Sinopec enters into development of Yadavaran. But at this point, the thought is small comfort.

. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/jacqueline_newmyer/

. http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/3c£5d368-a69e-11dc-b1£5-0000779fd2ac.html
. http://www.iht.com/articles/2007/12/10/business/chioil.php

. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/2007/12/iran_nie_a_prediction/
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Iran and nukes: common sense trumps ’intelligence’ (2007-12-12 00:10)

From [1]Raymond Ibrahim

-

o

L & Much of the current debate surrounding Iran’s nuclear aspirations is informed by the Na-
tional Intelligence Estimate (NIE) [2]report which “judge[s] with high confidence that in fall 2003, Tehran
halted its nuclear weapons program.” While such reports tend to be accepted as authoritative—witness the
ongoing political maelstrom caused by it—it is imperative to bear in mind that they are ultimately sub-
jective, sometimes built atop the flimsiest evidence. Even the report is prefaced with the following caveat:
“These assessments and judgments generally are based on collected information, which often is incomplete
or fragmentary... In all cases, assessments and judgments are not intended to imply that we have ‘proof’
that shows something to be a fact or that definitively links two items or clauses.”
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And so the report relies on “estimative language,” with words like “probably,” “likely,” “might,” and “may,”
predominating, and a continuum of predictions ranging from “remote” to “almost certainly.” Still, the report
admits that, “A ‘high confidence’ judgment is not a fact or certainty, however, and such judgments still
carry a risk of being wrong”—such as when NIE stated in 2005 (two years after “Tehran halted its nuclear
weapons program”) that “[We] assess with high confidence that Iran currently is determined to develop nu-
clear weapons.”

All intelligence analyses aside, however, when it comes to the issue of whether Iran means to acquire nukes,
a bit of common sense is all that’s requirement. Indeed, in certain situations, “intelligence” can be, if not
superfluous, misleading.

Common sense, on the other hand, dictates that any nation—especially under-privileged, non-Western coun-
tries—would simply love to posses nuclear weapons. After all, once all the niceties and impotent talk at
the UN fail, we still live in a world where military might is the ultimate deciding factor in all international
affairs. And nuclear armaments are the ultimate expression of military might. Might is what allowed the US
to invade Iraq (partially based, incidentally, on faulty intelligence), despite the lack of widespread support at
the UN. That said, the international desire to acquire nuclear weapons is, quite ironically, most downplayed
and misunderstood in the West, which itself is armed to the teeth with nukes.

This is not altogether surprising: whoever takes something for granted is often unaware of how eager others
are to have it. And so, while a liberal and secular West may think that the ultimate answer to humanity’s
problems revolves around ending poverty and respecting all religions and creeds alike (since none of them are
true anyway), under-privileged nations still maintain the traditional approach: might makes right. Hence,
the desire for nukes.

When it comes to Islamist regimes, such as Iran, the desire to acquire mankind’s ultimate expression of
power should be even more obvious. Not only do they share the same “survival of the fittest” mentality
of under-privileged nations—often coupled with feelings of cultural superiority and disdain for the “other,”
which manifest as extreme nationalism and xenophobia—but Islamic texts only augment these traits by
giving them divine sanctioning. In other words, if under-privileged nations would love nothing more than
to acquire the ultimate expression of power—with all the accompanying security, prestige, and wealth—how
much more can be expected from theocracies whose constitutions are based on a text that preaches nothing
less than world dominance (see [3]Koran 9:5 and 9:29, for example, and the exegetical consensus surrounding
them)?

An August [4]report by the Congressional Research Service highlights claims that “Ahmadinejad believes his
mission is to prepare for the return of the 12th ‘Hidden’ Imam, whose return from occultation [i.e., “hiding”]
would, according to Twelver Shi’ite doctrine, be accompanied by the establishment of Islam as the global
religion.” In other words, Iran’s leadership is pushing for the apocalypse. Moreover, Ahmadinejad has made
clear his intention of seeing Israel wiped off the map, in accordance with the eschatological (and canonical)
hadith wherein Muhammad said “The Hour [Judgment Day] will not come until the Muslims fight the Jews
and until the Jews hide behind the trees and rocks and the trees and rocks will say, ‘O Muslim, O Servant
of God! Here are the Jews! Come and kill them!””

So are we to ignore all this—ignore all common sense and insight into human nature, ignore religious con-
viction—and instead rely on a report which judges (with “high confidence”) that Tehran halted its nuclear
program in 20037 As to Iran’s intentions, which are the real issue, the NIE report leaves the door wide open:
“[W]e do not know whether it [Iran] currently intends to develop nuclear weapons.”
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When it comes to the human realm, “objective” science cannot always help; the irrational is, and always will
be, a predominant factor in human relations that cannot be quantified and analyzed. But a little cognizance
of human nature—common sense—goes a long way.

Bottom line: Yes, Iran wants to acquire nuclear weapons.

. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/raymond_ibrahim/

. http://www.dni.gov/press_releases/20071203_release.pdf

. http://quod.1lib.umich.edu/cgi/k/koran/koran-idx?type=DIVO&byte=282392
. http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/mideast/RL32048.pdf
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A dated division of Egypt (2007-12-12 12:59)

From [1]Michele Dunne
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wew 7 W1 “Lines in the Sand” (Vanity Fair, January 2008, not online) describes an intellectual
exercise in which four Middle East specialists (David Fromkin, Dennis Ross, Kenneth Pollack, and [2]Daniel
Byman) are asked to redraw boundaries to reflect the region’s actual social and cultural landscape as opposed
to the political borders set largely by European powers after World War One. Egypt is divided into two
strips along the Nile (lower and upper) and a third "Western tribal area” combining the Western desert,
eastern Red Sea coast, and Sinai.

Admittedly the authors are not recommending an actual political redivision along these lines, but even
suggesting that such divisions are as relevant in Egypt today as they might be in Iraq or elsewhere is mis-
leading. It ignores, for example, the significant transfer of population that has taken place between the rural
areas of Egypt and major cities such as Cairo and Alexandria, where now about half of Egyptians live. In
any case, well over 90 percent (some sources say 99 percent) of Egyptians still live along the Nile. It is also
rather strange that Sinai—where there are real problems between the local population and the Cairo-based
authorities—is lumped in with tribal areas in the far west of the country where there have been no such
problems. Overall, this exercise might be relevant to other places in the region, but for Egypt it is ancient
history.

(Editor: See also [3]this critique of the treatment of Saudi Arabia in the Vanity Fair exercise, by Bernard
Haykel.)

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/michele_dunne/
2. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/daniel_byman/
3. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/2007/12/saudis_united/
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Israeli targets within range of Gaza (2007-12-15 00:54)

From MESH Admin

This map is from the December 2007 [1]report "Rocket Threat from the Gaza Strip, 2000-2007,” by the
Intelligence and Terrorism Information Center at the Israel Intelligence Heritage and Commemoration Cen-
ter (IICC).
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The report notes:

The operational and technological trends clearly showed that the rockets have not begun to
scratch the surface of the impact they can have on Israel. In the coming years the terrorist
organizations can be expected to continue their efforts to introduce technological improvements
which are liable to increase rocket ranges, the amount of explosives the warheads can carry and
their degree of accuracy (following the Hezbollah model in Lebanon). There may be much more
rocket fire, both as technological developments extend the rockets’ shelf life and because following
political developments, Hamas may join the organizations launching rockets. At the same time,
there may be an increase in the organizations’ arsenals of standard rockets which have a range
of more than 20 kilometers (more than 12 miles), which would enable them to attack more
settlements.

1. http://www.terrorism-info.org.il/eng/eng_n/rocket_threat_e.htm
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Saudis united (2007-12-16 11:46)

From [1]Bernard Haykel

"Lines in the Sand” (Vanity Fair, January 2008, not online) de-
scribes a parlor game undertaken by four Middle East specialists (Kenneth Pollack, [2]Daniel Byman, David
Fromkin, and Dennis Ross), in which they imagine what the borders of the Middle East would look like if
they were to reflect "underlying contours.” In their map, Saudi Arabia is divided into a ”"Southern Tribal
Area,” including Riyadh and the inland areas, and the Hijaz. Saudi Arabia’s Eastern Province is attached
to southern Iraq in an Arab Shiite "Crescent,” and the southern stretch of the kingdom’s Red Sea coast is
attached to Yemen under the rubric of "Arabia Felix.”

The notion that Saudi Arabia is crossed by these "natural” borders ignores the internal developments of
the last fifty years that have created a distinctive Saudi political and even cultural reality.

Such developments include population migrations to the three big metropolitan agglomerations of Jeddah,
Riyadh and Dhahran-Dammam where a pure local identity is seen as a matter of folklore and past history.
Today, Sunnis are a majority in the Eastern Province and even perhaps in Najran. More Hijazis live in
Riyadh and Dammam than in Mecca and Medina. A new identity has coalesced around a distinctive Saudi
dress, food and, increasingly, a standard national accent.

Economic and political factors solidify the demographic changes. A key element abetting the unity of
Saudi Arabia is the fact that most of the oil is concentrated in the Eastern Province, and any division of the
country would lead to the impoverishment of the regions cut off from it. The dissolution in Iraq has further
confirmed to ordinary and elite Saudis the wisdom of clinging to the present system, convincing most people
that no alternative exists to a unified Saudi Arabia.

This is not to deny the existence of regional differences. But these differences are not instrumentalized
for political aims except by a small number of people who represent minority sects (some Shiites in the
Eastern Province and Ismailis in Najran) or ancien régime urban elites in Jeddah. The bulk of the popu-
lation is conservative, not concerned with such questions, and sees itself as having a big stake in the Saudi
system. Even the one group that seeks to topple the regime, namely Al Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula,
has a membership drawn from all the country’s social classes and all of its regions, which implies that one
national political formation has coalesced.

Indeed, if an argument for redrawing boundaries were to be made, leading Saudis would probably claim
that, far from dividing the existing country, there is much to be said for incorporating the city-state emirates
of the Persian Gulf into the Saudi kingdom. And given that the future appears to involve an aggressive and
assertive Islamic revolutionary regime in Iran, there is perhaps some merit in the argument that an even
wealthier, bigger and more aggressive Sunni state on the western shore of the Gulf would be better equipped
to stand up to Tehran.
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(Editor: See also [3]this critique of the treatment of Egypt in the Vanity Fair exercise, by Michele Dunne.)

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/bernard_haykel/
2. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/daniel_byman/
3. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/2007/12/dated_division_egypt/

Remodeled Middle East (2007-12-18 04:20)

From MESH Admin

Over the past year or so, drawing maps of a reconfigured Middle East has become a pastime of [1]jour-
nalists and [2]experts. Here is an early exercise that’s been overlooked, but that seems to have anticipated
them all.

The map below is the work of Michael F. Davie, a Lebanese-educated geographer and professor at the
University of Tours in France. The map illustrated his article "Un Proche-Orient a remodeler? Hypotheses
et cartes,” in the August 2003 issue of Outre-Terre, a French journal of geopolitics. (Download the article
[3]here.) Davie doesn’t propose or promote this "remodeled” Middle East, but presents it as one possible
outcome of changes roiling the region in the aftermath of the Iraq war.

20 Mlichar! F Darvie

Figure 3 : Les nouveaux Etats du Proche-Orient

1. http://www.armedforcesjournal.com/2006/06/1833899
2. http://blogs.wsj.com/informedreader/2007/12/06/a-middle-east-with-natural-borders/
3. http://www.cairn.info/load_pdf.php?ID_ARTICLE=0UTE_005_0223
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Is political Islam dying? (2007-12-20 14:36)
From [1]Hillel Fradkin

[2]Jon Alterman, in a [3|piece for the Center for Strategic and International Studies (also [4]here), addresses
what he sees as a growing number of obituaries for political Islam. Alterman’s judgment about this trend
is sober and reasonable: It is far too soon to tell. Although Alterman does not cite by name those who
anticipate the impending death of political Islam, he does report their evidence. It consists chiefly in the
travails of certain organizations—the Moroccan Justice and Development Party (PJD), the Jordanian Islamic
Action Front (IAF) and the Egyptian Muslim Brotherhood—during 2007. In the first two cases, Islamist
parties failed to increase their electoral position in the Moroccan and Jordanian parliaments respectively. In
the case of the Egyptian Muslim Brotherhood, the issuance of its new political program is regarded by him
and others as a sign of internal disunity and thus an obstacle to the advance of their political fortunes.

As he might have said, this is far too short a period to reach a firm judgment about the future of these
organizations, let alone the future of political or radical Islam. Indeed, since he cites the French scholar
Olivier Roy, it is worth noting that he—as well as his French colleague Gilles Kepel—announced the death
of political Islam more than 15 years ago in [5]several [6]publications. In this they proved to be extremely
premature, and the same may well prove to be the case with current proponents of the demise of political
Islam.

At all events there is much counter-evidence. As Alterman notes, whatever the organizational travails
of the movement, the Muslim world is presently in the grip of a very powerful trend of a “return” to Islamic
sensibility and practice. As he puts it, “A growing number of Muslims start from the proposition that Islam
is relevant to all aspects of their daily lives, and not merely the province of theology or personal belief.”
Alterman defines this tendency as “neo-traditionalism” rather than as “traditionalism” simply.

This is a fair and proper distinction but it leads to a more trenchant conclusion than Alterman is will-
ing to draw. For the proposition he cites is none other than the one propounded by political or radical
Islam in all its forms from its effective beginning with the founding of the Muslim Brotherhood in 1928. The
fact that it is now widely embraced—its shorthand formula on the streets of the Muslim world is the slogan
“Islam is the Solution”—demonstrates the enormous mass success that political or radical Islam has already
achieved. It is true that various circumstances have contributed to the popularity of this view—for example
the discrediting of various modern alternatives such as nationalism. But the embrace of this view would be
inconceivable without the tireless work of political or radical Islam.

What are less clear are the issues surrounding the translation of political Islam’s vision into actual po-
litical power and rule. There are, as Alterman notes, places where that has been accomplished and still
exists—his examples are Iran, Gaza and Saudi Arabia. One might add Afghanistan under the Taliban,
Sudan for a period, certain parts of Northern Nigeria, a near-triumph in Algeria in the 1990s and, for the
moment, certain parts of Northwest Pakistan. Skeptics of the future of political Islam point to the unhappy
experience of the inhabitants of countries and places now or recently under “Islamic” rule as a sign of the
general incapacity of political Islam to provide “a coherent theory of governance.”

But that has not prevented several “Islamic regimes” from maintaining themselves in power. Nor has the
experience of such regimes prevented people in other parts of the Muslim world from seeking to emulate
them in some fashion or other. In the latter case, the failures of political Islam may often be attributed
to the abiding power of autocratic regimes and their disinclination to surrender control to Islamist (or any
other) alternative form of rule.
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Indeed, the criteria—"“tolerance,” “dealing with difference”—by which Alterman and others seek to define the
deficiencies and weakness of contemporary political Islam belong to Western conceptions of the requirements
of politics. The absence of these concerns may well be deficiencies. But that they will constitute a weakness
for political Islam is less clear.

The most recent and clearest example of this ambiguity was provided by a case cited by Alterman: the
program announced by the Egyptian Muslim Brotherhood. According to unnamed observers, this program
was evidence that the “group was beset by intellectual contradictions and infighting.” Exactly what they
meant is not indicated. But one is entitled to guess that they are referring to the fact that the Brotherhood
leadership rejected the desire of some members to put forward a more “liberal” vision of governance in Egypt
and effectively affirmed its past positions, prescribing a government which would implement Sharia and place
non-Muslim Egyptians in a somewhat inferior political status.

It is not at all clear that this decision bespeaks a weakness in the Brotherhood even if it was preceded
by an internal debate. Still less is it a sign of intellectual contradictions. For the Brotherhood maintained
the coherence of its ideology as first laid down by its founder Hasan al-Banna. And it is this vision, and
what has followed from it, to which the Brotherhood attributes its success to date, and through which it
apparently believes it will continue to progress towards its goals. It is not easy to say that the Brotherhood,
rather than the skeptics, is wrong.

. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/hillel_fradkin/
http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/jon_alterman/
http://www.csis.org/media/csis/pubs/1207_menc.pdf
http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/article.aspx?id=1436
http://astore.amazon.com/harvard-20/detail/0674291417
http://astore.amazon.com/harvard-20/detail/0674010906
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Jon Alterman (2008-01-02 17:40:19)

Thanks to Hillel for such a thoughtful post. One (but by no means the only) obituary for political Islam was written
by my friend Khalil al-Anani, a talented and rising analyst in Egypt. You can read a version in English [1]here. What
is, unfortunately, not available in English, but is on Khalil’s [2]Arabic site, is the transcript of his 2.5-hour live chat
via Islam Ouline, run by the major Brotherhood figure (and al Jazeera personality) Sheikh Yousef al-Qaradawi, also
available [3Jhere. What becomes clear from Khalil’s post and the questions he gets is the rich diversity within the
Brotherhood, and the very real challenges to the old generation being waged by the new. I'd argue, in fact, that
there are three fairly distinct generations at work in the Egyptian Brotherhood now—roughly the eighty-somethings,
the forty-somethings, and the twenty-somethings. Each has a distinct approach. Going beyond Egypt, Brotherhood
offshoots in the Levant, the Gulf and elsewhere all proclaim their basic fealty to Banna, but each has (at least one)
distinctive take on his legacy. One can certainly select Brotherhood texts and point out their roots in the thinking of
Hassan al-Banna in Ismailiya sixty years ago. After all, it is association with Banna’s work that gives today’s theo-
reticians and practitioners credibility and authenticity. However, arguing that the Brotherhood across space and time
continues to maintain a coherent ideology is, it seems to me, a stretch. Successful political movements are dynamic
and adaptive, as the Brotherhood has been. They also tend to run out of steam. It is not at all clear to me that the
Brotherhood has done so, and much less that political Islam is on its last legs.

1. http://islamists2day-e.blogspot.com/2007/10/islamist-spring-is-it-over.html
2. http://www.islamists2day-a.blogspot.com/

3. http://www.islamonline.net/livefatwa/arabic/Browse.asp?hGuestID=vGRve7
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Iran: Did coercion work? (2007-12-21 06:11)

From [1]Michael Rubin

: =0 Dilip Hiro, a London-based author who focuses on Iran and Iraq and a frequent com-
mentator in The Nation, addresses the question “Why Iran Didn’t Cross the Nuclear Weapon Road” in a
recent [2]essay (YaleGlobal Online, Dec. 11, 2007) he wrote for the Yale Center for the Study of Globaliza-
tion.

The bulk of Hiro’s essay rehashes the timeline of Iran’s nuclear program beginning with the Shah and
continuing with Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini’s decision to jump start the program during the Iran-Iraq
War after the Iraqi military began utilizing chemical weapons and intermediate-range missiles against the
Islamic Republic. On this issue, Hiro is on solid ground; he is the author of a short [3]book chronicling the
Iran-Iraq War.

But this background section, although comprising the bulk of his essay, is immaterial to the question he
poses: if the National Intelligence Estimate (NIE) is accurate, why did Iran cease work on its nuclear
weapons program in 20037 Hiro tackles the question in just four concluding paragraphs. His thesis: It was
not President George W. Bush’s willingness to pre-empt perceived WMD threats which led to the Iranian
leadership’s reversal, but rather the reports of the Iraq Survey Group, which did not find chemical or bio-
logical, let alone nuclear weapons stockpiles in Iraq. (That the Iraq Survey Group could only conduct its
research because of Operation Iraqi Freedom is a paradox which Hiro ignores.)

Hiro bases his argument solely on the decision of Hasan Rowhani, Iran’s chief nuclear negotiator in 2003, to
suspend temporarily Iran’s uranium enrichment.

To draw such broad conclusions from such scanty evidence is bizarre. Rowhani may have been a nego-
tiator, but he was no decision-maker. That responsibility rests with the Office of the Supreme Leader and
with the leaders of the Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps who run Iran’s nuclear program. A lower-level’s
politician’s assurance to European politicians means little, given the tendency of Iranian officials to [4]say
one thing and do another. Add to this the fact that Iran’s commitment to its suspension pledge proved tran-
sitory. In retrospect, the temporary suspension was even less than met the eye, given that Iranian officials
continued, if not to run centrifuges, then to upgrade their capacity to industrial levels in a facility able to
accommodate 50,000 centrifuges.

A number of analysts have already questioned the NIE’s conclusions. Putting aside the politics behind
its findings, the NIE falls flat in definitions. What is civilian and what is military when pursuing technology
such as uranium enrichment that is decidedly dual-use? Indeed, if both the NIE and International Atomic
Energy Agency reports are accurate, then what the Iranian leadership has done is alter the sequence of its
program, rather than its content. Indigenous production of weapons-grade nuclear fuel is a more difficult
problem than warhead construction. Hiro’s assumption that there has been a radical change in Iran’s nuclear
posture is spurious.

So where does this leave Hiro’s essay? Animosity to U.S. foreign policy is epidemic within U.S. academic
circles and among the bulk of Middle East policy commentariat. FEvidence may be overwhelming that the
Bush administration’s first-term policy coerced states—most notably Libya—to reverse its nuclear posture.
And, even if the NIE does not suggest that Tehran altered its program to the degree of Tripoli’s about-face,
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the NIE does suggest that Iranian policymakers changed their approach.

Honest academics weigh evidence and draw conclusions upon it; politicized authors cherry pick evidence,
ignore context, and conduct intellectual somersaults to reach conclusions they wish to draw. In this case,
Hiro’s goal appears less to explain honestly Iran’s strategy than to discredit—albeit unconvincingly—any
notion that coercion works.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/michael_rubin/

2. http://yaleglobal.yale.edu/display.article?id=10082

3. http://astore.amazon.com/harvard-20/detail/0415904072

4. http://www.aei.org/publications/pubID.24854/pub_detail.asp

Learning from Hezbollah (2007-12-22 04:10)

From [1]Andrew Exum

et s e
P s o e

A few weeks ago, I stood in front of a roomful of U.S. Marine Corps officers at
Quantico and spoke at length about Hezbollah, the Shia militant group whose military successes against
Israel have alternately inspired the Arab public and frightened the ruling Sunni regimes of the Arab world.
The Marine Corps has a rather ugly history with Shia militants in Lebanon, dating back to the [2]1983
suicide attack that killed 241 U.S. servicemen and led former Assistant Secretary of Defense Richard
Armitage to declare that Hezbollah owed a “blood debt” to the United States.

In light of this history and my audience, I advanced a somewhat controversial proposition—one to
which other contributors to this blog might take exception. As military professionals and analysts, we
do not study Hezbollah’s military operations, I argued, because Hezbollah is an enemy of the United
States. Hezbollah’s military wing is not a transnational threat in the way Sunni extremists have proven
to be, and what political and military strength the organization enjoys is largely rooted in the some 1.4
million Lebanese Shia who comprise their constituency—and the geography of southern Lebanon that has
enabled Hezbollah to mount, first, a successful guerrilla campaign against Israel and, in 2006, a successful
conventional campaign. We study Hezbollah, rather, because long before the 2006 Lebanon War in which
they were widely considered to have been the victors, Hezbollah has [3]served as a model for other guerrilla
groups—groups which very well may meet the U.S. military in armed conflicts. Hezbollah’s model of
"resistance” (Arabic, muqawama) has led to a phenomenon journalist Ehud Ya’ari [4]describes as the
“Mugawama Doctrine.”

From a policy perspective, the questions we Americans must ask about Hezbollah are much different
than the questions asked by Israelis, for whom Hezbollah has proven to be a direct, capable and resilient
military adversary. Amir Kulick’s [5]analysis of Hezbollah’s military posture before and after the 2006
Lebanon War is a good example of an Israeli seeking to understand an organization that is, for Israel, both
a declared and actual adversary. The things about Hezbollah that worry us, as Americans, are different and
perhaps more abstract. My own concerns, which I will outline below, fall into two categories: tactical and
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strategic.

Tactically, Hezbollah’s performance throughout the 1990s and in the 2006 war raises three red flags
for U.S. military professionals. Unlike most other Arab armies since 1948, Hezbollah demonstrates a
high proficiency in the maintenance and employment of its weapons systems, Hezbollah performs well in
small-unit light infantry operations, and Hezbollah uses a decentralized command structure that allows its
subordinate leaders to exercise a high degree of initiative on the battlefield.

This last characteristic is the most important—and directly related to Hezbollah’s successes in small-
unit combat. As [6]Ken Pollack and others have noted, in previous wars against Arab militaries, Israeli
tactical leaders grew accustomed to platoon leaders and company commanders in, say, the Egyptian Army,
who could be expected to react ponderously to rapidly changing battlefield dynamics due to the degree to
which they operated in highly centralized command structures—organizations in which even the smallest
tactical decisions required approval from above. This allowed Israeli tactical leaders to get inside their
counterparts’ “OODA Loops.” The [7JOODA Loop—Orient, Observe, Decide, Act—is the process, coined by
John Boyd, by which military leaders make decisions. The small-unit leader with a quicker decision-making
process—or smaller OODA Loop—is at a competitive advantage against his opposite number. Because
Hezbollah small-unit leaders, with freedom to make decisions quicker than their peers in the armies of Arab
states, can make decisions at a speed roughly equivalent to their opposite numbers in IDF tactical units,
they are a much more difficult adversary on the battlefield than Egyptian tank commanders or infantry
platoon leaders in wars past.

Similarly, if other guerrilla groups successfully emulate Hezbollah’s model, they too will be much
more difficult adversaries on the battlefield for the U.S. military than the Iraqi Army in 1991 or 2003.

Strategically, Hezbollah presents different challenges. 1 take exception to Kulick’s argument that
Hezbollah engaged in a war of attrition against Israel prior to the 2006 war. Looking at the internal
dynamics at work within Hezbollah, one is struck by what an achievement it has been to keep a large,
ideologically diverse organization like Hezbollah together under one tent. I argue that in the years following
Israel’s withdrawal from Lebanon, Hezbollah adopted a deterrent doctrine, seeking to discourage an Israeli
adventure into southern Lebanon through Hezbollah military strength.

But how, then, can we explain the hundreds of rocket attacks against northern Israel after 20007
Or the numerous kidnapping attempts, the last of which ignited the destructive 33-day conflict in 20067
Here we must pay attention to the costs of Hezbollah remaining a cohesive organization—and note the way
in which Hezbollah’s internal dynamics lead to strategic incoherence.

There are several reasons making the fantasy that Hezbollah will ever give up its arms unlikely. The
first—and the most understandable—is that the Shia who make up Hezbollah’s constituency think giving
up their arms means giving up the hard-won seat at Beirut’s political table earned over the past three
decades. The Shia of Lebanon are the country’s historical underclass, and the Shia fear a return to the days
when their concerns were largely forgotten by the central government. Without the arms of Hezbollah, they
argue, no one in Beirut will care about the concerns of the Shia living in the south, the Bekaa Valley, and
the suburbs of Beirut.

The second reason why Hezbollah cannot give up its arms, though, is because so many of the young
men who join the organization join to fight. These young men are lured by the promise of fighting Israel, and
Hezbollah must worry that if they were to abandon their military campaign against Israel, these young men
would simply split from the organization in the same way that so many of the Amal militia’s gunmen left for
Hezbollah in the early 1980s. Thus, in order to keep these young men of arms under the same big tent as the
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rest of the organization, it is necessary to continue some form of armed conflict against Israel. In this way,
Hezbollah’s cross-border raids and rocket attacks against Israel after the 2000 withdrawal—while necessary
from an internal perspective—ultimately worked against Hezbollah’s overall strategy of deterrence.

Normally keen observers of Israeli politics, Hezbollah misread the dynamics in Jerusalem following
the kidnapping of Gilad Shalit in 2006 and attempted their own kidnappings just over the border near Ayta
ash-Shab on July 12th. The kidnappings—unlike an attempt a few months earlier in the disputed city of
Ghajjar—were successful, but the Israeli response was brutal and unexpected. (The ways in which Israel’s
decision-makers similarly misread the dynamics at work within Lebanon in 2006 will have to be the subject
of a different post.) The very thing Hezbollah was trying to deter—a massive Israeli assault on Hezbollah
and their Shia constituents—was provoked by an act of foolishness along the border.

A cult of resistance has developed within Hezbollah, one that makes it very difficult for the organi-
zation to ever be at peace. A similar cult of arms exists in the U.S. Marine Corps or the U.S. Army’s light
infantry units, of course, but should the U.S. ever be at peace, there is little worry the soldiers and Marines
will revolt and form their own splinter organization. That is the worry within Hezbollah, and the way in
which violence against Israel has become a necessary part of the organization’s psyche is worrying not only
for Israel but also for the Lebanese—both those aligned with Hezbollah and those opposed.

From the perspective of an American, the worry is that this cult of resistance will spread to other
guerrilla groups in the region, making peace impossible. There are those within Hezbollah and organizations
like Hamas who no doubt argue for a more peaceful track toward coexistence. But coexistence is impossible
as long as the cult of resistance precludes it.

. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/andrew_exum/
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/1983_Beirut_barracks_bombing
http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/print.php?template=C05&CID=2566
http://www.thewashingtoninstitute.org/templateC06.php?CID=991
http://wuw.inss.org.il/publications.php?cat=21&incat=&read=1383
http://astore.amazon.com/harvard-20/detail/0803237332
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/00DA_Loop
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Fundamental flaw in the NIE (2007-12-22 11:49)

From [1]Mark T. Clark

! The controversial National Intelligence Estimate (NIE) on Iran’s nuclear program raises
more questions than it answers. Critics—and criticisms—are aplenty. These have focused on three levels:
tactical (the kind of intelligence we have), strategic (understanding Iran’s intentions) and political (the fall-
out on U.S. and international policies in curbing Iranian nuclear ambitions). Given the recent disastrous
failures of intelligence, this reversal of previous estimates also does little to restore public confidence in the
intelligence process.

There are other grounds for concern about this NIE, especially the timing of its public release and whether
it has inadvertently signaled a “green light” to Iran to restart or continue its nuclear weapons development
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program. At the very least, it will make it extremely difficult for the U.S. to reverse itself once again and
muster a domestic and international consensus for diplomatic or military pressure against the Iranian pro-
gram, should it be found again to have an active weapons component.

Central to the problem of this NIE is its assessment of the Iranian decision-making process. The NIE
reports:

Our assessment that Iran halted the program in 2003 primarily in response to international
pressure indicates Tehran’s decisions are guided by a cost-benefit approach rather than a rush to
a weapon irrespective of the political, economic, and military costs [emphasis added].

That is to say, the Iranian leadership is a rational actor. Some combination of threats and inducements can
and does alter its decision-making process in the development of its nuclear weapons program.

Raymond Ibrahim [2]points out correctly that common sense tells us Iran wants to acquire nuclear weapons
and that it is very difficult for leaders in states that have nuclear weapons to understand the intense desire
of non-nuclear states to acquire them. Why then this disparity between common sense and "intelligence”?

The problem may be with our understanding of “cost-benefit” analysis. While a rational actor approach
may be useful for some theoretical approaches to international politics, it may actually mask or misstate
the approach of human policy-makers. In fact, for the real world of decision-makers, a cost-benefit analysis
oversimplifies the whole process. When it comes to acquiring nuclear weapons, it is not a simple either/or:
either build or avoid building a nuclear weapon. The decisions may include how to build, whether to build
on a civilian program, whether to deceive opponents in the process, and how to mask the deception.

The “cost-benefit” approach may also oversimplify nuclear deterrence. In my [3]case study of four small
nuclear powers, including Israel, India, Pakistan and the Republic of South Africa, I showed how all pursued
nuclear weapons despite international opprobrium and all displayed a nuanced appreciation of the conditions
under which they might actually use them (see Figure 1: Nuclear Deterrence/Threat/Use Continuum, be-
low).

Figure 1: Muclear Deterrenca/Threal/Use Continuum
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There I quoted a Pakistani nuclear strategist who indicated that “mutual suicide” could be a rational choice
for Pakistan if other options were closed, further shaking our confidence in the “cost-benefit” calculus of
rationality.

There are related problems in a “cost-benefit” approach to analyzing Iranian decision-making in pursuit
of a nuclear arsenal: the potential for self-deception as well as strategic deception by Iran.
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The self-deception comes from “mirror-imaging” how our adversaries decide policy: that is, interpreting
another’s decision-making process in light of our own. Such an approach ignores the intensity of the desire
an opponent may have to acquire nuclear weapons and its strategic calculus in doing so. It pays to recall the
lesson of the first Gulf War, after which one Indian general concluded: “Never fight the Americans without
nuclear weapons.” It is likely that Iranian decision-makers have seen and understood the very different treat-
ment North Korea and Iraq received from the U.S., attributing it to North Korea’s possession of a nuclear
arsenal.

Strategic deception is also possible. As in the case of the four small nuclear powers, all masked their
weapons programs or hid them behind civilian nuclear energy programs. All of these states actively sought
to discourage U.S. and international discovery of their weapons programs. The Soviet Union was famous for
its efforts at strategic deception and perceptions management. FEven tactically, we can be surprised. Indian
scientists bragged at being able to spoof U.S. satellites at Pokhran the day of the first overt nuclear weapons
detonations in May 1998.

The NIE has raised eyebrows for a number of reasons. But the approach it takes to understanding the
decision-making calculus of Iran may be the most fundamental flaw of the estimate, one that has lead to all
the other problems. When professors get it wrong, little or no harm is done. But it is a completely different
matter when our best intelligence officials err. Everyone is liable to suffer.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/mark_t_clark/
2. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/2007/12/iran_nukes_common_sense/
3. http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pubs/display.cfm?PubID=585

Anarchism and Al Qaeda (2007-12-23 04:07)
From [1]Walter Laqueur

In a recent [2]address, UCLA historian James Gelvin compares Al Qaeda with historical anarchism (1880-
1920) and, like some other recent writers, finds great significance in their common features. Such exercises
are seldom wholly in vain, but how helpful are they for a better understanding of at least one of the sides in
the comparison?

Gelvin dismisses the Islamofascism label as mere propaganda, and [3]I do not think much of it either.
But while comparisons between the jihadists on one hand and Nazi Germany and fascist Italy are indeed of
little use, there are astonishing similarities between jihadists and some of the smaller fascist groups such as,
for instance, the Romanian Legion of the Archangel Michael (also called the Iron Guard, Garda de Fier).
This group, quite powerful at one time, was deeply religious in inspiration, populist and anti-capitalist in its
politics, propagated a cult of death and suicide terrorism, and was second to none in denouncing corruption
and the liberal West. If they still existed, they would be intensely anti-globalist. An in-depth study of the
similarities between this group and the jihadists would be very illuminating and should be undertaken.

In the same way, similarities between Al Qaeda and certain anarchist factions could be found. A lead-
ing anarchist about to be executed announced that “there are no innocents,” just as the well-known Al
Jazeera TV sheikh has done. Bakunin (and after him Nietzsche—not a card-carrying anarchist) declared
that the passion for destruction was a creative passion.

However, on the whole, such comparisons do not take us very far, for two reasons.
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First, anarchism was anything but monolithic. There were basic differences not only between anarchists
at various times and places but also within each group. Some believed in terrorism, others were pacifists.
There were extremists among them but they were not a majority.

Second, anarchists were not “nihilists” (an unfortunate term made popular by Turgenev’s famous novel).
They did not negate all values but deeply believed in freedom. Whatever the fundamental beliefs and aims
of the jihadists (who are not nihilists either), the struggle for the realm of freedom on earth is not among
them. In view of such a basic difference in outlook, how much new light can be shed by comparisons between
them and the anarchists?

There are two related distinctions which deserve to be explored. Gelvin comes close but does not pur-
sue them. He believes that both anarchism and jihadism were essentially defensive in character. Territories
formerly under Muslim rule, now lost as the result of a Western assault, had to be regained. If this were
the sum of jihadist ideology, the obvious parallel would be with the Brezhnev doctrine. From the 1960s,
it proclaimed that countries under communist rule must not be surrendered on any account, and that any
retreat from this political order must be resisted by military force. By this time, the Soviet Union had given
up dreams of world revolution, and its strategy was therefore “defensive.” Have jihadists really given up their
hope that their beliefs will eventually prevail all over the globe, and their conviction that they are duty-bound
to promote this aim? Their strategy seems to be rather more ambitious than the Brezhnev doctrine—but
this certainly warrants further exploration.

There is a second crucial distinction. Nineteenth-century anarchism and terrorism adhered to a certain
code of honor. There was a code of chivalry (treuga dei and pax dei) in European medieval warfare (and
also in medieval Islam), not to attack and harm monks, women, children, elderly people and the poor in
general. The targets of terrorist attacks were leading figures such as kings, ministers, generals, and police
chiefs considered personally responsible for repression and crimes. Great care was taken not to hurt the
innocent; if a Russian Grand Duke appeared unexpectedly together with his family, the attackers would
abstain from throwing their bombs even if, by acting so, they endangered their own lives. More often than
not, the attackers considered themselves sinners for taking a human life; it was unthinkable that they would
boast of dancing on the graves of their victims or express the wish to drink their blood. There are no known
cases of sadism among nineteenth-century anarchists. The indiscriminate murder which has become the rule
in our days did occur but was rare and mostly unplanned.

In contrast, incidents of sadism have been frequently reported in our time—for instance, in the Algerian
civil war, or in the case of Zarqawi, who was upbraided by some of his followers for cutting throats too
quickly. The enemy not only has to be destroyed, he (or she) also has to suffer torment. The barbarisation
of terrorism has not been limited to the jihadists, but they have been its most frequent practitioners by far.
How do we account for these changes in the theory and practice of terrorism compared with the age of the
anarchist militants? This seems to me a central issue which has yet to be addressed.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/walter_laqueur/
2. http://www.international.ucla.edu/lms/files/JamesGelvin.pdf
3. http://blog.oup.com/2006/10/the_origins_of_2/

Who has the 0il? (2007-12-26 04:57)

From MESH Admin
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What is the most effective way to represent the strategic significance of the Persian Gulf? One alterna-
tive is to emphasize its dominance of world oil reserves and exports, via a graph or map. Here are three
approaches—the first one, conventional; the other two, innovative and even dramatic.

The first, prepared by British Petroleum (BP), is a straightforward map of proved reserves, with an ac-
companying graph.

Proved reserves at end 2006
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The second is a proportional map of crude petroleum exports, prepared by [1]Worldmapper. In this projec-
tion, the size of each region and country reflects its proportion of worldwide net exports of crude petroleum.
(When imports are larger than exports, the territory is not shown at all.)

2]

(Click on this map to enlarge it; click [3]here to download a .pdf poster of the map and accompanying
statistics.)

Finally, there is this proportional map of oil reserves, sourced from BP. This approach makes it easier
to disaggregate countries. (The map isn’t legible at this size, so click on it to enlarge it.)
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Who has the oil?
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Pakistan’s military tested (2007-12-28 03:34)

From [1]Stephen Peter Rosen

The possibility that widespread social unrest in Pakistan might have implications for the security of Pakistani
nuclear weapons has always been discounted by those who point, correctly, to the highly professional char-
acter of the Pakistani Army. In a set of interviews released late this fall, General Musharraf tried to reassure
Americans about the safety of Pakistani nuclear weapons. The weapons were safe, he argued, as a result of
cooperation with the United States government to set up special security forces, the personnel of which were
carefully screened to exclude soldiers with extreme Islamist sympathies. This reassurance presupposed that
the military chain of command remained intact in Pakistan, even if the civilian government was in disarray.

But no army can be entirely separated from the sympathies and ties that are generated within the host
society from which it comes. The American military has a long and strong tradition of professionalism,
but American soldiers of African-American origin fighting in the Vietnam War were distressed by the urban
rioting in the United States in the late 1960s, according to Charles Moskos. PLA soldiers from western
China, of non-Han origin, were reportedly brought in to suppress the Tiananmen Square political movement,
presumably because local troops might not have obeyed orders violently to suppress the movement.

If the rioting sparked by the assassination of Benazir Bhutto persists and grows more widespread, will
Pakistani troops be brought in to quell the riots? If they are brought in, will they obey orders to use force?
And, if they do not, what conclusions about the overall reliability of the Pakistani Army should be drawn
by India? By the United States? And by countries that could be affected by a breakdown of control over
the soldiers that guard the nuclear weapons of Pakistan?

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/stephen_peter_rosen/
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Bhutto’s murder: prelude to... (2007-12-30 08:00)
From [1]Martin Kramer

An [2]editorial in the Wall Street Journal on Friday, entitled "Target: Pakistan,” mourned Benazir Bhutto,
whom it described as “the highest profile scalp the jihadists can claim since their assassination of Egypt’s
Anwar Sadat in 1981.” The editorial then offered this analysis:

With the jihadists losing in Iraq and having a hard time hitting the West, their strategy seems
to be to make vulnerable Pakistan their principal target, and its nuclear arsenal their principal
prize.

This take is problematic. The jihadists claimed a major scalp after Sadat: two days before 9/11, two Arab
suicide bombers posing as journalists assassinated the anti-Taliban leader of the Northern Alliance, Ahmad
Shah Massoud. Famous as the "Lion of Panjshir,” Massoud helped to drive the Soviets from Afghanistan,
and then resisted the Talibanization that swept the country. The CIA [3]worked sporadically with Massoud,
but never made the most of him. In April 2001, Massoud addressed the European Parliament in Strasbourg,
and told a reporter: "If President Bush doesn’t help us, then these terrorists will damage the United States
and Europe very soon—and it will be too late.”

Massoud’s assassination turned out to be the opening act for the 9/11 attacks two days later. So we must
be grateful to the French writer Bernard-Henri Lévy, author of a [4]book on the murder of Daniel Pearl, for
this [5]passage in today’s Wall Street Journal:

Benazir Bhutto is dead, and mindful of Sept. 9, 2001, the day Massoud was assassinated, |
cannot help wondering what gruesome scenario her assassins might have planned. I cannot help
wondering what this major event, this thunderbolt, might be the prelude to.

In other words, it would be a mistake to assume that Bhutto’s assassination means the terrorists have made
Pakistan their "principal target.” Al Qaeda is perfectly capable of attacking targets on more than one front.
Bhutto’s assassination isn’t just a reminder that the terrorists are still out there on the other side of the
world. It’s precisely the kind of success that has always emboldened Al Qaeda to reach still further. The
United States remains as much a target as Pakistan. Indeed, in the wake of Bhutto’s murder, Al Qaeda’s
sights may be fixed squarely on us.

. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/martin_kramer/

. http://www.opinionjournal.com/editorial/feature.html17id=110011053

. http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/articles/A62889-2004Feb22.html
. http://astore.amazon.com/harvard-20/detail/0971865949

. http://www.opinionjournal.com/editorial/feature.html?7id=110011059
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Charlie Wilson’s War: fairy tale comedy (2007-12-31 11:59)
From a member

(A MESH member who prefers to remain anonymous submits the following comment on the film [1]Charlie
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Wilson’s War.)

This is a movie made by a highly sophisticated political and artistic mind, some-
one—the director—who knows all the arguments and charges and nuances of what this important episode
has come to mean to various interpreters. I came away feeling that the film is aimed at four different audi-
ences, the last of the four being the most important.

The first and most inconsequential audience is people like us, who know a lot about all of the doings
covered in the story and who, like me, will find the movie to be a rather charming bad-boy fairy tale comedy
involving some preposterous assertions.

The second audience, I imagine (I'm hardly knowledgable about the cinema “industry”) is the famous 18 to
29 demographic. They will like the sex scenes and proliferation of the F word. They also will delight in the
parodies of Washington authority-figures. The battle scenes in Afghanistan will also be attractive to them
as almost as good as video games, and about as meaningful. The geopolitics of it all will be utterly lost on
them, as they wouldn’t be able to tell you what a "Soviet” was anyway.

The third audience would be those in East Texas and elsewhere across "real” America, where the story
will seem to be a delightfully stirring tale of how a Good Ole Boy from Nagadoches took on the effeminate
Washington establishment bureaucracy and whupped those Commies.

The fourth audience is the one that really matters to those who produced and directed the movie. That would
be people like themselves: well-to-do, highly educated, politically active "Progressives” who proclaimed in the
immediate aftermath of 9/11 that "We (America) brought it on ourselves.” To them, the underlying story is
that the U.S. supply of weapons to the Afghan Mujahedin virtually created the movement which would later
emerge as the Taliban, would energize Al Qaeda by proving that holy warriors could win a world-historical
victory over a powerful industrailized imperial power, and would launch the religiously-driven terrorist war
against America.

Finally, as an example of the sophisticated fine touch of the makers of this film, there is the vignette
early on when Congressman Wilson in the corridor of the House is told that The Speaker wants to put him
on the Ethics Committee looking into the charges against John Murtha. Wilson snaps back, saying that
the charges against Murtha are baseless. Only those closely following the 2006 anti-Iraq War movement, in
which Congressman Murtha’s calls for the United States to pull the troops out in acceptance of defeat were
central, would recognize that the film makers here are trying to refute the re-emerged criticism of Murtha
for being involved in the "Abscam” scandal of the time in which the movie is set. In Charlie Wilson’s War
every little scene has a meaning all its own.

1. http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Charlie_Wilson’s_War
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2008

2.1 January

Can the Middle East sustain democracy? (2008-01-02 13:32)

[1]Charles Issawi (1916-2000) was a leading economic historian of the Middle East and an astute commentator
on history, politics, and human nature. In 1956 he published an [2]article on the foundations of democracy
and their absence from the Middle East. Below, we reproduce a key passage from that article (in green,
beneath Issawi’s photograph). In response to our invitation, MESH member Adam Garfinkle offers a half-
century retrospective on Issawi’s views. In the [3]Jcomments to this post, MESH members Joshua Muravchik,
Jon Alterman, Michele Dunne, J. Scott Carpenter, and Tamara Cofman Wittes weigh in.

[issawi.jpgl "In the Middle East the economic and social soil is
still not deep enough to enable political democracy to strike root and
flourish. What is needed is not merely constitutional or
administrative reforms, not just a change in government machinery and
personnel. It is not even the adjustment of an obsolete political
structure to bring it in line with a new balance of forces reflecting
changing relations between various social classes, as was achieved by
the Reform Bills in 19th-century England. What is required is a great
economic and social transformation which will strengthen society and
make it capable of bearing the weight of the modern State. Such a
development is a necessary, if not a sufficient, condition for the
establishment of genuine democracy in the region. For, in politics as
in religion, a Reformation must be preceded by a Renaissance.

"What should be done in the meantime? Clearly, while it is futile to
lament the absence of democracy in a region still unprepared for it,
it is absolutely necessary to set in motion the forces which will
transform Middle Eastern society in the desired manner. Great efforts
must be made to improve means of communication, multiply schools, and,
so far as possible, bring about a cultural and spiritual unity which
will bridge the chasms separating the linguistic groups and religious
sects. Great efforts must also be made to develop the economy of the
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different countries in order to raise the general level and to create
opportunities which will allow the individual to emancipate himself
from the grip of the family, tribe, and village."

Charles Issawi, "Economic and Social Foundations of Democracy in the
Middle East," International Affairs, 1956.

From [4]Adam Garfinkle

Charles Issawi’s is a remarkable quote, prescient to a stunning degree. Issawi managed to say a
great deal in a short space; were that I was as talented.

It seems to me that Issawi makes four basic points, which I will list deliberately out of order for a
reason to be made clear, hopefully, below.

First, the Arab Middle East lacks the prerequisites for democracy.

Second, those prerequisites entail not only political-legal adjustments but deep social and cultural
ones, not least of them being the strengthening of the state (a very prescient observation for its time).

Fourth, in the meantime great effort should be placed in readying the prerequisites for democracy,
including economic growth, wider social communication and better education.

Third is his enigmatic comment that “in politics as in religion, a Reformation must be preceded by
a Renaissance.”

As to what has changed, the first point stands: The region is still not ready, and the reason many
Westerners don’t see this is that they don’t understand the origins of their own political culture. So I argued
in print (“[5/The Impossible Imperative? Conjuring Arab Democracy,” The National Interest, Fall 2002)
before President Bush’s February 2003 American Enterprise Institute [6]speech, before the invasion of Iraq,
before his November 2003 National Endowment for Democracy [7]speech and before his second inaugural
[8]address, because I could feel in my bones what was coming and I wanted to do whatever I could to stop
it.

When it comes to the second point, nothing has changed either—but more on this critical matter
below.

When it comes to the fourth point, a lot has changed since 1956. As Fatima Mernissi was among
the first to insist, there is a new openness in the region, a new kind of conversation (jadaliyya, she called
it). There is more communication, there is better if still very inadequate education, and the economies are
more modern in many respects if still foundering in others. Much of this change came over several decades
in a push-pull sort of way. The weakness of the post-independence Middle Eastern state amid the attentions
brought by the Cold War made them prey to outside blandishments and enticements at the same time that
weak local elites sought leverage to get or keep themselves in power. The nearly complete penetration of
the region by global business, especially over the past 15 years, has helped accelerate the communications
revolution and the “creative destruction” that has gone with it.

This very unsettling process has riven most Middle Eastern societies into three parts: salafis who
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use religion to fight the threat to corporate identity they see; assimilationists who accept the Western
secularist route to one degree or another; and those who seek a flexible, living Islamic tradition in order to
find a culturally integral route to modernization. I think the third force will win out, even if it takes three
or four generations; at least I hope so.

Third, we come head-on to the politics/religion, Renaissance/Reformation nexus. It can be argued
that the humanism of the Renaissance stimulated significant reform impulses in the Catholic Church in
the fifteenth century, and that initial Protestant rebellion in the early sixteenth century, from the far less
advanced regions of Germany rather than northern Italy, was in essence a reactionary rejection of that
more liberal, humanist direction. The vast changes attending the last gasps of European feudalism soon
overtook the reactionary character of early Protestantism and drove it along as it did everything else in its
path, but the sketch is interesting. Applied analogically to the modern Middle East, the salafis are the early
Protestants shaking up a febrile religious establishment, stimulating them, one may hope, into re-creating
a vibrant living tradition in tune with modern times, as Max Weber famously suggested happened to
Protestant Europe and, in time, even to Catholic Europe.

And now we come back to the problem of the state. A Reformed religion, to work as Weber saw,
has to be contained by the state. But the state system of the modern Middle East is under siege thanks to
the onslaught of globalization. Unless a revived centrist traditionalism contributes to the strengthening of
the state, all of the communications, education and hoped-for economic reform will be unavailing. How will
this go? Well, different experts have taken different views on this question. I don’t know which ones are
right. I wish Issawi, and Elie Kedourie and Ernest Gellner, were still alive. They would know.

Comments are limited to MESH members.
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Jon Alterman (2008-01-08 16:29:25)

To my mind, Tammy is right about the inefficiency of today’s Arab regimes, but she’s wrong about the inevitability
of reform. For almost a century, outside observers of the region have predicted a Malthusian crisis that hasn’t come
and a whole series of other changes that would shake the region to its core. Instead, regimes have not only implanted
themselves, but become more firmly embedded. Consider the fact that there has not been a system-changing coup
in the Arab world since the Libyan revolution of 1969, after two decades of rather dramatic change. I join Tammy
and Scott and Josh in very much hoping to see more transparency and rule of law in the Middle East, the growth
of meritocracy, and economic and political advances that raise the standard of living and overall happiness in the
region. But wanting to see it is different from saying it’s inevitable. Such a change would harm an immense number
of people who currently hold power in the region, and their principal interest is holding power, not maximizing the
economic efficiency of their economies or burnishing their approval ratings. If all they want to do is hold onto power
and are willing to pay the other costs, I don’t see why that’s not sustainable. Equally, what I see among publics
is a keen desire for better outcomes, not necessarily a desire for greater voice. Technology is helping promote freer
speech, anyway (both by empowering information producers and crippling censors), but I see people fundamentally
disaffected by politics rather than clamoring to run for office. Assuming leaders and publics in the Middle East want
the same things we want (and even more narrowly, what academics in Washington think tanks want) doesn’t guide
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us to good policy. I look forward to reading Tammy’s book and being persuaded otherwise.

Joshua Muravchik (2008-01-02 15:42:10)

In 1956, when Charles Issawi wrote this, there were only a few dozen countries in the world in which the government
had been elected by the citizens. Today, there are 123 such governments, according to the rigorous count by Freedom
House. The majority of the additional democracies are in countries that were not in 1956, and probably are not
today, ready for democracy, according to Issawi’s criteria. And yet they do it. To be sure, more than a quarter of
the democratically elected governments are only "partly free” according to the Freedom House survey, meaning they
lack some important features of mature or consolidated democracy, or what some call liberal democracy. Nonetheless,
the performance of the elected governments is superior to that of non-elected ones across the spectrum of government
performance issues, i.e., peace, economic development, social welfare, corruption, etc.

Jon Alterman (2008-01-02 16:19:40)

I’'m not so confident that the "state system of the modern Middle East is under siege.” Certainly, the boom in oil prices
in the last five years has given states lots of walking-around money with which they can co-opt potential oppositions.
But even before the oil boom, the expansion of the modern Middle Eastern state into economies, associational life,
spiritual life and elsewhere made it hard for any force to arise that could truly challenge the state’s dominance. Au-
thoritarian systems in the region have not only proven remarkably durable, but they have been remarkably adaptive.
They have adapted to the death of censorship, and they have adapted to the rise of political Islam. More importantly,
they have learned, both from their own experience and that of their neighbors. It is not an accident that monarchies
in the Arab world are beginning to look more like republics, and republics are looking more like monarchies. Parlia-
ments are rarely meaningful, and executives have tremendous control over the allocation of economic resources. What
strikes me as notable in the half-century since Issawi wrote his words is that many of the tasks he calls for have been
done, they have been done by states, and the states have used these tasks to reinforce their prerogatives. National
unity, stronger economies, stronger educational systems—all done. But without pledging fealty to the state and its
apparatchiks, any individual’s accomplishments are for naught. I'd be happy to go back and forth with Josh about
the reasons that the seeds of democracy fall fallow in the Middle East, but that’s a discussion for another time.

Michele Dunne (2008-01-03 02:27:18)

While Issawi’s analysis of why democracy was not spreading in the Arab countries in 1956 had merit, to apply the
same analysis to 2008 misses several critical factors. First, whatever Arabs’ economic and educational status—which,
while still lacking, is much better in many countries now than fifty years ago—do they want democratic governments
or not? According to [1]World Values Survey polling done in 2000 in Morocco, Algeria, Egypt, and Jordan—as well
as much other evidence—they do, in increasing numbers and across the political spectrum. Second, isn’t it terribly
convenient—and misleading—to factor out of this socioeconomic analysis the role the United States and other outside
powers have played in the region? Even in 1956 such an approach strained credulity. Driven by the imperatives of
beating back Soviet influence, maintaining an unfettered flow of petroleum, and protecting the security of Israel, the
United States took over the role of the European colonial powers in supporting cooperative Arab autocrats. Each of
those imperatives was important and valid, but they involved costs, including looking the other way while Arab govern-
ments perpetrated human rights abuses and failed to develop their economies and societies. The Bush administration
began the difficult process of trying to disentangle various U.S. interests and figure out whether the United States
can maintain the flow of petroleum, protect Israel, and promote the gradual growth of democracy in the region all at
the same time, but abandoned the work when it became overwhelmed by problems in Iraq and Palestine. So, what
should the next U.S. administration do? Much current thinking points in the same direction Issawi suggested in the
1950s (promoting economic growth and education as prerequisites for the spread of democracy) while Adam Garfinkle
suggests strengthening the state, by which he seems to mean institutional reform. While economic, educational, and
institutional reform are good in themselves, anyone under the illusion that such efforts alone can lead to eventual
democratization should read Thomas Carothers’ article, ”[2]The Sequencing Fallacy,” in the January 2007 issue of the
Journal of Democracy. In short, with the exception of a visionary few (notably lacking in the Middle East at present),
autocratic leaders have no motivation to carry out reforms that will expose their excesses and eventually limit their
power. Only the pressure that comes from political opposition can compel them to compromise. There is also a
practical problem with such approaches. Unless the United States concurrently presses Arab governments to open
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political space and improve respect for human and civil rights, the recipients of our well-intentioned efforts to improve
economic and educational capacities will certainly face repression at the hands of their own governments—producing
immediate problems that will be difficult for the next administration to ignore, even if it chooses to duck the larger
question of how to balance competing U.S. interests.

1. http://wuw.worldvaluessurvey.org/
2. http://wuw.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=18957&prog=zgp&proj=zdrl

J. Scott Carpenter (2008-01-03 04:34:36)

Two alternate things struck me as I read Issawi’s article. First was its contemporary feel: the argument he advances
to deny Arabs are ready for democracy—they need an economic and social transformation first—have changed little
in fifty-plus years. Second was its dated feel: the idea that society has to be made ready for the modern state evokes a
definitive post-war fascination with the modern state, epitomized to many at the time by the specifically Soviet state
which was only a year away from Sputnik when Issawi wrote. Rather than being represented by the State, society
should instead be made “capable to bear the weight” of it. Not a thoroughly democratic concept and not one that finds
much resonance in modern ears, I suppose. But it is Issawi’s first broad generalization that is most relevant to me. Are
economic and social transformations required before democracy can take root in the Arab world? And does economic
transformation automatically lead to individual emancipation? Not according to the facts as they’ve unfolded over
the past five decades. Looking at individual Arab countries tells a story that sweeping assertions miss. Generally,
economic growth over the past fifty years has not corresponded with the expansion of human liberty. The Gulf as a
whole is proof of that. Oil has proved a curse to aspiring democrats everywhere—Libya, Algeria, Saudi Arabia, Iraq,
Kuwait, among others. The only country in the Gulf that has evolved broad-based democratic practice is, ironically,
Yemen, which had adopted democracy as a way of coping with deep societal divides. It is, of course, a very poor
country and corruption remains endemic, but according to Freedom House, Yemen is “partly free” and has a robust
civil society, multiple political parties and a fairly free press. Since the 1950s the United Arab Emirates has evolved
from a group of sand dunes to one of the most highly industrialized countries in the world with one of the highest per
capita GDPs, but human freedoms remain tentative at best. Or take my favorite example, Tunisia. Tunisia today
is a homogenous country in ethnicity and religion, with a largish, secular and educated middle class, a functioning
economy in which the vast majority own their own homes. Tunisian women have many rights that are protected both
in law and in practice. If any country should have made the transition to democracy in fifty-plus years it should be
Tunisia, right? And yet, Tunisia remains one of the most repressive regimes in the region with one of the worst human
rights record. And that has an impact on broader society. On my last visit to Tunis I felt it to be the least dynamic
city of any in the entire region now alive with dynamism. If it were not for the huge transfers from Europe, I'm not
sure the “Tunisian Model” would be sustainable. So what excuse would Issawi offer for Tunisia? Do Tunisians have
to wait for some other hurdle to be passed before they are allowed a truly free press, for example? Or have someone
other than Ben Ali to vote for? In Arab Mauritania, a fed-up military finally answered a similar question to the
delight of the Mauritanian people. Since a bloodless coup 19 months ago, desperately poor Mauritania has exchanged
its strongman government for a democratically elected one under a new constitution. Mauritanians have elected not
only the President for the first time in history but have also had free elections for parliament and localities as well.
President Abdallahi and Mauritanian democracy seem to be doing fine. So, why when economic growth and social
transformation have taken place to one degree or the other has the Arab world remained a democratic exception? It
did not start as a problem of religion (though this has now become a premier problem). Instead it’s been a failure
of the regimes to progressively give greater freedom to their people. As was pointed out in the 2002 Arab Human
Development Report and in every subsequent year, the states of the Arab world in every measurable parameter of
human development have failed their people. Their economies (apart from those in the Gulf) are sclerotic at best;
their education system belies the name; their ability to deliver services is practically non-existent; their political
systems are moribund. The only service they have proved capable of delivering is security, which is the only thing
that preserves them (that and the seemingly endless patience of their long-suffering people). To countless Egyptians,
Moroccans, Jordanians and others from this part of the world, i.e. Arabs, this failure has everything to do with the
lack of personal freedom, and yes, democracy. Issawi’s passage ends by noting that “while it is futile to lament the
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absence of democracy in a region still unprepared for it, it is absolutely necessary to set in motion the forces which
will transform Middle Eastern society in the desired manner.” But that was over fifty years ago and the states have
failed to deliver. After so much wasted time, it’s high-time to reverse Issawi’s prescription: governments in the region
should give people more freedom and see how they transform their societies from within. More economic freedom,
more press freedom, more political freedom. Everything else has been tried and failed disastrously: Pan-Arabism,
Socialism, Ba’athism and now the threat of Islamism looms. It’s true as Jon wrote that Arab governments have had
remarkable staying power, but what they may have accomplished in the past fifty years is not nearly enough to sustain
them for another fifty. Given the huge youth bulges in countries like Egypt and Algeria and elsewhere, unless dramatic
economic growth is somehow achieved these regimes will be consumed by grievance—which will not be in our national
interest. Despite the challenges of the past few years, it is now more important than ever to give freedom a chance.
Not all at once as some envision but deliberately, with vision and purpose. By creating a path to a proliferation of
parties, a truly free press, a thriving civil society and a growing middle class many of these countries will unlock their
potential and, given time, defeat the Islamist threat from within as well. Economies and societies will be transformed
as a result.

Tamara Cofman Wittes (2008-01-08 15:18:12)

Issawi (and Adam) are a bit too focused on state strength, in my view. Most states of the region have, as Jon noted,
done a good job of strengthening themselves over the last fifty years relative to those disparate social forces Adam
fears so much. The corporatist model they developed, bolstered by oil and strategic rents, girded in the armor of
Arabist ideology, and backed by force when necessary, served them very well. [1]Greg Gause did some great work
a bunch of years ago showing how the Arab states of the Gulf used these resources to bind their citizens closely to
the state, protecting themselves from the potentially destabilizing impact of the Iranian revolution. The state is still
viewed by most Arabs as the primary source and allocator of social goods, and the primary repository of the national
patrimony. The question today is whether these corporatist strategies are still functional in a changed environment,
in which economic and cultural globalization, along with indigenous demographic and social changes, have created a
different set of expectations and demands on the state while hampering the state’s ability to continue employing its
old strategies of cooptation and control. A secondary question is what is to be done about those places in the region
where states are not strong, indeed are failing: Iraq, Lebanon, and the (nonstate) Palestinian territories. I argue
in my forthcoming book (Freedom’s Unsteady March, coming out in April) that the Arab states’ ability to employ
rents, ideology, and repressive capacity to sustain themselves as the central repository and distributor of social and
economic goods is challenged today by a combination of factors. The “youth bulge” presents challenges not only in
economic terms (employment, credit, and housing) but also in terms of the social expectations young people have of
their government, especially when they are more aware of global trends and the gap between their status and that
of their cohort elsewhere in the world. Oil prices may be high right now, but income inequality is skyrocketing as
well—suggesting that this new wealth is not being invested in binding citizens closer to the state (as happened in the
1970s) but instead is going into the pockets of political and business elites. I've heard anecdotal evidence of similar
phenomena in Egypt, where major economic reforms by the government have resulted in overall economic growth and
capital inflows—but the gains have largely been pocketed by the business community, rather than being invested in
future growth or in new private sector jobs. The resulting disconnect between the macroeconomic picture and the
life experiences of the average Egyptian is producing outrage in the form of a remarkable number of protests over
the past year on issues such as wages, rents, and subsidies. Many people cite the UAE as evidence to the contrary,
with its astonishing levels of investment in education and other forms of social capital, but I think it’s more of an
exception that proves the rule. The challenges presented to Arabist ideology by Islamist alternatives have been the
subject of long discussion so I won’t go into that here. And in an era of cell-phone cameras, bloggers, and international
human rights NGOs, repression is just more costly and harder to employ than in previous times as a tool for state
control. Arab regimes have worked to [2]respond to these challenges, but their piecemeal reforms fail as often as they
succeed, and do not, in my view, add up to a successful new model for sustainable governance. I agree fully with
Michele and Scott’s point that economic development is not a pathway to democratization. Those who advocate a
policy of promoting economic liberalization “first” should acknowledge that it is far more likely to be a substitute for,
rather than a means to, democracy. They must also confront the now-well-documented fact that even less-than-perfect
democracies outperform nondemocracies in basic economic and social development. If a U.S. policy of promoting Arab
economic development is not an effective means to other forms of liberalization, if it may not even succeed on its own
terms because of the concern Arab autocrats have with preserving the economic perquisites of their ruling coalitions
(the subject of Tom Carothers’ [3]excellent essay), and if it may not even help to improve the welfare of Arab citizens
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because of those autocrats’ twisted incentives, then why is this a worthy policy prescription? What does it get us,
exactly? If the answer is more reliable economic trading partners, one could easily make the case that global capital
markets and global trading regimes are more effective at doing that, at a lower cost, than a U.S. government push
for economic liberalization. Let the global market handle economic liberalization. Given the above, why should the
U.S. still act to promote democracy in the Middle East? Because the reigning corporatist model of Arab states is
no longer functional, and social forces in those states are rising that, in the absence of democratization, could prove
destabilizing and detrimental to U.S. interests. There is real pressure for change in the region—but what form that
change will take is yet to be determined, and the Arab regimes have less ability to control that outcome than the
strong-state-advocates like Jon might wish. The possibilities for change that are not in U.S. interests are real, growing,
and very unpleasant: even if states maintain control it may be in a form we can’t easily cooperate with. In the long
term, regional stability, Arab prosperity and U.S.-Arab strategic cooperation all require democratic reform in the
region. I think wise-minded Arabs and Americans both know that, they just don’t know how to get from here to
there and they’re paralyzed by the risks. Yes, democratization could also produce destabilizing effects, and outcomes
that are detrimental to U.S. interests. But I think that the balance of harms is on the side of democratization, for
reasons I go into in my book. I also think that the risks of negative outcomes for the United States can, to some
degree, be managed through a wiser strategy of democracy promotion than that followed by President Bush (sorry,
Scott). Bush pushed hardest for democracy in the weakest states of the region, rather than the strongest. He also
focused on political process over political rights, and did not match his democracy assistance programs with robust
diplomacy. The result was an exacerbation of conflict in places like Iraq, Lebanon and Palestine, gains for regional
radicals, a failure to give Arab leaders sufficient incentive to reform, and a resulting hardening of Arab autocrats on
questions of domestic politics overall. I think the core focus for American democracy promotion should be advocating
for the expansion of basic political rights: freedom of speech (especially in the media), assembly, and association. Our
attention should be focused on the region’s strong states (who also happen to be our closest allies): Saudi Arabia
and Egypt, as well as Jordan and Morocco. In supporting political rights, we would be helping to give voice to the
existing tensions within Arab society whose democratic role, Issawi noted, is crucial, we would be supporting the
aspirations of Arab youth and citizenry at large for greater choice in their lives; we would be supporting the habits
of civil discourse that are developed by all mature democracies; and we would be helping to illuminate and raise the
scrutiny of the catch-all claims made by the Islamist opposition movements, deflating their current role as empty
vessel for the hopes and fears of frustrated and weary Arab citizens. And then, of course, we need to help the basket
cases of the region—but not with democratization, with state-building.

1. http://www.uvm.edu/ polisci/faculty/gause_bio.html
2. http://wuw.brookings.edu/papers/2007/10arabworld.aspx
3. http://journalofdemocracy.org/articles/gratis/Carothers-18-1.pdf

Adam Garfinkle (2008-01-16 10:55:56)

Just a clarification, which looks to be needed after reading the various interesting comments on Issawi. My point
about the state is simple: There can’t be a sustainable democracy, especially in a heterogeneous social environment,
when state structures are weak. In such circumstances, the exercise of democratic forms will drive matters away from
pluralism and back toward tribalism, because the legitimacy of state authority is what matters. When I say a strong
state, as Michele Dunne understands, I don’t mean a state that can knock down doors and drag people away at 4 in
the morning. A mukhabarat state is not a strong state; the fact that it thinks, probably correctly, that it needs to do
such things to survive is testimony to the exact reverse. These states are weak states, and the fact that they have
become masters of survival does not change that, does not mean that most of them have absorbed or subdued other
foci of authority in their respective societies. What I mean by a strong state is one in which the authority of the state
is accepted matter-of-factly by most citizens as the highest authority in the social realm, and which can deliver basic
services in a way that justifies at least a rudimentary social contract, implicit or otherwise. So when Issawi spoke of
the pull of tribe, village and mosque as retrograde, he was exactly right.

(©2010 Middle East Strategy at Harvard (MESH), 2007-2009° 47


http://www.uvm.edu/~polisci/faculty/gause_bio.html
http://www.brookings.edu/papers/2007/10arabworld.aspx
http://journalofdemocracy.org/articles/gratis/Carothers-18-1.pdf

BlogBook 2.1. January

Survey: Americans lost on the map (2008-01-06 05:59)

From MESH Admin

The 2006 National Geographic-Roper Survey of Geographic Literacy surveyed geographic knowledge of 18-
to 24-year-olds across the United States. (The full report is [1]here.) Respondents were shown a blank
political map of the Middle East and asked to identify four countries: Israel, Iraq, Saudi Arabia and Iran.
These were the results:
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14% answer all four gquestions correctly.

The report comments:

On average, young Americans can find one (1.3) of these four countries. Fourteen percent can
point out all four countries correctly, while 44 % cannot find any of them.

After three years of war in Iraq, only 37 % of young Americans can find Iraq; 63 % cannot.
As many can—and cannot—identify Saudi Arabia. The result is even worse for Iran and Israel.
Ounly one in four can find Iran (26 %) or Israel (25 %). Three-quarters cannot find these two
countries. Overall, up to one in five say they "don’t know” where these four countries are located
(ranging from 16 % for Iraq to 20 % for Iran).

Education makes a difference in young adults’ ability to locate these four countries in the head-
lines: young Americans with college experience (1.6 correct answers on average) are more likely
than those with up to a high school education (0.9 correct) to locate these countries. That said,
even the more educated group fares relatively poorly, with less than a quarter of those with a
college education able to find all four countries (23 %, 6 % of those with up to a high school
diploma).

1. http://wuw.nationalgeographic.com/roper2006/findings.html
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Learning from Israel’s mistakes (2008-01-08 12:00)

From [1]Andrew Exum

If there is but one article readers of this blog should take the time to read in the
next few days, it is most certainly Matt Matthews’s [2]interview with Israeli general Shimon Naveh on the
2006 war between Hezbollah and Israel. Since I wrote [3]my study of Hezbollah’s performance during the
2006 war, almost immediately following the conflict, I have been deeply impressed by the efforts taken by
the U.S. military to learn from the IDF’s successes and failures, even as lessons learned stream in from the
U.S. military’s own conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan. This coming week, for example, the U.S. Army War
College will host an event on the 2006 war and the new media that should be excellent. Matt Matthews,
meanwhile, is hard at work on what is sure to be an instructive study of the war for the U.S. Army.

But first, Gen. Naveh. Aside from his refreshingly nuanced view of Hezbollah and some choice remarks
for his fellow officers—he calls the then-chief of staff Gen. Dan Halutz ”an idiot”™—and says one brigade
commander should have been executed for cowardice—Gen. Naveh indicts the whole IDF for not being
prepared to fight the kind of war they found themselves fighting in July 2006:

Basically I think that the IDF was totally unprepared for this kind of operation, both con-
ceptually, operationally and tactically—mainly conceptually and practically. The point is that
the IDF fell in love with what it was doing with the Palestinians. In fact, it became addictive.
When you fight a war against a rival who’s by all means inferior to you, you may lose a guy here
or there, but you're in total control. It’s nice. You can pretend that you fight the war and yet
it’s not really a dangerous war. This kind of thing served as an instrument corrupting the IDF.

Herein lie important lessons for U.S. policy-makers and military professionals. Some will say the lesson in
Israel’s 2006 war is that the U.S. military can go "soft” by spending too much time on counterinsurgency in
places like Afghanistan and Iraq, forgetting the kind of combined arms skills that come in handy in major
combat operations. This would seem to be the opinion of the current Commandant of the Marine Corps,
among others. Counterinsurgency theorists would say this is ridiculous. John Nagl describes counterinsur-
gency as ’graduate-level warfare,” and it follows that just as a PhD candidate in mathematics would not
forget how to solve basic algebra equations, it is unlikely a junior officer in the U.S. Army will necessarily
forget basic infantry battle drills while sipping tea with sheiks in Anbar Province. (And besides, until the
U.S. military truly learns counterinsurgency, it is unlikely to “overlearn” counterinsurgency.)

It is true, though, that much of the blame for the IDF’s poor performance in the 2006 war must fall upon
the IDF’s officer corps (and Israeli politicians for slashing the IDF’s training budget). Complacency is the
enemy of any good military, and it certainly seems as if the IDF grew too accustomed to the kind of missions
they performed in the Occupied Palestinian Territories after the 2000 withdrawal from southern Lebanon.
In the same way, the U.S. military officer corps in Iraq and Afghanistan is perhaps the most combat-proven
officer corps in our nation’s history. But operational commanders must work hard to ensure that the overall
culture within the officer corps is not overrun by complacency. This is their job, as officers, commanders,
and custodians of the nation’s military.

I believe the way in which the U.S. Army and Marine Corps rotate between Iraq and Afghanistan works
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against complacency. Having fought and led combat units in both environments, I can attest that the differ-
ing physical and cultural environments force officers to remain intellectually flexible and alert. That’s just
one of the reasons why the Marine Corps’s [4]proposal to make Afghanistan a solely Marine mission is such
a bad one.

At the same time, the job of being a U.S. Army or Marine Corps officer just got, incredibly, even tougher.
Not only must Marine Corps and Army units be proficient in counterinsurgency operations—the most likely
combat environment for present and future conflicts—they must also be prepared to execute combined arms
efforts as part of major combat operations along the lines of the 2003 invasion of Iraq and destruction of
Iraq’s army. As difficult as this may be, I do not feel this is an unreasonable expectation of our officer corps.
It is, after all, what the nation requires.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/andrew_exum/

2. http://wuw.smallwarsjournal.com/documents/mattmatthews.pdf

3. http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/templateC04.php?CID=260

4. http://www.nytimes.com/2007/10/11/washington/11military.html?_r=1&hp&oref=slogin

Bush in the Levant (2008-01-09 09:27)
From [1]Jon Alterman

The Bush administration has been mugged by reality. After vowing to transform the Middle East, the
administration is submitting to it, resorting to the sort of process-driven incremental diplomacy that previ-
ous administrations had pursued and that this administration had disdained. Five years ago, there was a
sense that things couldn’t get any worse in the Middle East and we should push for change whatever the
consequences. Now, there is a keen appreciation of how many ways things could actually get much worse, and
how much better off we are working with people we know and with whom we share at least some interests.

President Bush is spending several days in Israel and the West Bank, where I expect him to preside over
some sort of agreement, whether it’s principally economic (having to do with the movement of people and
goods both within the West Bank and between the West Bank and other places) or whether it has to do more
with settlements. There is going to be something that will stand as the Bush administration’s agreement on
this trip.

But it seems to me that none of what he will achieve is anything like a game changer. He can merely
suggest that things are in play, which is really what the parties most want. I'm very skeptical of broader
progress on Palestinian-Israeli issues because it seems to me that neither the Israeli side nor the Palestinian
side has any consensus on what it’s trying to achieve or how it plans on achieving it, what measure of diplo-
macy and violence will have to be used in the coming months and years. I understand all of the arguments
that it’s leaders who forge consensus through their leadership and so on, but it seems to me that a lot more
has to be in place before final-status negotiations begin for them to possibly be successful. There is certainly
much to negotiate in the interim, but that’s not really a job for presidents. The fact is, whatever high-water
mark President Bush tries to set on this trip, he will only draw attention to how much lower that mark is
than when he took office in 2001.

I think it’s interesting that the president isn’t planning on going to Jordan, because the Jordanians have
been such important U.S. partners in both Arab-Israeli peacemaking issues as well as Iraq issues. I suspect
the king calculated that a trip would hurt more than it would help and this represents shrewd triangulation
by the Jordanians rather than a snub by the Americans.
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Overall, I expect President Bush to come in for a fair bit of criticism on this trip and to be on the re-
ceiving end of a fair number of lectures. Most leaders in the region with whom I've spoken seem to consider
him both naive and callous, and they’ll use the home-court advantage to sensitize him to their perceptions
of reality.

To sum up, President Bush is no longer trying to transform the Middle East from afar; he’s trying to
manage it in incremental ways by arm-twisting and jawboning leaders in intimate, private sessions. There
will be small successes along the way, but all of the Middle East’s problems are far too immense, complex,
and diverse to be solved on this trip. Analytically, I think the president is in the same place that he’s been
for years, and he deeply believes that the Middle East will pose a continual threat to U.S. interests until it
is more democratic. On this score, he differs with his father. But President Bush has also come to realize
that the pursuit of vital U.S. interests requires a deeper sense of partnership than many allies have found in
this administration.

Writing in Foreign Affairs eight years ago, former Bush Vulcan and current World Bank president Robert
Zoellick wrote, “effective coalition leadership requires clear-eyed judgments about priorities, an appreciation
of others’ interests, constant consultations among partners and a willingness to compromise on some points,
but remain focused on core objectives.” That’s what we will see on this trip, and it is a return to Bush
administration first principles—not Bush 43, but Bush 41.

Comments are limited to MESH members.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/jon_alterman/

David Schenker (2008-01-09 14:30:48)

I agree with Jon’s assessment that the Bush Administration has scaled back ambitious plans to transform the region
and that the president’s Middle East trip will likely result in only marginal accomplishments. But I would like to
quibble with the posting’s explanation as to why Jordan was not on Bush’s Mideast itinerary. Jon suggests it’s because
the King thought a trip would "hurt more than it would help.” It’s my understanding that in fact, the Jordanians
lobbied for a Bush stopover. In Jordan, the trip no doubt would have been well received by Palestinians, who are
pleased that the Administration has seemingly decided to reengage on the peace process. A Presidential trip also
would have been popular with East Banker elites. Besides, Israeli Prime Minister Ehud Olmert met in Jordan with
King Abdullah only last week, a visit that was [1]highly publicized by the monarchy in the government-controlled
press. Jordan’s Islamists, led by the Islamic Action Front (IAF), leveled quite a bit of criticism at the King for
meeting with Olmert. Likewise, today, the IAF [2]parroted the Hamas statement that Bush’s trip to the region was
"nothing more than tourism.” But it seems to me that the King believed this kind of criticism to be an acceptable
price to pay, especially given how poorly the IAF performed in parliamentary elections a few months ago. Indeed,
for a number of reasons, IAF popularity in Jordan has plummeted, and the party—the most vocal local critic of the
close U.S.-Jordanian relationship—is in complete disarray. In any event, Jordan’s King Abdullah visits the United
States, on average, twice a year, and is welcomed in the Oval Office at least once a year. The King will likely meet
with President Bush in Washington this spring. And if King Abdullah gets his way, the President will visit Jordan
on his final trip to the region, this May.

1. http://www.alrai.com/index.php?archive_date=2008-1-4
2. http://wuw.jabha.net/body0.asp?field=beanat2003&id=1

Clashing civilizations revisited (2008-01-10 04:55)

From [1]Josef Joffe
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[2] [300px-Huntington_Clash_of_Civilizations_chart.gif] Last Sunday’s
New York Times Book Review ran an [3]essay by Fouad Ajami, in which he
doubts his own 1993 [4]critique of Samuel Huntington’s [5]Clash of
Civilizations. Prompted by that reflection, we invited MESH member
Josef Joffe to revisit Huntington’s thesis.

Civilizational conflicts will supersede ideological conflicts. This is the key idea in Samuel Huntington’s Clash
of Civilizations. I did not share this idea then, and I do not believe in it today.

For civilizational clashes to become virulent, said Huntington, a core state within a particular cul-
ture must turn into its avant-garde—that is, drape itself in the civilizational mantle to magnify its power in
the pursuit of classic state interests. This introduces a potent qualifier that drastically limits the universe
of clashes. Take the two risers, Russia and China. Russia resurgent uses energy, not Orthodoxy as "force
multiplier.” China does not use “Sinism” to expand its influence; it is doing quite well with its sheer size
and mass, with its monetary reserves and its vast market. In the past, European would-be hegemons like
Charles V might have invoked Catholicism, but as we know, Habsburg had no compunctions to conspire
with the Ottoman Porte against France, or Catholic France with Lutheran Sweden against the "Holy Roman
Empire.”

So how far does the theory carry? There is only one contemporary case that fits the bill: Islam,
which clashes with the West abroad (e.g., Hezbollah vs. Israel) and within (homegrown terrorism in Britain,
Holland, or Spain). But I would like to add another qualifier. It is not Islam as such, though its realm is
shot through with seething rage against the West. Saudi Arabia, Jordan, Egypt, the "Gulfies” are allies of
the United States, and not only in name, because that bond serves their security interests. Turkey, though
turning away from secular Kemalism, remains a member of NATO and wants to join the European Union.
True, its fealty to the United States is declining, the most dramatic instance being its denial of a northern
invasion route to the U.S. in the 2003 Iraq war. But it is not at all clear that this decision had Islamic roots.
It is better explained in terms of state interest, such as not letting the U.S. operate freely in a neighborhood
where Turkey has fish to fry against PKK extremists.

So it is hard to pin the clash on Islam as such. Its virulence derives from an old acquaintance:
state ambitions. The problem of the U.S. and the West is with Iran first, and with Islam second. It is Iran
that is using the civilizational cudgel as mobilizer, legitimizer and force multiplier. And it does so in the
service of classic state purposes, which antedate the Khomeinist Revolution and might even be traced all
the way back to the Persian kings of antiquity, who in their day sought to impose their hegemony on the
Middle East all the way to Greece. Darius and the lot were not Muslims, but great-power mongers.

Iran’s nuclear program was started by Mohammad Reza Shah, the great secularizer. It was the
Shah who manipulated the rise in oil prices in the 1979. And it was the Shah who dabbled in regional
imperialism when he imposed harsh border treaties on Irag—for which payback came when Saddam Hussein
attacked what he thought was a sorely weakened post-revolutionary Iran in 1980.

It is Iran and its outriggers like Hezbollah in Lebanon and Hamas in Gaza that energize the Clash.
We don’t worry (or not excessively so) about cruelty and repression in the name of the Prophet Muhammad
when it occurs in Saudi Arabia, an ally of sorts. But we do worry about shahids, more commonly known as
suicide bombers, who serve state or sub-state purposes when they attack the World Trade Center or cafés
in Tel Aviv. To repeat, on the state level, our problem is not Islam, but Iran and its regional ambitions.
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It is the green flag of the Prophet in the service of a state that turns civilizational rage into a threat to the
West. This insight has not only withstood the passage of time since the appearance of the Foreign Affairs
article. It has also become more relevant, given the rise of Iran’s ambitions as flanked by its nuclear weapons
program.

Two additional key ideas, however, are in need of scrutiny. Omne is "the West against the rest.” How
would we test this? When we think about clashes across the globe, we don’t think first, or even second,
about civilizational ones. The West’s conflict with China should better be described as a competitive
relationship for resources and trade advantage. There is also an unarticulated power struggle between the
reigning superpower, the United States, and the would-be superpower China. But this arena harbors many
players. There is Japan, arrayed on the side of the United States. There are the lesser states of East Asia
that are happy to huddle under a "Made in U.S.A.” strategic umbrella. The conflict is not a civilizational
one, nor one of the "West against the rest.” For there are too many non-Western actors on that particular
stage, cooperating with the United States.

Is the West besieged by Africa or Latin America? Mugabe of Rhodesia comes to mind, but he is an
enemy of his own people first and foremost. Hugo Chavez? He has stepped into the shoes of Fidel Castro.
But it is not "Latinism” that animates him, but bad old ideology and hunger for power. So the idea of a
globe-encircling anti-Western alliance does not mesh with the facts. It did not do so in the 1990s, and it
does not do so now.

The third key idea is that "Islam has bloody borders.” It was true then, and it is true now. Most
violent clashes have an Islamic component: Sudan, Chechnya, Israel/Palestine, Iran. But look again: aren’t
most of the clashes internal to Islam?

The worst post-World War Two war was fought between Iraq and Iran—for eight bloody years. One
of the worst and longest civil wars erupted in Lebanon, where the Muslim-Maronite conflict was but one
dimension, and where a whole slew of Islamic denominations battled against each other. Palestinians may
want to eradicate Israel from the map, but their worst threat was directed against two fellow Muslim states:
Jordan in 1970, and Lebanon until the early 1980s (when Israel decimated the PLO). More recently, it has
been Syria which is killing Lebanese politicians in order to uphold dominance over its neighbor. Egypt has
intervened in Yemen and skirmished repeatedly with Libya. Algeria is the arena of an endless civil war
between a Muslim government and more rigorously faithful rebels. Wahhabis repress fellow Muslims in
Saudi Arabia. Syria’s Alawites lord it over the rest of the country—and, when need be, raze much of a city,
Hamah, that used to be the stronghold of the Muslim Brotherhood. In Saddam’s days, a Sunni minority
oppressed the Shia minority; now both are fighting for turf and control. Pakistan is an explosion waiting
to happen, and Afghanistan is a hellhole of intra-civilizational strife, a battle that is barely contained by
NATO forces.

Niall Ferguson has [6lmade the point very succinctly by reversing Huntington: Islam is a civilization
of clashes. The victims of Islamists have numbered in the hundreds in Europe (Madrid, London) and in the
thousands in New York. But as horrifying as that slaughter was, it does not measure up to the murder and
mayhem Muslims have inflicted on one another since decolonization. They hate the West, but they mainly
kill each other. The toll of the Iran-Iraq war from 1980 to 1988 is thought to be one million.

Finally, there is a fourth idea, only indirectly related to the Clash as propounded by Huntington:
that modernization can proceed without Westernization. Japan comes to mind, and so do China and Russia.
In his critique of the Foreign Affairs article, Fouad Ajami took the opposite tack: "The things and ways
that the West took to the 'rest’,” he wrote, "have become the ways of the world.” Which ones? "The secular
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idea, the state system and the balance of power, pop culture jumping tariff walls and barriers, the state as
instrument of welfare....”

Well, yes and no. As modernization expands, so has resistance to this quintessentially Western gift,
and not just in the Muslim world. Multiculturalism with its anti-Western bias ("Eurocentrism,” ”Orien-
talism”) has found a comfortable place in the Western academy and media. Today, we are less confident
that secularization is the way the world goes. Nonetheless, what is almost an aside in Huntington’s Clash,
raises the most fascinating questions for the future. What is the relationship between religion, culture and
modernity? As they say in the academy: "More research and funds are needed.” In this case, the need,
though self-serving, is blatantly obvious.

Perhaps this aside about modernization without Westernization is the grandest insight Sam Hunting-
ton has contributed. Let’s test it—and thus honor the greatest political scientist of his generation. The
exercise will pose a more powerful intellectual challenge than many a rational-choice model so much favored
by political science today.

. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/josef_joffe/
http://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/3/33/Huntington_Clash_of_Civilizations_chart.gif
http://www.nytimes.com/2008/01/06/books/review/Ajami-t.html?ref=review
http://www.foreignaffairs.org/19930901FACOMMENT5194-faarticles/fouad-ajami/the-summoning.html
http://astore.amazon.com/harvard-20/detail/0684844419
http://uniset.ca/terr/news/lat_huntingtonclash.html

R

The fate of fanaticism (2008-01-14 04:36)

From [1]Walter Laqueur

[fanatiques.png]
Detail from Eugeéne Delacroix, The Fanatics of Tangier, 1837-38.

It is not "the West against the rest.” Throughout human history, civilizations have coexisted and com-
peted, and there is no good reason to assume that this will change in the foreseeable future. True, there
is still considerable resistance to accepting such obvious facts as, for instance, the shrinking importance of
Furope—demographically, economically, politically—even though the rise and decline of civilizations is a
phenomenon as old as the hills. The position of America in the world without a strong Europe will certainly
be weakened.

But looking ahead, the present threat is not really a “clash of civilizations,” but fanaticism and aggres-
sion, which are of particular importance in an age of weapons of mass destruction. There is no need to spell
out where fanaticism is most rampant and dangerous at the present time. But it is less clear how durable
fanaticism is, how long its intensity will last.

History seems to show that it is largely (albeit not entirely) a generational phenomenon. It seldom lasts
longer than two or three generations, if that. How little time passed from the desert austerity of early Islam
to the luxury of the Abbasid court in Baghdad! The impetus which led to the the Crusades petered out in
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several decades. More recently, in the age of secular religions such as Communism, fanaticism (even enthusi-
asm) evaporated even more quickly. The pulse of history is quickening in our time, everywhere on the globe.

All of which leads to the question: what undermines and weakens fanaticism, aggression and expansion—and
what follows it? (In some respects this resembles the debate prompted by Leon Festinger a few decades ago:
what follows if and when prophecy fails?) The importance of economic factors in this context has been
exaggerated (with certain exceptions); the impact of culture (in the widest sense) has been underrated.

It is a phenomenon that can perhaps best be observed among the Muslim communities in Europe. On
one hand, there has been palpable radicalization with the emergence of a new underclass, the failure in the
educational process, the sense of discrimination, the search for identity and pride. There seems to have been
the emergence of what was called in nineteenth-century France les classes dangereuses. But even in these
social strata, it is becoming more difficult to keep the fold in line. As a leading Berlin imam put it, the road
to the (fundamentalist) mosque is long, the temptations are many and "we are likely to lose about half of
the young on the way.” It is a process which virtually all religions have experienced, and Islam seems to be
no exception. The importance of the street gang (as yet insufficiently studied) could be as great as that of
religion or ideology.

There is the contempt for Western decadence as expressed for instance in the growth of pornography de-
nounced by Muslim preachers. Pornography has a very long history. It is a term often used loosely and
arbitrarily; views and attitudes have radically changed in time and not only in Western culture. Kleist’s
Marquise of 'O, a novella published two hundred years ago, was dismissed as pornography at the time. Today
it is deemed a jewel of world literature and no one would consider it particularly erotic. For centuries, there
has been an erotic strain in Islamic literature, and greater experts than I have written about it. Salafis now
regard it as pornography, which is haram because it is fahsha (obscenity, abomination, fornication) as stated
in the Quran.

But the preachers seem not to have been too successful. The list of the countries with the most frequent
surfers on the Internet looking for "sex” is headed by Pakistan, followed by India, Egypt, Turkey, Algeria,
Morocco, Indonesia and even Iran. As Oscar Wilde sagely noted, he could resist anything but temptation—or
as the New Testament puts it, the spirit is willing but the flesh is weak.

In brief, there is a tremendous difference between the holy writs and their exegesis and the reality in matters
sexual. And this is true for many aspects of modern mass culture. After the Iron Curtain had come down
and the cold war had ended, some astute Soviet observers noted that the Beatles had played a role in the
breakdown of the Soviet empire. I'm in Love and Good Day, Sunshine probably did not play a decisive
political role in the fall of the Soviet Union, but they were part of an underground culture which spread and
contributed to the gradual subversion of the official secular religion to which everyone paid lip service.

Sexual issues and mass culture have been mentioned as a mere examples; many other factors contribute
to the dissolution and breakdown of fanaticism. The point is that the fanatical impulse does not last forever,
and it may peter out more quickly than we tend to think today.

But this should not lead to a feeling of great relief—the assumption that the danger has passed and that all
we have to do is to sit patiently and wait. It could still be a process of a few generations, and the question
arises whether that much time is left to humankind to avert a disaster (or disasters). For the first time in
history, small groups of people will have the potential to cause millions of deaths and unimaginable damage;
no great armies will be needed for this purpose. It is a race against time.
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Comments are limited to MESH members.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/walter_laqueur/

Barry Rubin (2008-01-14 09:59:09)

As always Walter Laqueur brings a long-term wisdom—a commodity in rare supply today—to current issues. Let
it be noted that Walter originated the idea and practice of contemporary history which was the forerunner of the
methodology and mindset of research centers today. There are several important points worth underlining in his
post: 1. Competition between ideologies and worldviews is a constant fact of history. The current one is less a clash
between civilizations than a struggle against extremism that seeks to expand itself. It is roughly comparable with the
previous rounds with Communism and fascism. Both of those phenomenon drew on the host country’s "civilization”
(Russia; Germany, Italy, Hungary) but were not pure products of it. Obviously, Islamist radicalism is closer to the
root of the places where it flourishes, but the sum total of its history is far more than just Islam and certainly than
this particular version of Islam. Indeed, the current struggle also draws heavily on combating its immediate rival,
Arab nationalism, which is also a product of the local civilization. These ideas and struggles are long-term but not
permanent phenomena. They arise in considerable part due to the failure of other ideas and systems but when they fail
themselves—or do not win quick success—they bring forward new ideas and competing movements. Public opinion in
Iran is a good indicator of how Islamist rule breeds rejection of that system. 2. On the Western side can basically be
found Latin America, sub-Saharan Africa, and much of Asia, too, so that "Western civilization” has been transmuted
into modernism which transcends its original geographic region. 3. Walter is very correct in pointing out that the
factor of assimilation or cultural influence has been widely underestimated in the West (though not among the Is-
lamists themselves). Despite the undermining of assimilationism and acculturation due to misguided multiculturalism
(pluralism is the proper approach but that is the subject for a different essay), they remain powerful. Won’t the
majority of Muslim immigrants become largely like their neighbors eventually, though it might take until the third
generation? How much are the Muslim-majority societies changing despite the Islamists’ efforts? The Islamists feel
themselves on the defensive and might well be fighting a rearguard action, as was true of reactionary forces in Europe.
That does not mean, though that they cannot inflict tremendous damage as European history shows. Incidentally, it
should never be forgotten that Islamist forces are pretty much everywhere—except in Iran, Sudan, the Gaza Strip,
and Malaysia—the opposition. In the Arabic-speaking world, Arab nationalism still governs in most places. Islamism
may be a rising tide but it is far from hegemonic and has a long way to go to achieve such a victory. 4. Finally,
Walter is also the parent of terrorism studies and correctly notes the tremendous danger that this strategy’s leverage
brings during the interim period. This is an important contribution that points the way for several new and different
perspectives on our era’s most important, and misunderstood, issues.

Walter Reich (2008-01-19 23:08:16)

Walter Laqueur’s contribution is synoptic in its learning and illuminating in showing us, incisively, the big picture. But
in pointing out that there’s also a small picture, his analysis, while in many ways reassuring, is ultimately troubling.
The big picture Walter offers is that the problem we face in the Muslim world is one of fanaticism more than it is
one of ideology or religion, and that the current episode of Muslim fanaticism, which threatens the world with terror,
will eventually recede, much as other world-threatening episodes of fanaticism have receded in history. The small
picture Walter offers is that such recessions tend to take generations. And this is troubling because, as he points out,
horrendous damage can be wreaked in so short a span of time. Walter is quite specific. “For the first time in history,”
he points out, “small groups of people will have the potential to cause millions of deaths and unimaginable damage.”
In saying this he’s reminding us, of course, that Islamist terrorist groups could use weapons of mass destruction against
their targets—and that they could do that very soon, well before Islamism recedes as a fanatic force. And there are
numerous ways in which they could do that. They could produce chemical weapons themselves. They could probably
also produce biological weapons themselves, or get them from state sponsors or other sources. And, from one source or
another, and in one way or another, nuclear materials that could cause mass casualties may well become available to
them. These could be obtained as “loose nukes” (or, more likely, loose fissile materials) they might be able to buy from
purloined, poorly-controlled Russian stockpiles; finished nuclear weapons they might be able to get from sympathetic
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or criminal sources in a destabilized Pakistan; or nuclear materials they might be able to get from still other sources,
such as North Korea or, in a few years, Iran. They could also obtain, through illicit sources, fissile materials used
in research and power reactors. Al Qaeda has long expressed an interest in obtaining such materials and in using
them—and it, or another Islamist group, may well do so long before Islamist fanaticism recedes. So is there is a silver
lining in Walter’s analysis? There isn’t, but there is a wise warning. Walter makes clear that the targets of today’s
most dangerous fanaticism can’t just “sit patiently and wait.” He’s a fine historian but also a fine analyst of the current
moment. And the current moment, with its possibilities of mass casualties, requires that we defend ourselves, even
as we recognize that the world isn’t necessarily fated to contend with Islamist fanaticism forever. In the West we’ve
only begun to do so; we’ve made damaging mistakes, we’ve left open large holes of vulnerability, and we have yet to
learn how to balance civil liberties against actions we take in our “war on terror.” But we seem to be finding our way.
No doubt, as time passes following 9/11, the tendency to grow lax will increase. Alas, it may take another 9/11—or
multiple attacks that are smaller, or one or more attacks that are bigger—to mobilize us in this multigenerational,
and potentially very lethal, struggle.

The American footprint (2008-01-16 02:25)

From MESH Admin

. i I } When President Bush set out for the Arab countries of the Persian Gulf,
he might have been briefed on the U.S. military footprint in the region. A useful inventory is provided in a
November [1]paper by [2]James A. Russell, a Gulf analyst and senior lecturer in the Department of National
Security Affairs, Naval Postgraduate School. Russell notes that the U.S. infrastructure in the 1990s included
these familiar elements:

Central Command Naval Component, or NAV- CENT, in Manama, Bahrain.

Air Force Central Command Component, first at Eskan Village in Saudi Arabia before moving to
Prince Sultan Air Base and then to Al Udeid in Qatar in August 2003.

Army Central Command Component, Kuwait.

Heavy Brigade sets of ground equipment in Qatar and Kuwait, and afloat.

e Harvest Falcon Air Force equipment at Seeb in Oman.

e Aerial refueling detachment at Al Dhafra in the United Arab Emirates.

Since the Afghanistan and Iraq wars, the infrastructure has grown into what Russell calls ”a veritable al-
phabet soup of new command elements, organizations, and operational nodes.” His expanded inventory list

(©2010 Middle East Strategy at Harvard (MESH), 2007-2009° 57



BlogBook 2.1. January

(drawing on the CENTCOM [3]2006 posture statement) includes:

Combined Forces Command Afghanistan (CFC-A) in Kabul that works with NATO’s International
Security Assistance Force.

Also in Afghanistan, the Combined Joint Task Force 76 that directs combat operations throughout
Afghanistan.

Combined Joint Task Force-Horn of Africa in Djibouti (CJTF-HOA), which is assisting countries in
the region to build indigenous counterterrorist capabilities.

Combined Joint Task Force 150, a coalition maritime naval assemblage commanded by a revolving
series of multinational officers out of Manama that includes nine ships from seven countries performing
maritime security in the Red Sea and Indian Ocean.

Combined Forces Air Component Command’s Combined Air Operations Center at Al Udeid, Qatar.
This constitutes the Air Force’s Central Command forward-deployed theater component.

Central Command Forward Headquarters (CENTCOM-CFC), Camp As Saylihyah, Qatar, serving as
the leading edge of headquarters elements based at Central Command’s headquarters at MacDill Air
Force Base, Florida.

Central Command Special Operations Headquarters (SOCCENT), Qatar, which coordinates special
operations in theater.

Multi-National Forces Iraq (MNF-I), overseeing all combat operations in Iraq.

Multi-National Security Training Command (MNSTC-I) that coordinates the program to train and
equip Iraqi forces.

NATO Training Mission that focuses on developing the Iraqi officer corps.

Coalition Forces Land Component Command (CFLCC), Kuwait, constituting the Army’s Central Com-
mand component that coordinates Army activity throughout the Central Command area of responsi-
bility. CFLCC also maintains an area support group, or ASG, at Camp As Sayliyah in Qatar.

Central Command Deployment and Distribution Center (CDDOC), Kuwait, that supports theater-wide
logistics and information distribution.

Information, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance launch and recovery facility at Al Dhafra Air Base in
the United Arab Emirates. This facility provides the Air Force Central Command Component with
an operational and logistics hub to support theater-wide intelligence surveillance and collection with a
variety of collection platforms.

Russell also makes reference to the following base "upgrades”

e In October 2004, as part of supplemental appropriations to fund ongoing operations in Iraq and

Afghanistan, Congress earmarked $63 million in military construction funds for improvements at the
Al Dhafra airfield in the United Arab Emirates, which accommodated a U.S. Air Force aerial refueling
detachment during the 1990s and now hosts an information, surveillance, and reconnaissance launch
and recovery facility. The same bill contained $60 million to fund additional enhancements to the Al
Udeid airfield in Qatar.
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e In Afghanistan, the United States is spending $83 million to upgrade its two main bases at Bagram
Air Base (north of Kabul) and Kandahar Air Field to the south. The funding will be used to expand
runways and other improvements to provide new billeting facilities for U.S. military personnel.

e The expansion of the facilities infrastructure in Afghanistan has been mirrored by the development of
facilities and solidified politico-military partnerships in Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan, and Kazakhstan.

e In early 2006, Congress approved $413.4 million for Army military construction projects in Iraq and
Afghanistan through 2010. The same bill funded $36 million for Air Force construction projects in
these countries.

e In Iraq, the United States so far has spent an estimated $240 million on construction at the Balad base
(north of Baghdad), the main air transportation and supply hub; $46.3 million at Al Asad, the largest
military air center and major supply base for troops in Al Anbar; and $121 million at Tallil air base
(southern Iraq). Other projects include $49.6 million for Camp Taji located just 20 miles northwest
of Baghdad; $165 million to build an Iraqi Army base near the southern town of Numaiy; and $150
million for the Iraqi Army Al Kasik base north of Mosul.

1. http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/Pubs/Display.Cfm?pubID=814
2. http://www.ccc.nps.navy.mil/people/russell.asp
3. http://www2.centcom.mil/sites/uscentcoml/General’20Abizaid/20Statements/PostureStatement2006.htm

Bush stops in Egypt (2008-01-16 12:09)
From [1]Michele Dunne

*  President Bush’s January 16 stop in Egypt was so short that the press kept forgetting to mention

it in discussing the schedule for his Middle East trip, noting that he would spend the last two days in Saudi
Arabia. President Mubarak found an opportunity to zing Bush early in their joint [2]press conference, in-
terjecting in reply to Bush’s compliment about the beauty of Sharm el-Sheikh that "you need much more
days.” Bush laughed and acknowledged that Mubarak "wants me back”—but did not immediately accept the
invitation, as the President did on the spot when the Israelis invited him to return in May.

Bush seemed to try to compensate for the shortness of his stop with the fullness of his public statement, a vir-
tual tour d’horizon of the U.S.-Egyptian relationship. Repeatedly highlighting the strength of U.S.-Egyptian
friendship and American respect for Egyptian history and culture, Bush thanked Mubarak for cooperation
on counterterrorism, Israeli-Palestinian peace talks, and Lebanon. He then transitioned rather gracefully to
nudging on democracy issues, noting "Egypt’s role in the world,” "vibrant civil society,” and the important
role played by women. Bush praised the roles played by Egyptian "pioneering journalists,” bloggers, and
”judges insisting on independence,” and voiced hope that the Egyptian government would "give the people
of this pround nation a greater voice in your future.” Politely phrased, but the message undoubtedly got
through.

Both the brevity of Bush’s stop and the content of his statement reflect the malaise that has afflicted
U.S.-Egyptian relations for nearly a decade now, going back to the end of the Clinton administration, when
Egypt received its share of the blame for the failed peace process. Mubarak has increasingly disliked the
U.S. approach to the region since then, and U.S. leaders—in the Congress as well as the White House—have
come to see Mubarak as an aging leader who is only minimally helpful on regional issues and a laggard when
it comes to reform in his own country. The 30-year old U.S.-Egyptian partnership has always had two legs:
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strategic and diplomatic cooperation in the region, and U.S. support for liberalization (first economic, later
political) inside Egypt. While the two countries’ regional goals are still reasonably in sync, the partnership
will continue to suffer until there is better mutual agreement on where Egypt’s reform process is going and
how the United States can support it.

On the broader issue of Bush’s apparent effort during this trip to revive his freedom agenda (on life support
since mid-2006), the Egypt statement is the best he has done. His January 13 [3|speech in Abu Dhabi had
some bright spots—the new pairing of freedom and justice as central concepts is positive, though coming too
late in this administration to do much good—but the UAE venue made it hard to take the speech seriously.
Not only did Bush not breathe a word publicly in Saudi Arabia about the freedom agenda, but he made the
mistake of praising Bahraini King Hamad for being “on the forefront of providing hope for people through
democracy” and holding "two free elections since 2006.” One can imagine how the Bahraini liberals, cheated
out of their parliamentary victories in the totally unmonitored 2006 elections, felt hearing that. Bush could
certainly have praised Bahraini military cooperation while gently mentioning the importance of equal rights
for citizens and a level political playing field. Even omitting the issue altogether would have been better
than offering unqualified praise, which made the United States look either clueless or cynical about what
goes on in Bahrain.

Comments by MESH invitation only.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/michele_dunne/
2. http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2008/01/20080116-2.html
3. http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2008/01/20080113-1.html

Dan Kurtzer (2008-01-16 14:41:22)

Michele Dunne has put her finger on two critical issues, one symbolic and one substantive. President Bush is the latest
in a long line of American officials who have treated their visits to Egypt as afterthoughts, as brief whistle-stops. De-
spite knowing how sensitive Mubarak is on this question—he constantly implores visitors to extend their stays—U.S.
officials have passed through the country in hours. More substantively, President Bush’s words about the strength of
U.S.-Egyptian relations will do little to calm the bilateral waters unless he accompanied those words with a private
commitment to try to restore the full amount of military aid which Congress wants to reduce. Is Egypt still "worth
the money?” This requires a more thoughtful discussion than a few lines of comment, but the short answer for now is

yes.” With such angst in the region about U.S. policy over the past few years, this is the wrong time to dump an old
friend overboard. Dan Kurtzer served as U.S. ambassador to Eqypt from 1997 to 2001.

Emad Shahin (2008-01-17 13:46:13)

For many in the region, President Bush’s latest visit to the Middle East did not amount to more than a public rela-
tions tour. His public statements on Palestine, Iran, and democracy were viewed as dated, unhelpful, or untenable,
reflecting policies out of sync with the expectations of the people of the region. Bush’s statement on a Palestinian
state was not new, and was mitigated by his urging the Palestinians to accept geopolitical fait accomplis (the Sep-
aration Wall and illegal settlements) and compensation for the refugees. Instead of enlisting regional support for a
multilateral solution and an honorable U.S. exit from Iraq, the President focused on Iran as a regional threat. In
this, he failed to enlist the support of the Gulf states, including the United States’ strongest allies, Kuwait and Saudi
Arabia. Bush’s visit to Egypt was yet another clear mishandling of the historic and strategic relationship between the
two countries. It was seen as signaling the diminished strategic importance of Egypt to U.S. policies in the region.
In the President’s first visit to the region in the seven years of his administration, he dedicated only five hours to
Egypt, compared to two days in Saudi Arabia (where he appeared on Arab TV screens as “Bush of Arabia,” wearing
the abaya—the traditional Saudi garment—and dancing the arda, a Saudi folkloric sword dance). Bush’s talk about
furthering freedom and reform in Egypt was reminiscent of his strong 2005 stand on democracy, which Michele Dunne
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rightly sees to be “on life support.” The sudden revival of the reform agenda is viewed with suspicion, as a way to
squeeze concessions from the Egyptian regime on regional issues. Strains in the relationship are likely to continue
until a new administration enters the White House. Emad Shahin is visiting associate professor in the Department of
Government, Harvard University.

Bush begs the Saudis (2008-01-16 15:32)

From [1]Gal Luft

President Bush’s appeal to the Saudis to increase oil production
is more pitiful than understandable. At $100 a barrel, the United States bleeds over a billion dollars per day
in order to finance its petroleum import needs. The result: ballooning trade deficits, growing unemployment,
a weakened dollar and crumbling financial institutions like Citigroup and Merrill Lynch now forced to beg
Persian Gulf monarchies for cash infusions. At current oil prices, the U.S. economy is melting faster than
the ice caps.

But despite the president’s sweet-talk, his ridiculous appearance in a traditional Arab robe, his hand-holding
with the Saudi monarchs, and even his gift of 900 precision-guided bombs, the Saudis were quick to respond
with a slap in the face. Within one hour, the kingdom’s oil minister announced that oil prices would remain
tied to market forces and the Saudis would not open the spigot.

This is hardly a surprise to me. The Saudis—despite their claims that oil high prices are the doing of
Wall Street speculators and American SUV-driving soccer moms—are the first to blame for the current oil
crisis. Their reluctance to invest in new production, their lack of transparency on reserve data and their
anti-market practices, which prevent international oil companies from operating in their midst in any mean-
ingful way, are the real reason for the quadrupling of prices in the past six years.

The Saudis are also the prime reason for the failure of the Iraqi oil industry to take off. Exactly four
years ago I [2]warned that the United States was turning a blind eye to the Saudi failure to seal its border
with Iraq. This led to a migration of thousands of Saudi jihadists into Iraq, a fact that contributed to the
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[3]terror campaign against Iraq’s oil industry. If not for the attacks, Iraq today could have been producing at
least five million barrels per day. Instead it does less than three. Of course no one has ever held the Saudis
accountable for the loss of two million barrels per day—an amount of oil that, were it in the market today,
would have dropped prices by at least $30 a barrel. We’d rather beg than blame.

The truth is that the Saudis feel quite cozy at $100 oil. The world economy hasn’t come down (yet),
the American public is docile, and oil-exporting countries—the recipients of a transfer on a scale the world
has never known—are having a jolly time. Furthermore, the Saudis feel they have already met their obliga-
tion to the American economy by standing steadfast against other OPEC members like Iran and Venezuela,
which are pushing for an OPEC decision to dump the dollar as the currency used for oil trades. Such a step
could send the dollar down like a rocket.

So much of this is our own doing. Two years ago President Bush committed a major blunder, allowing
Saudi Arabia’s admission to the World Trade Organization. By dint of Saudi Arabia’s leadership of the
OPEC cartel, no other country is more responsible for violating free trade. Yet, its admission was not
contingent on any behavioral change. Thus the Saudis enjoy the benefits of free trade while continuing to
manipulate the price of the world’s most important traded commodity.

Furthermore, the United States has its own mechanisms to bring down oil prices. It owns 770 million
barrels in strategic reserves. OECD countries have between them 4 billion barrels in stock. Yet, not a drop
of oil has been released. Now that the Iowa caucuses are over, the United States could remove the 54-cent
tariff on imported ethanol and bring billions of gallons of alternative fuel into the country almost overnight.
This alone could drive down gasoline prices by at least 50 cents per gallon. And there are more strategic
solutions which could remove the yoke of our oil dependence, like providing fuel choice and electrifying our
transportation system. (We no longer produce electricity from oil.)

The spectacle of American presidents kowtowing to the Saudis is as old as U.S. involvement in the Mid-
dle East. Six decades ago FDR had to steal a cigarette in a stairwell of the USS Quincy in order not to
smoke in King Abdulaziz’s presence. (Winston Churchill, on the other hand, had a smoke and a drink!)
With growing dependence on the Saudis, our sovereignty and freedom of action have been steadily eroded.
Barring some serious action, no matter who the next president is, he or she will have to ride a lot of camels
and wear a lot of robes to keep the oil barrels rolling.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/gal_luft/
2. http://wuw.iags.org/n0121042.htm
3. http://wuw.iags.org/iragpipelinewatch.htm

GAO misleads on Iran sanctions (2008-01-17 17:21)

From [1]Matthew Levitt

There are [2]no foolproof metrics by which to measure the impact of sanctions, whether related to pro-
liferation, terrorism or other issues. On that discreet point the recent [3]GAO report on the impact of Iran
sanctions gets it right, and its recommendation that more be done to assess the impact of sanctions is con-
structive.

Given the nature of the targets in question (terrorist networks, rogue regimes), assessing the impact of
sanctions will never be easy. Open source financial data isn’t enough. Intelligence is needed to isolate the
impact of each specific sanction. The effect of sanctions is often felt over an extended period of time, making
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the impact of any particular sanction difficult to isolate from the impact of other efforts aimed at the same
targets over the same (or overlapping) periods of time. Ideally, we would want to know which financial mea-
sure led to which specific impact. For example, we would want to know the relative impact of denying illicit
actors access to the U.S. financial system, or forcing them to conduct transactions in softer currencies or
via inefficient transfer mechanisms. Unfortunately, tasking the intelligence community to focus its collection
on these issues and make impact assessments is a tall order, coming at a time when it is stretched thin to
support wars in Iraq and Afghanistan and track nuclear programs in Iran and North Korea.

But on the specific question of the impact and utility of sanctions targeting Iran today, the GAO report
simply misses the point. Its findings and recommendations would have been much more useful had it sepa-
rated analysis into pre-2006 sanctions and post-2006 targeted financial measures. Instead, the report lumps
analysis of Iran’s economy into one block of time, ignoring the complete tactical shift in sanctions that took
place in 2006.

It’s not news that the country-wide “shotgun sanctions” of the kind slapped on Iraq in the 1990s were
largely ineffective. An analysis of those sanctions programs led the Treasury Department and others to
develop a graduated and carefully targeted sanctions program, aimed not at entire countries but at specific
illicit actors and focused on deterring illicit behavior. These are not your grandfather’s sanctions. To reflect
that reality, they usually are not even called ”sanctions,” but are described as targeted financial measures.

The GAO report does note, almost in passing, that new sanctions have been put in place, but focuses
only on the multilateral U.N. resolutions passed in December 2006 (UNSCR 1737) and March 2007 (UNSCR
1747). It does not assess the impact of U.S. unilateral sanctions (although it lists some of them) or the im-
pact of U.S. [4]efforts to leverage market forces against illicit actors, including Iran. Such efforts have yielded
results. Indeed, just this week Bahrain’s Ahli United Bank, the kingdom’s largest lender by market value,
[5]suspended business with Iran, and came under pressure to freeze the Iranian operations of its affiliate,
Future Bank (which Ahli United established as a joint venture with two Iranian banks in 2004).

Nor does the report account for the impact these and other unilateral efforts have had in leading to other
multilateral actions. For example, U.S. designation of Bank Sepah led to its inclusion in UNSCR 1747. U.S.
efforts also [6]led to the determination by the Financial Action Task Force (an intergovernmental body that
works by consensus and includes China and Russia) that Iran’s lack of a comprehensive regime to prevent
money laundering and terrorism financing "represents a significant vulnerability within the international fi-
nancial system.”

Where the GAO does have data, its metrics sometimes raise more questions than they answer. For ex-
ample, a major U.S. aim of pre-2006 sanctions has been to deprive Iran of oil and gas export revenue. The
GAO questions the efficacy of these sanctions, identifying a total of $13,561 million in binding contracts
(Appendix IV). But the sanctions were never aimed at Iran’s investment in petrochemical plants or refineries
and gas processing plants for domestic consumption. (If Iran wants to consume more oil and gas at home,
all to the good: that leaves less for export.) As my colleague Patrick Clawson has shown, those domestic
categories comprise $12,935 million of the $13,561 million in contracts. That leaves a modest total of $626
million in oil and gas export projects—of which $500 million is for an LNG facility where much of the work
is on the port. What’s left? A paltry $126 million in binding contracts for oil exploration and production
since 2003. (This leaves aside the $4,450 million Azadegan project, which the GAO report notes has been
withdrawn.)

Finally, while the GAO report notes the [7|recent NIE on Iran’s nuclear intentions and capabilities, it seems
almost oblivious to the NIE’s most significant conclusion: that the tool most likely to alter Iran’s nuclear cal-
culus is targeted political and economic pressure, not military action. According to the NIE, Iran’s decision
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to halt its nuclear weapons program in 2003 was "in response to increasing international scrutiny and pressure
resulting from exposure of Iran’s previously undeclared nuclear work.” The key judgments conclude that the
intelligence community’s "assessment that the [nuclear weapons] program probably was halted primarily in
response to international pressure suggests Iran may be more vulnerable to influence on the issue that we
judged previously.”

The GAO report is likely to be interpreted as a negative assessment of the current program of targeted
financial measures, but the truth is the report has very little to say about them. They need to be disaggre-
gated from earlier efforts and accurately assessed in their own right. In the final analysis, there is plenty of
evidence pointing to the fact that targeted financial measures are working.

. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/matthew_levitt/
http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/templateCO7.php?CID=385
http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d0858. pdf
http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/templateCO7.php?CID=333
http://wuw.reuters.com/article/rbssFinancialServicesAndRealEstateNews/idUSL1681161220080116
http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/templateC05.php?CID=2673
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Bush’s Saudi success (2008-01-18 07:21)
From [1]Bernard Haykel

I’'m in Riyadh and the sense I get from the Saudis is that the Bush visit was a success for the President in
two ways.

First, Bush was told that while the Gulf States’ leaderships are against an attack on Iran, preferring in-
stead diplomatic and UN-based initiatives, they would not stand in the way of an attack. They might make
some grumbling noises should an attack take place, but this would not amount to a principled position
against the attack nor would it be followed up by more substantial anti-U.S. policies. More important, it
seems that the United States could use the facilities afforded by the Gulf countries for this attack.

Second, Saudi Arabia has understood that the price of oil needs to be brought down through an increase in
output, and the Kingdom has something like one half of all the oil rigs in the world trying to accomplish
this. The fear here is that the high oil price will end up forcing the West to find alternatives to oil in the long
term, and in the short term this might lead to a world recession, depressing the demand for this commodity.
The experience of the 1990s, when prices were very low and Riyadh had serious budgetary difficulties, has
not been forgotten.

The Saudis did push the president to do something substantial on the Israeli-Palestinian issue, and want
their 2002 Beirut initiative to be taken seriously. The constant refrain in Riyadh is that the Palestinian
situation is a source of embarrassment for the regime with its own public, and is a source of tension in its
relations with the United States. Riyadh wishes to see the Palestinian problem resolved so that the Kingdom
can re-invent its relationship with the United States on the basis of containing Iran and, more generally, act
as the bulwark for stability in the Gulf region.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/bernard_haykel/
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Writing 'Republic of Fear’ (2008-01-21 03:20)

From [1]Kanan Makiya

Writing a book is a long and personal experience. If the experience of writ-
ing is genuine—when the writer wrestles with the world’s demons and reflects or refracts those demons
through his or her writing—then a good book will invariably result. A book’s beauty comes from personal
opinion.

[3]Republic of Fear first appeared to the public in 1989, but was actually finished in 1986. The book
took six years to write, which is something one would not know from reading it. But it took those six years
to change from one way of thinking about the world to another.

My first political experience was in 1967, the year of the Six Day War. Many Arabs of that generation
had similar feelings about the completeness of the Arab defeat. This was not something that a young man
growing up in Baghdad, who was totally immersed in school, could ignore. It was a revealing time. The
event exposed the lies of the post-World War II nation-states that appeared in the Middle East. Like the
rest of my generation, I pinned my hopes on, and channeled my energy into, supporting the rising star of the
Palestinian resistance movement. This movement became a viable alternative to the decrepit regimes that
had failed in 1967—and the realization that this too was an illusion was the real impetus behind Republic
of Fear.

Three major events in the Middle East were crucial to the transformation that resulted in Republic of
Fear. The first experience was the Lebanese civil war. The same Palestinian organizations through which
so many Arabs had hoped to find a new beginning engaged in mafia-like conduct. The second major event
was the Islamic Revolution in Iran, the explosion that threw Marxist notions of progressive movements into
complete disarray. The final event was the Irag-Iran War. The casualties of the war alone, which far out-
numbered those of the Arab-Israeli conflict, demonstrated that the political center of gravity did not lie in
the ongoing Palestinian dilemma. Instead, the center could be found in much bigger conflicts. Other little
things led to the writing of Republic of Fear as well, such as personal stories about the terrible atrocities
inside Iraq. There were no explanations or theories for their existence—something that added to my overall
disillusionment.

In the course of writing Republic of Fear, I underwent a kind of political transformation from a nationalist,
socialist, and Marxist perspective to one based on the liberal classics of the last two hundred years—books
that were not available before the writing project began. When I discovered these writings in the early
1980s, it was so revolutionary for my own understanding that I began translating some of them into Arabic.
Twenty years later, a contemporary author who wrote biting internet satires of the Iraqi political elite was
enormously influenced by these translations. In this way, books live on in other writers in some shape or
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form.

Kanan Makiya delivered these remarks last October 20, at the launch of [4]The Washington Institute Book
Prize. —MESH

1. http://www.brandeis.edu/departments/nejs/Faculty/#kmakiya
2. http://ecx.images-amazon.com/images/I/41QYGRBD36L. jpg

3. http://astore.amazon.com/harvard-20/detail/0520214390

4. http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/templateC11.php?CID=479

Memo from Gulfistan (2008-01-22 06:53)

From [1]Martin Kramer

Martin Kramer made these remarks at the [2]8th Herzliya Conference on

January 21.

Lately it has been said that the Arabs are in a panic over the growing power of Iran. We are told that
Arab rulers so fear the rise of Iran that this fear has eclipsed all others—it’s the sum of all fears. And it’s
making a new Middle East

That is what David Brooks, New York Times columnist, [3]wrote last November: “Iran has done what
decades of peace proposals have not done—brought Israel, Jordan, Saudi Arabia, the United Arab Emirates,
the Palestinians and the U.S. together. You can go to Jerusalem or to some Arab capitals and the diagnosis
of the situation is the same: Iran is gaining hegemonic strength over the region.” Martin Indyk of the Saban
Center used the same language in a November [4]interview. Iran, he said, was making ”a bid for hegemony
in the region.”

The Sunni Arab states, and...Israel, suddenly found that they were on the same side against the
Iranians. And so that created a strategic opportunity which the [Bush] administration has finally
come to recognize, and that’s, more than anything else, what’s fueling the move to Annapolis.

If something sounds too good to be true, it probably is. Just last month, Iran’s President Ahmadinejad was
invited to attend the summit of Arab Gulf rulers (the Gulf Cooperation Council) in Qatar. That was the
first time an Iranian president had ever attended a GCC summit. Two weeks later, Ahmadinejad arrived
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Mecca, for the haj pilgrimage, at the invitation of Saudi King Abdullah. It was the first pilgrimage by an
Iranian president since Iran’s revolution. And as any travel log of Arab and Iranian ministers will show, this
is just the tip of the iceberg.

What game are the Gulf Arabs playing? Pretend for a moment that you are ruler of a mythical state
called Gulfistan, and I am your national security adviser. You have asked me to prepare a memo on our
strategic situation. Page one:

Your Majesty, these are good times, thanks be to God. With oil at $100 a barrel, you are awash in
cash. You have built mega-projects, you have bought new weapons, you have put us on the map. An
American university and a French museum have opened branches here. Our skyline flashes glitz and
prosperity. And there is no end in sight to the strong demand for our oil. The developed countries are
addicted, and China and India need us more every day.

We are enjoying this boom under the protection of the greatest power on earth. The United States has
built a front line of bases right through the Gulf, and not far from your palace. The Americans are
here to protect the oil, and as long as we keep it flowing, we need not fear any enemy.

But Your Majesty doesn’t reward me with a mansion in Aspen to tell you only good news. True, it
never rains in Gulfistan, but you wish to know if I see clouds on the horizon.

I see two clouds. There is President Bush, who thinks God has placed him on earth to make peace
in the "Holy Land,” and bring so-called democracy to the Arabs; and there is President Ahmadinejad,
who believes God has put him here to spread his Shiite perversion, and who wants nuclear weapons to
turn Persia into a great power.

These are dangerous men who threaten our security. Your Majesty, wisdom dictates that we not chose
sides in their quarrel. We need good relations with the Americans: they are our biggest customers,
they will defend us against any foreign enemy, and the weapons they sell us make us look stronger than
we are. But we need good relations with the Iranians too. Iran is so close, we can feel its breath on
our faces, from OPEC to Iraq. Were Iran to subvert us, by inciting our Shiite minority or encouraging
terror, it could burst our bubble.

Your Majesty, a nuclear Iran is undesirable. The Persians are pushy; nuclear weapons would only
make them more arrogant. For a moment, we thought the Americans would bomb them to stop them.
A few of us privately urged them to do that. But the Americans can’t make up their minds. Some
think Iran should be bombed. Some think Iran has no weapons program. Others share the view of
General Abizaid, the former U.S. commander here. ”Iran is not a suicidal nation,” he’s said. "Nuclear
deterrence would work with Iran.” The Americans would destroy Iran if it touched our oil, which is
ultimately their oil. But if Iran is careful, it might get the bomb.

In this uncertain situation, we should balance America and Iran. On the one hand, let us reassure Iran
that we are good neighbors. Tell the Iranians we will oppose aggression against them, and we won’t
boycott their business or freeze their assets. On the other hand, let us reassure the Americans that
we are good allies. Tell them we will stabilize oil prices and let them build their big bases off in the
desert. We must keep Washington and Tehran equally close—and equally distant.

Your Majesty, the Americans want you to shake the hands of Jews and give a hand to Palestinians,
to support the so-called "peace process.” We are fortunate: God gave us all the oil and no Jews. He
gave the Palestinians no oil and all the Jews. If you join the "peace process,” the Jew will be at your
door, demanding "normalization,” and the Palestinian, as usual, will repay generosity with ingratitude.
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The wise course is to keep this an American problem. Say you will help, but set impossible conditions;
come to their "peace conferences” but make no commitments. True, many of your people are moved
by the plight of the Palestinians. But this won’t weigh on us, so long as they blame only the Jews and
the Americans. If we avoid commitment, the blame will never fall on us.

o If we are wise, we can keep up this game until Bush and Ahmadinejad fade into history. I, your humble
servant, will continue to act as your adviser in these sensitive matters. Perhaps, then, I might be
rewarded with that small estate outside London? My youngest wife very much fancies it...

Now obviously I've simplified things here. There is no typical Arab Gulf state like Gulfistan—different Gulf
states have different interests and different policies. That is why we have Gulf experts.

But this isn’t the place to explore what distinguishes, say, Kuwait from Saudi Arabia. The point I want to
make is this:

We all know how little fuel there is right here to keep the Annapolis process going. At this point, Israelis
and Palestinians are running on fumes. That’s why Martin Indyk said that most of the fuel for Annapolis
would have to come from a grand anti-Iran coalition. But the reality is that the coalition never formed, and
now even its premises have disintegrated. Assembling this coalition was bound to be difficult; after the NIE,
it has become impossible.

We have been here before. Every few years, a prophet arises to proclaim a new Middle East, including
Israel. In the 1990s, peace between Israel and the Palestinians was supposed to turn the Middle East into
a zone of economic cooperation—including Israel. Then we were told that Iraq’s liberation would turn the
Middle East into a zone of democracy—including Israel. A few months ago, we were told that the Iranian
threat would turn the Middle East into a zone of political and military alliance—including Israel.

This latest new Middle East has had the shortest life of them all. Apparently, new Middle Easts just
aren’t what they used to be.

. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/martin_kramer/
. http://www.herzliyaconference.org/Eng/_Articles/Article.asp?CategoryID=33&ArticleID=1919
. http://www.nytimes.com/2007/11/06/opinion/06brooks.html?_r=1&hp&oref=slogin
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. http://www.npr.org/templates/transcript/transcript.php?storyld=16572421

Gaza into Egypt (2008-01-24 12:48)
From [1]Martin Kramer

"This may be a blessing in disguise.” This is how an unnamed Israeli official [2]greeted the destruc-
tion by Hamas of a chunk of the border barrier separating Gaza from Egypt, followed by an unregulated
flood of hundreds of thousands of Gazan Palestinians across the border into Egypt. ”"Some people in the
Defense Ministry, Foreign Ministry and prime minister’s office are very happy with this. They are saying,
"At last, the disengagement is beginning to work.”” Obviously, a broken border between Egypt and Gaza is
a major security problem for Israel. But war matériel and money for Hamas crossed the border anyway.
An open border effectively absolves Israel of responsibility for the well-being of Gaza’s population, and
may prompt Israel to sever its remaining infrastructure and supply links to Gaza. A large part of the
responsibility for Gaza would be shifted from Israel to Egypt, which might explain the satisfied murmurings
in Jerusalem.
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But the implications of the big breach go further. Given that Gaza and the West Bank are unlikely
to be reunited, the question of Gaza’s own viability as a separate entity is bound to resurface. In the 1990s,
economists talked about Gaza’s viability as a function of economics: massive investment could turn it into
a high-rise Singapore. But in an article written back in the summer of 1991, a leading geographer argued
that this wasn’t feasible, and that a viable Gaza would need more land. Most of it, he argued, would have
to come from Egypt.

"Gaza Viability: The Need for Enlargement of its Land Base’—that was the title of an [3]article by
[4]Saul B. Cohen, a distinguished American geographer and one-time president of Queens College and the
Association of American Geographers. Cohen began with this basic assumption: a high-rise Gaza "would
be ecologically disastrous... To become a successful mini-state, one that would serve as a ’gateway’ or
exchange-type state, Gaza will need additional land.” Cohen calculated that a viable Gaza would need about
1,000 square kilometers of territory—that is, an additional 650 square kilometers. This is how he mapped
his proposal:
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Figure 7.1 A Gaza mini-staie

Egypt would provide a 30-kilometer stretch of Mediterranean coast (200 square kilometers), giving
an expanded Gaza a total Mediterranean coast of about 75 kilometers. Egypt would also provide a stretch of
the north Sinai plain (300 square kilometers), and Israel would kick in a parcel on its side of the border (150
square kilometers). This would be sufficient area, Cohen wrote, "to relieve Gaza’s overcrowding, provide for
agricultural and natural land reserves, and spread urban activities (including small towns and hotels) to
provide a unique, low-rise cultural landscape.” Egypt would provide water (by extending a Nile water canal
from El Arish) and power (via a natural gas line). Cohen also believed that Israeli settlements at Gush
Qatif ”in the long run should be removed.” The long run didn’t take all that long.

The Oslo accords eclipsed the idea of a Gaza mini-state. Gaza was supposed to find its outlet in
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the West Bank, through a safe-passage corridor. The idea of an expanded Gaza was revived shortly
before Israel’s unilateral withdrawal, by an Israeli geographer (and former rector of Hebrew University),
[5] Yehoshua Ben-Arieh. He proceeded from this assumption: a corridor to the West Bank would not suffice
to relieve the pressure building up in Gaza. Gaza could only be viable if it became a crossroads or gateway,
which would require a deep-water port, an airport, and a new city.

Ben-Arieh [6]proposed a three-way swap. The Palestinian Authority would be given 500 to 1,000
square kilometers of Egypt’s northern Sinai. Israel would give Egypt 250 to 500 square kilometers along
their shared border at Paran, and would also give Egypt a corridor road to Jordan. On the West Bank, the
Palestinian Authority would cede to Israel the same amount of territory (500 to 1,000 square kilometers) it
received in Egypt. This is how Ben-Arieh mapped the southern part of his plan:

1. Egyptian Bnd to be transferred to the Palestinians
2. 1srael Bnd 1o be transferred 1o Egypl

3. |srasl Highway/corridor to be transfarred to Egypl
4. Proposed highways

Ben-Arieh presented his idea and maps to then-prime minister Ariel Sharon, who ([7]according to
Ben-Arieh) described the plan as premature, but didn’t reject it. "Maybe one day it can become an idea,”
he reportedly said.

To anyone who knows the complexities of the politics, these plans look fantastic. But while geogra-
phers often miss the devilish details, they do have an appreciation of how tentative the map of the Middle
East really is. It is a schematic representation of other forces, and if the strength of those forces changes, the
map will ultimately show it. There were 350,000 Palestinians in Gaza in 1967. Now there are 1.3 million,
who are pushing against the envelope of Gaza’s narrow borders with growing force. Israel has the power
and the resolve to push back. Egypt just doesn’t, which is why the envelope burst where it did.

That pressure will not relent, and since Hamas seeks to channel it into a "right of return” on the ru-
ins of Israel, which the United States says it rejects, the question is this: where does Washington propose
to divert this pressure? Can its "peace process,” now focused entirely on the West Bank, divert any of
it? Unless the White House can make water flow uphill, perhaps now is time to revisit the geographers’
alternatives, and honestly ask whether they’re more fantastic than the present policy.
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Steven A. Cook (2008-01-24 19:42:11)

The recent breach of the barrier along the Gaza-Egypt border is just the latest act in a struggle going back to the
mid-1990s over who will control the Gaza Strip. As Israel’s deputy defense minister, Matan Vilnai, and Foreign Min-
istry spokesman Arye Mekel [1]indicated, the Israelis have achieved something they have long wanted to do: unload
Gaza onto someone, anyone, even Yasir Arafat. The fact that they have dumped the territory into Husni Mubarak’s
unwitting lap seems like a fitting end. Yet, Vilnai and Mekel are significantly underestimating the Egyptian capacity
to resist. Let’s stipulate that if the Egyptians were smarter they could have actually played the Gaza border problems
to their advantage. There was a case to be made that the Egyptians could have used more border police than the
Israelis were permitting and that Israel’s pressure on Gaza was driving the smuggling problem. Instead, the Egyptians
chose to complain that the problems on the Gaza-Egypt border were not that bad and that the Israelis were just
stirring up trouble for them in Congress. That being said, so long as the Egyptian commanders charged with secur-
ing the border were getting a cut of the smuggling proceeds, there was little chance that the Egyptians were going
to do much anyway. Now that the border barrier has been breached, Egypt’s languid approach to Gaza is quickly
coming to an end. From Cairo’s perspective the worst possible development—besides Hamas ruling Gaza well—is
Jerusalem’s current effort to foist Gaza on Egypt. The Egyptians are already contending with unrest in Sinai, a failed
social contract, overburdened infrastructure, and the prominence of the Muslim Brotherhood. A new responsibility
for Gaza’s 1.3 million Palestinians is likely to accentuate each of these problems in a variety of ways that will instill
further tension and uncertainty in Egypt’s fraught political environment. As a result, Egypt’s security services are
unlikely to take any chances with Gaza. Despite growing public pressure on Mubarak to do something to relieve the
suffering in Gaza, the Egyptians will reseal the border. They did it in 2005 after a previous breach and they will do
it again. Moreover, despite Hamas’ demands it is unlikely that there will be major changes to the way the border
is administered. The Egyptians simply will not countenance changes to the status quo. There isn’t a single upside
for Cairo. Having learned their lesson, after resealing Gaza the Egyptians are likely going to work hard to ensure
that the responsibility for the suffering in Gaza is squarely on the shoulders of both Jerusalem and Washington. This
narrative—which has the benefit of being largely true—will, no doubt, encourage the Europeans to begin clamoring
for dialogue with Hamas. It will also subject Washington to Arab demands that it either apply pressure on the
Israelis or risk losing Arab support on Iran. Indeed, with Cairo and Riyadh already hedging when it comes to Tehran,
Washington’s Arab allies have some leverage in this area. The United States will likely blink and force some sort of
change in Israeli policy toward Gaza. There is too much at stake as the situation on the Gaza-Egypt border is, if left
unattended, likely to undermine the Bush administration’s two recent regional initiatives—the “Annapolis process”
and building a durable coalition against Iran (an uncertain prospect to begin with). Once the Egyptians reseal the
border, expect the Bush administration to continue to emphasize negotiations between Israeli Prime Minister Olmert
and Palestinian President Mahmoud Abbas. The administration’s position is based on the hunch that progress be-
tween Israel and the Palestinian Authority will undercut Hamas and ultimately lead the way back to the 1990s when a
passage between the West Bank and Gaza seemed like a viable option. Given conditions on the ground—the situation
in Gaza, continued Qassam fire, settlement building, and the political fissures in both Israel and among Palestinian
factions—it is unlikely that this hoped-for progress will be realized. So what to do about Gaza in the long run? A
very good question that has very few good answers. It is hard not appreciate the creativity of both Saul B. Cohen and
Yehoshua Ben-Arieh, but their plans are farfetched for two primary reasons. First, Palestinians are likely to resist the
further fragmentation of their land. From their perspective, there is no such thing as a “three-state solution” as Gaza
remains an integral part of any future Palestinian state. Second, Egypt is unlikely to surrender territory for the benefit
of creating a Gazastan. The return of every inch of Sinai is a critical component of Egypt’s nationalist pantheon. In
the Egyptian narrative, Israelis give up land for peace, Arabs do not. For Cairo, Gaza is an Israeli problem. If there
is going to be a state in Gaza, then it is an Israeli responsibility, after the dispossession of the Palestinian people, to
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provide the territory to make it viable. In the end, Gaza will remain in Gaza and the struggle over who can pass it
off to whom will continue. Steven A. Cook is Douglas Dillon Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations. —MESH

1. http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20080124/ap_on_re_mi_ea/israel_palestinians_179

James Lindsay (2008-01-28 14:18:00)

The "blessing in disguise” argument, it seems to me, has a good deal of truth to it, but it also shows the failure of
Israeli policy in 2005, which is only now perhaps being remedied by the actions of Hamas and Egypt. In departing
from the Philadephi corridor in 2005, the Israelis either accepted that there would be increased smuggling on (and
under) the Gaza-Egypt border, or fantasized that Egypt would openly support Israel against the Palestinians. (The
Israelis never summoned the nerve to do the only thing that could have ended the tunnel smuggling: clearing a greater
area along the border and digging a moat. They might well have asked themselves how likely it was that the Egyptians
and the PA would do that.) Instead, by turning Philadelphi over to the PA and the Egyptians (but with supposed
Israeli "control” from afar via the EUBAM), the Israelis got the worst of both worlds. They had no ability to stop the
traffic in Hamas and/or Iranian money, material and manpower. But, because Israel supposedly controlled all access
to Gaza, world opinion held it responsible for Gaza’s misery. The Egyptians, for whom Israel is arguably the ultimate
enemy, had little incentive to cooperate with Israel. Somehow the smuggling through tunnels just couldn’t be stopped,
despite some 750 Egyptian military troops (permitted by an agreed modification of the Egyptian-Israeli Peace Treaty)
and Egyptian police forces. When it suited the Egyptians (for example, when they wanted Hamas to turn over a
terrorist suspect), they temporarily opened the border to Hamas. Once the NIE came out, and the American threat
to Iran seemed to wane, Egypt boosted cooperation with the Iranian-sponsored Hamas, even to the detriment of the
PA. Most notably, Egypt permitted the exit and re-entry of Gazan ”pilgrims” to Mecca, in cooperation with Hamas
instead of the PA. Indeed, it is not impossible that Hamas demonstrations and the mass "breakthroughs” at the border
over the last few days were coordinated with Egypt. In retrospect, Israel might have done better to have left the
border to the PA and the Egyptians when it evacuated Gaza in 2005. At least the PA might have gotten credit for
the inevitable opening of the border, and it might have been able to control who crossed. Of course it is just as likely
that the PA would have done no better than the Israelis working through the EUBAM. But at least Israel would not
have been held responsible for “imprisoning” Gazans. As Israeli politicians are suggesting, a new Israeli policy may
include a complete separation from Gaza, with all crossings into Israel closed permanently, leaving Egypt as Gaza’s
only connection to the outside world. Giving up on Gaza and sealing it off is a real alternative—as soon as the UN can
make alternate provisions for bringing in humanitarian assistance through Egypt or by sea. Israelis arguably would
then be freed from responsibility for Gaza. Unlike Steven Cook, I do not think the Egyptians or the "International
Community” can stick Israel with Gaza. If Israel does cut all ties with Gaza, then the likelihood of Gaza becoming
a ward of Egypt is much greater than its reversion to Israeli custodianship. The Israelis, especially if they were to
redirect their sea blockade to intercepting contraband rather than obstructing all commerce, would have a reasonable
basis for ending all land connections with the bellicose, terrorist-run Gaza. And the Israelis could offer to send UN
shipments arriving at their ports to the Israeli-Egyptian crossing point at Nizzana, a few miles south of Gaza, whence
they could enter Gaza via the Egyptian-Gaza crossing point at Rafah. It is Egypt that would be stuck with the onus
of isolating fellow Arabs and fellow Muslims. It is likely that Egypt would come under greater pressure than Israel to
allow traffic through its border with Gaza. But a complete separation has downsides for Israel too. Gaza would be
left under the domination of Israel’s implacable enemies, and moderate Gazans, unable to re-establish economic ties
with Israel, would be hostages to Hamas. And of course, Israel’s critics would still try to saddle Israel with continued
responsibility for Gaza’s problems, no matter what steps Israel takes. Finally, with regard to making Gaza viable, I
suspect the physical enlargement of Gaza is a non-starter. Egypt has already, and not unreasonably, rejected outright
any surrender of territory to the Gazans. It is hard to imagine a set of circumstances in which Israel could be induced
to give more land to the Gazans—at least not without compensation in West Bank land, a circumstance which, if
Gaza and the West Bank do become two states, also seems highly unlikely. In any event, the Gazans, given their
likely natural growth, would quickly fill up any additional space allotted to them—and then require more. James G.
Lindsay is a visiting fellow at The Washington Institute for Near East Policy. During 2000-2007, he served with the
UN Relief and Works Agency (UNRWA), which carries out relief and public works projects for Palestinian refugees
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in the Near Fast. —MESH

Are we winning the financial war on terror? (2008-01-25 15:31)

From [1]Matthew Levitt

Combating terror finance is often hailed as one of the true successes in the "war on
terror.” But is it? Even after six years of following and freezing terrorists’ funds, American and European
officials warn Al Qaeda still has both the capability and intent to conduct devastating attacks. Academic
[2]Ibrahim Warde recently [3]Jcommented, "This whole hunt for terrorist money has been driven by politics
and bureaucracy, not reality.” According to Warde, terror attacks are inexpensive, and combating terror
finance through public trials and designations is more political grandstanding than effective policy.

Warde’s doubts are shared by others. Over the past year I have lectured in London, Brussels and Berlin
on the utility of combating terror finance. I found receptive audiences among government officials and some
bankers, but near universal incredulity among academics and analysts.

Critics like Warde fail to appreciate the benefits of prosecuting or designating terror financiers, and overlook
the fact that these are only two of the tools available to target terror financiers. While terror attacks are
themselves inexpensive and not infrequently funded by local cells through criminal activity (consider the
Madrid bombings, for instance), measuring the cost of financing terrorism must include much more than the
cost of a single attack. Maintaining terror networks is expensive, and requires funds for such diverse activities
as recruiting, training, traveling, planning operations, bribing corrupt officials, and more. To eliminate or
reduce a cell’s means of raising and transferring funds is to significantly degrade that cell’s capabilities.

Indeed, the deterrent, preventive and disruptive benefits of the financial war on terror are significant. For
example, as difficult as it may be to deter a suicide bomber, terrorist designations can deter non-designated
parties, who might otherwise be willing to finance terrorist activity. Major donors inclined to finance ex-
tremist causes may think twice before putting their personal fortunes at risk.

Operationally, the financial trail created by moving money links people with numbered accounts or specific
money changers. Following such trails can reveal conduits between terrorist organizations and individual
cells. For example, British authorities foiled the summer 2006 liquid explosive aviation plot thanks in large
part to critical financial intelligence.

And while following the money will not stop all plots, it can disrupt terrorist activity and complicate the
efforts of logistical and financial support networks. At a minimum, it makes it harder for terrorists to travel,
procure materials, provide for their families, and radicalize others. Denying terrorists easy access to financial
tools forces them to use more costly, less efficient, less secure, and less reliable means of financing.

Targeting terror financing is just one tool in the counterterrorism toolbox and it is a tool most effectively
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employed in tandem with other tools, from multilateral diplomacy to intelligence operations. Securing con-
victions for financing terrorism may be difficult, and financial designations may not drain the swamp of all
available terrorist funds, but they effectively deter, preempt and disrupt the activities of terrorist support
networks.

Perhaps most important, prosecutions and designations should not be mistaken for the sum total of the
counterterror finance efforts when, in fact, they are only the most visible. Case-by-case analysis should
determine what mix of counterterrorism tools is best suited to deal with any given target, which is why some
targets are neither designated nor prosecuted. In the final analysis, combating terror finance—whether by
following or freezing terrorists’ assets—is an exceptionally powerful weapon in frustrating terrorist activity.

Comments by MESH invitation only.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/matthew_levitt/
2. http://astore.amazon.com/harvard-20/detail/0520253701
3. http://wuw.boston.com/bostonglobe/ideas/articles/2008/01/20/small_change/

Victor Comras (2008-02-02 14:07:32)

While I completely agree with Levitt that the efforts made by the Administration to clamp down domestically and
internationally on terrorism financing are necessary and worthwhile, I fear that they continue to fall way short in
meeting the challenge effectively. Despite these measures, Al Qaeda, the Taliban, and other terrorist groups continue
to have access to the funds they need for active and expanded indoctrination, recruitment, maintenance, armament
and operations. I fear that we are not winning this war against terrorism financing, and I believe that it is time for
us to re-assess, revamp and strengthen our overall counter-terrorism financing strategy. While the United States has
put in place an extensive array of measures to ferret out and stop funds from flowing to terrorists from our shores,
the main sources of terrorism funding are overseas, not here. And we are still very far from achieving the needed
international consensus on who the terrorists are, and what constitutes terrorism financing. It is still not illegal in
most countries of the world, for example, to provide funding to terrorist organizations such as Hamas or Hezbollah.
We have to concentrate our efforts to find a solution to this very serious deficiency. Our international approach to
date has focused on (1) criminalizing terrorism financing internationally and (2) cooperating with certain of our al-
lies to “follow the money.” UN Security Council resolutions and counter-terrorism conventions now set forth various
international norms and obligations for combating terrorism financing. But there are serious gaps in these measures
and the system of implementation and enforcement lacks any real oversight or accountability. The UN’s strongest
measure—designation—only comes into play for Al Qaeda and the Taliban, and then only after a specific individual
or entity has been added to the special [1]list maintained by the UN’s Al Qaeda and Taliban Sanctions Committee.
That list is way to short and out of date. Implementation of the UN’s main counter-terrorism resolution, [2]1373,
has also proved woefully disappointing. It directs that all countries criminalize terrorism and terrorism financing
and requires all countries to freeze the funds and other assets and economic resources of any person or persons who
commit, or attempt to commit terrorist acts. But these measures only come into play after terrorist acts have been
attempted or carried out. And, even then, local judicial or administrative proceedings are required before any of the
assets can be frozen or transactions stopped. Another serious problem is the lack of consensus on a clear definition
of terrorism. The International community has been struggling with this definition for over a decade. Without a
common definition countries remain free to interpret their own obligations and define for themselves which groups
are terrorists and which are “freedom fighters.” “Following the money” has also proved something of a “hit or miss”
proposition. We have put a lot of effort into developing useful links with the intelligence and enforcement services
of a number of countries. But due to the sensitive nature of sources and methods, and other political sensitivities,
this circle of cooperating countries is not very extensive. This has produced some good results in identifying and
closing down terrorist cells within our countries. But, we have had considerably less success in putting the prime
funders out of business. In most cases they were not to be found within the circle of countries cooperating with these
efforts. Identifying and designating international terrorism financiers is central to our strategy to combat terrorism
financing. Yet, it is becoming increasingly difficult to convince the other members of the UN Al Qaeda and Taliban
Sanctions Committee to designate those responsible for funding terrorism. The Council of Europe and the European
Court of Justice are now questioning the legitimacy of this designation process and its lack of transparency. Both
Yasin Al Qadi and the Al Barakaat International Foundation, for example, have convinced the EU Advocat General
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to challenge their EU designations. And domestically, we have the Humanitarian Law Project Cases, one of which
recently resulted in a very problematic ruling challenging the President’s authority to designate individuals or groups
as “Specially Designated Global Terrorists” (SDGTs). That case is now being appealed. Earlier the Swiss Prosecutor’s
office had to reimburse Youssef Nada for the costs of defending an earlier prosecution alleging his terrorism financing.
Another early identified terrorism financing facilitator, Ahmed Idriss Nasreddin, was also recently mysteriously, and
without any real explanation, removed from both the US and UN designation lists. These reversals have seriously
undercut the credibility of the US, EU and UN designation process. There is reason also for concern with the lack of
international enforcement supporting the UN designation measures. A certain weariness has set in here and more and
more countries are reluctant to dedicate the enforcement resources necessary to control terrorism financing activities.
Malaysia and Saudi Arabia have taken no steps, for example, to freeze Yasin Al Qadi’s assets or to put him out of
business. And it now appears that Turkey may also soon release his assets. It is well known that several charities
designated by the UN for terrorism financing are still in business, many having merely changed their names. Both
Wa’el Hamza Julaidan and Abdulaziz Al-Aqeel are reportedly still actively engaged with Saudi charities providing
assistance to suspect groups abroad. Here at home we have also suffered several serious setbacks, including the dis-
missals, acquittals, and mistrials in the Al Arian Case in Tampa, the Holy Land Foundation case in Dallas, and the
Oregon Al Haramain Case. The New York Times [3]reports that since 9/11, the government has commenced more
than 108 material support prosecutions. 46 of these were dropped. The government took pleas in another 42. Eight
defendants were acquitted and 4 cases were dismissed. The Government obtained jury convictions in only 9 cases. The
overall success rate in terrorism cases is around 29 percent compared to 92 percent for felony prosecutions in general.
This is not a criticism—rather, it is evidence of the shear difficulty of establishing the knowledge and subjective intent
of those shielding these activities under the guise of charitable giving. These setbacks and failures are indicative of
the problems we are facing in cutting off terrorism financing. That doesn’t mean that we should stop what we are
doing. To the contrary, we need to do what we are doing better, and we need to do more. We simply cannot be
satisfied with the results we have had to date. I believe it is time for us to review and update our counter-terrorism
financing strategy to deal with current terrorism funding realities and methodology. Different funding mechanisms
are being used in different cases, although there are certain common elements One size does not fit all. And we
must distinguish between funding for local terrorist cells and funding for more substantial insurgencies. While US
government agencies have the benefit of regulatory requirements, reports and intelligence, the private sector, academia
and think-tanks have some of best analysts and experts in the business. It’s time to bring these assets together to
re-assess the situation and to develop some new ideas and new strategies for dealing with terrorism financing here and
abroad. Victor D. Comras, a retired career diplomat of the United States, is special counsel to The Eren Law Firm.
He joined the firm from the United Nations, where he served, under appointment by Secretary General Kofi Annan,
as one of five international monitors to oversee the implementation of Security Council measures against terrorism
(Al Qaeda) and terrorism financing. This comment appears courtesy of [4]Counterterrorism Blog. —MESH
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Land swaps for peace (2008-01-29 15:13)

From MESH Admin

At last week’s Herzliya Conference, Tel Aviv University geographer Gideon Biger presented a futuristic
plan for land swaps and border alterations among Israel, the Palestinians, Egypt, Jordan, and Lebanon.
Biger, author of [1]The Boundaries of Modern Palestine, 1840-1947, proposes a map based on 1967—that is,
each party would end up with the same net territory it possessed prior to the June 1967 Six-Day War. Biger
has provided MESH with the map he displayed at the conference, illustrating the proposed swaps.
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In Biger’s plan, parts of the West Bank where there are large Jewish settlement blocs, as well as part
of the Jordan Valley, would be annexed to Israel. In exchange, the Palestinians would receive Israeli territory
along the Green Line, and Egypt would relinquish territory between al-Arish and Rafah to the Palestinians.
Israel would compensate Egypt with territory from Israel in the Paran Desert, as well as a corridor across
the lower Negev to Jordan (a proposal [2]revisited last week at MESH).

In the north, Biger also envisions a three-way swap. Israel would keep possession of a part of the Golan
Heights. It would give Lebanon territory in the northern Galilee associated with the so-called ”[3]seven [Shi-
ite| villages” abandoned in 1948. Lebanon, in turn, would relinquish territory to Syria, to compensate Syria
for ceding part of the Golan Heights to Israel.

Comments by MESH invitation only.

1. http://books.google.com/books?id=3jCOMbKNh8GUC
2. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/2008/01/gaza_into_egypt/
3. http://wuw.imra.org.il/story.php37id=30478

David Schenker (2008-01-30 17:32:47)

I don’t know Gideon Biger and I wasn’t at the Herzliya Conference, so I can’t comment as to the spirit in which
he recently proffered his “land swaps for peace” proposal. From where I sit in Washington, reading the MESH post
brought me back to the good old days of Shimon Peres’ "New Middle East,” where friendly neighbors abound and
regional peace is just around the corner. The first thing that strikes me is the comprehensive and inter-dependent
nature of the proposal, which prima facie makes it destined to fail. Regarding the Palestinians, the notion of land
swaps is not a new idea; Arafat agreed to a swap in 2000 at Camp David. No problem here, except the small matter
that the Israelis will not find the prospect of providing more land to Hamas-controlled Gaza appealing. So Gaza—and
Egypt—are out of the equation. Still, Israel could work out some arrangement with a future Palestinian state in the
West Bank. The challenges for this proposal on the Syria and Lebanon fronts are even more daunting. Syria has
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traditionally demonstrated little interest in creative solutions to negotiations with Israel. Perhaps the best example
of the phenomenon is how Syria responded to the spring 2007 Track IT “Swiss Channel” talks between the Syrian-
appointed (US-citizen) Abe Sulieman and former Israeli Foreign Ministry official Alon Liel. When it was publicized
that the disposition of the Golan would ultimately be a nature reserve, the Syrians distanced themselves from Abe
Suleiman, the brother of the former chief of internal security forces in Syria. Worse—for the map proposal and for
the Lebanese—it’s unlikely that Damascus, under the Asad regime, would ever come around to the idea of Lebanon
ceding territory to Syria as a “swap.” Indeed, the Asad regime already views Lebanon essentially as Syrian territory.
According to a report issued by a Lebanese NGO, the International Lebanese Committee for UNSCR 1559, as of last
summer, Syria was occupying at least 177 square miles of Lebanese soil. And this grim assessment of the prospects for
Prof. Biger’s map doesn’t even take into account the issue of the Lebanese-Syrian dispute over the Sheba’a Farms. I
take no issue with the prospect of redefining Middle Eastern borders—I think this would be a discussion worth having.
Prof. Biger’s map is interesting. But from a practical standpoint, it is hard to imagine the circumstances in which
such an arrangement would be feasible. [I/David Schenker is a member of MESH.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/david_schenker/

MESH user’s guide (2008-01-30 07:59)

From MESH Admin

The blog at MESH differs in an important way from most multi-expert blogs. We
have some advice about how to make the most of the website, and how not to miss any of the action.

At most multi-expert blogs, the contributors write posts, and any reader can submit a comment. At MESH,
our contributors—we call them members—write the posts and the comments. Comments aren’t open to
readers, so when a comment appears, you can be sure it has been written by an authority in the relevant
field. (If we don’t have a member who knows the subject, we will try to find a guest commentator who does.)

The main advantage of this system is that with one link, you can access a post and the entire exchange
or debate that follows it. A good example is this [1]debate over the prospects of democracy in the Middle
East.

But there is a disadvantage. The latest comment, no matter how substantive, doesn’t appear at the top of
the blog. You have to look for it, under "Latest Comments” on the sidebar to the right.

To make sure you don’t miss a comment, you have three options:

1. Regularly consult "Latest Comments” on the sidebar.

2. Enter this [2]combined feed in your news reader. It includes the full text of all posts and comments,
as they are published.

3. Subscribe to MESH by email. You'll get one email a day, containing the full text of all the posts and
comments published over the previous 24 hours. Click [3]here, enter your email, and confirm it.
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If you don’t plan to visit the blog every day, we recommend you chose the second or third option. You’ll get
all the new material at MESH, including all the comments, which you don’t want to miss.

(And if you want to comment and haven’t been invited, anyone can comment on the [4]MESH Facebook
page. Each post is mirrored there.)

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/2008/01/middle_east_sustain_democracy/
2. http://feeds.feedburner.com/mesharvard?format=rss
3. http://www.feedburner.com/fb/a/emailverifySubmit?feedId=1507249&loc=en_US

4. http://www.facebook.com/mesharvard

Winograd: Will Israel’s politicans learn? (2008-01-30 18:00)
From [1]Andrew Exum

Today, as Eliyahu Winograd presented his final report in Jerusalem on Israel’s performance during the
2006 war with Hezbollah, I sat in London, having coffee with one of the U.S. Army’s smartest counterin-
surgency experts. The two of us were discussing what lessons we, as American military professionals and
analysts, should draw from those 33 days of war. To be sure, there are many. As I have written previously
for this blog, both sides—|[2|Israel and [3]Hezbollah—deserve careful study.

But in the end, one of the lessons of the 2006 war was that tactics—and correcting tactical mistakes—only
get you so far. The 2006 war between Hezbollah and Israel started with a disastrous strategic miscalculation
by Hasan Nasrallah—that Israel would respond in a measured, limited fashion to the kidnapping of two of
its soldiers across the Blue Line—and was followed up by a series of catastrophic failures of leadership in
Israel that led to so much suffering for both the Israeli and Lebanese populations.

Military exertions, as the Prussian philosopher of war Carl von Clausewitz recognized, are only means
employed toward political ends. Sometimes the military’s organization and performance can be solid, but
if the policy toward which it is being employed is flawed, the result will be disastrous nonetheless. In the
aftermath of Napoleon’s victories, Clausewitz asked: ”"But is it true that the real shock was military rather
than political?... Was the disaster due to the effect of policy on war, or was the policy itself at fault?”

In the 2006 war, the IDF was asked to accomplish strategic aims that were unrealistic and hastily con-
sidered by decision-makers in Tel Aviv and Jerusalem. Watching the war unfold from Cairo in 2006, I knew
the minute Israeli strategic decision-makers assured a nervous Israeli populace that the IDF would destroy
Hezbollah, rescue the hostages, and end rocket attacks on northern Israel, the job of the IDF had become
next to impossible. Hezbollah had only to deny Israel one of its goals to be considered a victor in some
circles. In the end, they denied the IDF all three.

To be sure, the IDF was not well prepared for this most recent war. Between 2000 and 2006, the IDF
had grown complacent in its operations in the West Bank and Gaza and was unprepared for combat in
southern Lebanon. But I wonder whether even the U.S. Army’s XVIIIth Airborne Corps would have been
able to destroy Hezbollah within the month-long period given to the IDF.

The failures of the IDF in the 2006 war are known, and new IDF Chief of Staff Gabi Ashkenazi has al-
ready [4]corrected most of them. The unrealistic objectives civilian policymakers set for the IDF in the first
few days of the war, however, are less recognized. From statements issued today, the final Winograd report
seems to have [5]gone easier on Ehud Olmert and Gen. Dan Halutz than had previous drafts. It seems more
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likely, in fact, that Hasan Nasrallah and Hezbollah—already [6]crowing about the report from Beirut—have
learned the lesson from their strategic error better than the Israeli political establishment has learned theirs.

The IDF will learn its lessons, as it always seems to do. I wonder, though, whether the political leader-
ship in Jerusalem will be able to resist getting mired in such a disastrous conflict again.

Comments by MESH invitation only.
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Chuck Freilich (2008-01-31 14:51:24)

I read Andrew Exum’s post with great interest. I agree with much of it, although I think he may be too forgiving of
the IDF’s failures. Some additional points also deserve emphasis. Exum is certainly right that Nasrallah misjudged
Israel’s response, but I believe the error went far beyond one of miscalculated proportions. Hezbollah and Iran had
spent the better part of a decade building up a vast rocket arsenal in Lebanon, estimated by Israel at the time to have
been 13,000 rockets. (Nasrallah later claimed 20,000.) The arsenal, which could blanket all of Israel with rockets right
from her border, was apparently intended as a retaliatory deterrent force in the event that Israel (or the United States)
attacked Iran’s nuclear program. While this capability was not taken out entirely (and has been fully rebuilt since), the
war compelled Hezbollah to use it under the wrong circumstances. The war thus gave Israel a badly needed wake-up
call to get its act together, rethink its priorities and strategy, and prepare for the "big one.” No less important, the
war taught Israel that it "can take it,” and that you don’t have to be a stoic Brit to absorb bombardment. I've never
fully understood why Israel continually needs to be reassured of this. The people of Israel have shown remarkable
resilience and steadfastness over the years, and the tests administered by the Scud shower of 1991 and the Intifada
suicide bombers should have been enough to convince the skeptics. But the fact remains that Israel periodically does
need to reassure itself. I fully agree that the decision-making process at the cabinet level—marred by what Exum
calls "catastrophic failures of leadership”—was indeed catastrophic. Never before had Israel engaged in a war of its
own choice and timing from such a propitious starting point—and bungled things so disastrously. Not only were the
strategic aims unrealistic and hastily formulated. In fact, the government never set out clear objectives at any time,
from the beginning of the war to its end. As a consequence, the IDF never knew what it was supposed to achieve.
The failure to formulate clear policy objectives and priorities, and to elucidate options for achieving them, reflects
a structural flaw in Israeli decision-making, which the Winograd Commission and others have criticized repeatedly.
As T said, my only disagreement with Exum is that he merely reprimands the IDF for unpreparedness and compla-
cency. The failings were far worse and inexcusable. Hezbollah is undoubtedly very well trained and armed. It is
highly motivated through religious fanaticism, and it benefits from the best Iranian thinking regarding asymmetric
warfare. Nevertheless, nothing excuses the IDF’s inability to overcome a force of a few thousand fighters. Israel was
not taken by surprise, and there were no major intelligence surprises. The IDF knew perfectly well that this battle
was coming, and ostensibly prepared for it during six years of self-restraint. If the cabinet’s decision-making process
was catastrophic, the IDF’s was no less so. It engaged in four weeks of very limited lateral movements a few kilometers
inside southern Lebanon, going village to village and house to house—precisely the type of warfare the IDF does not
know how to wage. The IDF knows how to stage lightning blitzes and wars of rapid maneuver, not steady wars of
attrition. The IDF should have reached the Litani immediately and worked its way south on the ground. No one in
the national security establishment thought that this war could be won from the air. Halutz himself did not believe
this, although he seems to have become blinded during the fighting. Everyone knew the reserves were not sufficiently
trained or armed. Some tankists had not seen a tank for five years. On what grounds did the Chief of Staff still
advise the government that he could finish the job without difficulty, and why did he stick to his recommendations
when his war plan faltered? Where were all of the other independent-minded officers who are supposedly the pride
of the IDF? The good news is that the deployment of the expanded UNIFIL and Lebanese army in south Lebanon
has improved Israel’s situation—until Hezbollah finds a way and pretext for sparking the next round. The IDF is
undergoing a major transformation and hopefully will be ready next time, having learned the necessary lessons. But
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none of this absolves the civilian or military leadership of the failures, as Winograd correctly points out. I link to an
[1]analysis of Israel’s failures I wrote during the last days of the fighting. I believe that analysis is still fundamentally
valid. [2]Chuck Freilich, former Israeli deputy national security adviser, is a senior fellow at the Belfer Center for
Science and International Affairs at Harvard’s Kennedy School of Government. —MESH

1. http://www.jcpa.org/jl/vp546.htm
2. http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/experts/870/chuck_freilich.html

2.2 February

Terrorists die but ideology lives (2008-02-01 19:29)
From [1]Raymond Ibrahim

Will the recent killing in Pakistan of “senior” Al Qaeda leader, Abu Laith al-Libi, have any tangible
effects on the “war on terror”? Considering the headline news coverage, one might assume so. In fact,
whenever any major Al Qaeda operative or leader is slain, the media is abuzz with it, implying that we
are one step closer to eradicating Al Qaeda’s terror. But will the death of al-Libi—or any other Islamist
leader—make any difference at all?

There was, for instance, all the hubbub surrounding the killing of the head-chopping Abu Musab al-
Zarqawi, nearly two years ago. Then, almost every major politician, including President Bush, Prime
Minister Blair, and Iraq’s Prime Minister Maliki gave some sort of victory speech, some highly triumphant,
others more cautious.

But if Zarqawi’s death did not diminish Al Qaeda’s highly influential presence in Iraq—it took the
"surge” to make a dent—will al-Libi’s death affect Al Qaeda’s position in Afghanistan? Indeed, would the
deaths of Ayman al-Zawahiri or Osama bin Laden himself have any long-term effects on the growth, spread,
and goals of radical Islam?

Recent history provides a lucid answer to these questions.

Consider the progress of the Muslim Brotherhood, the largest and oldest Islamic fundamentalist or-
ganization today. Founded in Egypt by Hasan al-Banna in 1928, it originally boasted only six members.
In the following decades, in part thanks to the radical writings of one of its premiere ideologues, Sayyid
Qutb—whom Al Qaeda quotes liberally in their many writings—the Brotherhood, though constantly
clashing with Egypt’s government, grew steadily.

As leaders, both Banna and Qutb were eventually targeted and killed by Egypt’s government—the
former assassinated, the latter executed. The Brotherhood however, continued thriving underground for
many more decades. Then, to the world’s surprise, the partially-banned, constantly-harassed Brotherhood
managed to win 88 out of 454 seats in Egypt’s 2005 parliamentary elections—making them the largest
opposition bloc in the government.

After two of its most prominent leaders were Kkilled, after thousands of its members have been ha-
rassed, jailed, and sometimes tortured, today the Brotherhood is stronger, more influential, and more secure

than at any other time in its turbulent history.

The Palestinian Hamas, itself an offshoot of the Brotherhood, is another case in point. Founded in
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1987 by Sheikh Ahmed Yassin, Hamas has since been labeled a terrorist organization by several gov-
ernments, including the United States, most notably for its many suicide operations against Israel. Due
to Yassin’s figurehead status in Hamas, the Israeli government targeted him for assassination in March
2004. (While the quadriplegic Yassin was being wheeled out of a mosque after morning prayers, an Israeli
helicopter launched two Hellfire missiles into him, killing him instantly.)

The result? Hamas, like the Brotherhood, did not decline or lose morale. To the contrary, it went
on to win a major landslide election in the January 2006 Palestinian parliamentary elections, allowing it to
claim to represent the Palestinian people.

There are countless of other examples from both past and present history where popular Islamist
leaders were either killed (or died naturally), and the only thing that changed is that the movement they
led grew and consolidated more power.

Ayman al-Zawahiri summarizes this phenomenon well. Asked in one of his more recent interviews
about the status of bin Laden and the Taliban’s one-eyed Mullah Omar, he confidently replied:

Jihad in the path of Allah is greater than any individual or organization. It is a struggle
between Truth and Falsehood, until Allah Almighty inherits the earth and those who live in
it. Mullah Muhammad Omar and Sheikh Osama bin Laden—may Allah protect them from all
evil—are merely two soldiers of Islam in the journey of jihad, while the struggle between Truth
and Falsehood transcends time (from [2]The Al Qaeda Reader, 182).

According to this statement, which itself is grounded in Islamic theology, Islamic militants are not the cause
of the war. They are but a symptom of a much greater cause—the “struggle between Truth [Islam] and False-
hood [non-Islam] that transcends time.” The problem, then, is not men like Banna, Qutb, and Yassin—nor
is it even bin Laden, Zawahiri, or al-Libi. Individually killing them off is only treating the symptom—a good
thing, to be sure—but it does not cure the malady. The root cause is the violent and fascist ideology that
motivates them.

Comments are limited to MESH members.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/raymond_ibrahim/
2. http://astore.amazon.com/harvard-20/detail/076792262X

Walter Laqueur (2008-02-14 19:30:21)

Does the killing of terrorist leaders make any difference? Raymond Ibrahim [1]thinks it does not. I don’t believe
such a categorical answer can be given, certainly not in the light of historical experience since each case is different.
There have been studies over the last decades of the effects of the elimination of terrorist leaders. They all reached the
unstartling conclusion that the more terrorists are eliminated, the less terrorism survived—unless there is an unlimited
reservoir of aspiring terrorists (in our days suicide bombers). But is there such an unlimited reservoir? There has
been a phenomenon called the Salafi burnout—and this is hastened if it is realized that terrorism does not make
progress (such as in Egypt in the 1980s and 1990s). To repeat once again: each case is different. It could be argued
that the killing of Zarqawi was “objectively” counterindicated since his extremism caused more damage to his own
cause than his opponents did. It could well be that if Osama and Zawahiri were eliminated the impact would be very
limited except perhaps on the psychological level, given the structure of Al Qaeda. Why have individual leaders been
targets of counterterrorism? Partly because of the feeling that for justice to be done, those who committed criminal
acts should not go scot free. Partly because the elimination of prominent leaders is a blow to the prestige of terrorist
groups even if the practical significance is limited. I do not think that the references to Sayyid Qutb and Hasan
al-Banna are very relevant. These were ideologues preaching ideas which fell on fertile ground. They became martyrs
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but this was not the main reason why their ideas became influential. Raymond Ibrahim could have gone much further
back, for instance to early Christianity and one of its first spokesmen, Tertullian: The blood of the martyrs is the
seed of the church. True, Qutb and Banna preached violence, but not necessarily individual terrorism—it could have
been political, collective action as in the case of many other such movements. Terrorism is usually a gamble. Think
of the Muslim Brotherhood challenging Hafez Asad. There was no terrorism in Syria after Homs and Hamah. Or
the brutal Russian actions taken against the Chechens. They have been quite effective even though there has been
no political solution to the underlying problems. It is not so much the terrorist ideology threatening the West but
their weapons. One of the constant and deeply ingrained Western misconceptions concerns the role of violence in this
context. Violence, we are told, is of no help against terrorism, which is a struggle for the hearts and minds, etc. It is
true, of course, that antiterrorist violence should be accompanied by attempts to find political solutions. This may be
possible in some cases but not in others. It is also true that the use of a little violence very often fails. But massive
violence usually succeeds. The domestic political resistance against such a course of action is enormous and it will not
be taken by democratic countries except if their very existence is at stake. But this belongs to a different chapter.
[2]Walter Laqueur is a member of MESH.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/2008/02/terrorists_die_ideology_lives/
2. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/walter_laqueur/

Winograd rises above scapegoating (2008-02-02 16:22)

From [1]Alan Dowty

* Commissions of inquiry are one of the strengths of the Israeli political system. They are taken very

seriously, typically composed of highly respected public figures, operate in a highly judicial style, and are
accorded considerable attention and deference in the public arena. Moreover, more often than in many other
democracies with similar processes, there is a strong presumption that the recommendations of such commis-
sions will be enacted, and to a surprising extent they have been. In 1983, for example, Ariel Sharon tried to
resist the Kahan Commission’s recommendation that he be removed from office as Minister of Defense—but
in the end was forced out by public pressure.

The downside of this exalted position held by commissions of inquiry is that that they have played into,
and perhaps abetted, the tendency of Israeli opinion to search for convenient scapegoats to explain any and
all failures in governmental policy. It is always less threatening to find particular decision-makers to blame
than to force examination of basic assumptions and procedures that may be widely shared by all circles,
including those doing the judging. The Agranat Commission, examining the causes of Israel’s failures in
the 1973 war, called for the dismissal of several senior commanders but stopped short of recommending the
resignation of Prime Minister Golda Meir. The public, not satisfied with finding only the military echelon
at fault, continued pressing until Meir stepped down. In the case of the Kahan Commission, investigating
Israel’s role in the Sabra and Shatilla massacres, the question of personal responsibility was quite clearly and
legitimately at the center of the matter, and the thrust of the report was appropriately on the "drawing of
conclusions” for those responsible, including Sharon.

But the problem with any search for scapegoats is that it relieves the investigators from the more diffi-
cult, but in the long run more critical, task of identifying fundamental flaws in the system that may persist
despite the dismissal of particular culprits. The Israeli public has sometimes been almost obsessive in its
search for particular targets for blame; following the 1973 war, movements emerged focused on the firing
of one particular leader. The unspoken assumption behind such movements is that the system itself is not
at fault; with the removal of a particular dysfunctional cog, the machine will return to its usual smooth
operation. Yet the intelligence failure in the 1973 war was not limited to particular figures in intelligence
and military command; it was rooted in the widely held assumption ("The Conception”) that Egypt and
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Syria would not dare to initiate a war with Israel. A similar situation prevailed in the U.S. debate over
the Vietnamese War, where the Pentagon Papers abetted the tendency to look for scapegoats ("Who lied to
us?”)—while the basic assumption that the United States had to oppose any "Communist” threat, anywhere
in the world, was initially shared by a vast majority of both decision-makers and the public.

The mandate of the Winograd Commission was particularly broad, covering the background to the 2006
Lebanon campaign, the decision to go to war, and the conduct of that war on all levels. As Judge Winograd
noted in his press conference, "this covered extensive, charged and complex facts, unpredecented in any pre-
vious Commission of Inquiry.”

But the pressure to focus on scapegoats was as strong as with previous commissions. Even before the
commission finished its work, the Chief of Staff and the Minister of Defense had, in one way or another,
been forced from their posts. Public and media attention was riveted on the issue of whether Prime Minister
Ehud Olmert, and his government, could survive the issuing of the Final Report. In this environment, it
is remarkable, and to its credit, that the Winograd Commission has deliberately tried to move the focus of
attention from scapegoating to the more general, and more critical, question of systemic "failures and flaws”
in the overall approach to and conduct of the war.

Given its broad mandate and the importance of drawing lessons for the future, Judge Winograd says, "this
conception of our role was one of the main reasons for our decision not to include in the Final Report per-
sonal conclusions and recommendations. We believe that the primary need for improvements applies to the
structural and systemic malfunctioning in the war on all levels.” And to judge from Judge Winograd’s "high-
lights” in his press conference, this critique of fundamental assumptions and procedures cuts very deeply. If
the commission’s recommendations on these matters are implemented, they will fundamentally change the
system. Those who were looking forward to seeing heads roll may be disappointed, but the country will be
better served.

This does not mean that the commission has avoided conclusions on personal performance: "the fact that
we refrained from imposing personal responsibility does not imply that no such responsibility exists.” The
Interim Report issued nine months ago, which covered the period up to the decision to go to war, examined
in detail the functioning of all the key actors in the drama, and it can be assumed that the full text of the
Final Report will continue this scrutiny during the period that followed. It is quite possible that severe
judgments of particular decision-makers will yet lead to additional ousters from office. But the focus has
passed, quite properly, from scapegoating to fundamental questions of national strategy, decision-making
processes, military planning, and coordination between the political and military commands.

In the end, Winograd’s recommendations ”"contain suggestions for systematic and deep changes in the modal-
ities of thinking and acting of the political and military echelons and their interface.” This is where the focus
should be. Those who were seeking titillation and expiation by the offering of sacrificial lambs will be
disappointed. It is well that they should be.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/alan_dowty/

Civilians: shields and targets (2008-02-05 17:05)

From [1]Harvey Sicherman

The Winograd Report has confirmed what I heard on a trip to Israel in August 2006, namely, that an
inexperienced Israeli cabinet sought the rewards of a combined arms (air-ground) operation at the risk of an
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air raid. When this proved inadequate to the rhetoric of victory, the same group bungled the transition to an
inferior infantry action and then ran out of time. In the end Israel got only the benefits of the air raid. And
the politicians (perhaps) learned the timeless lesson that excessive rhetoric supported by underwhelming
force is a sure formula for disaster. Jerusalem may not be the only place in need of that lesson.

It seems to me, however, that the crucial problem we all need to tackle is the strategy revealed in Lebanon.
How do you defeat a well-trained enemy using some civilians as shields and other civilians as targets? Even
precise firepower will still kill many civilians. And a careful infantry operation will risk many soldiers.

Current Israeli strategy is to wage a select war of attrition against the Hamas command and leadership
ranks while exacting a penalty (the economic blockade) against a population partial to the terrorists. This
produces its own pressures. As the recent Gaza blowout shows, Hamas’ reaction will be to escalate while
offering a cease-fire intended to enable them to consolidate until they are ready for the next round. It is not
clear that Israel’s government and population have the patience to play this game, especially if more accurate
rocket fire affects more of the country. This would return Israel to the 1953-56 situation when Fedayeen raids
from Gaza, among other places, made the south unsafe. And, insofar as this tactic succeeds, the wet noodle
that is the Palestinian Authority will be further enfeebled in fulfilling its pledges and negotiating a diplomatic
settlement. People go with the strong horse, as Osama bin Laden once observed.

Israel will then be left with the alternative of firepower and infantry.

Israel, the United States, NATO, and, indeed, the Western democracies as a whole must find a solution
to the “shield and target” problem. Otherwise, we shall find the Iranian and other forces throughout the
region gaining ground and adherents. None of our diplomacy will matter except perhaps as a smokescreen
for defeat. The United States and others, of course, can always withdraw to other places. Israel cannot.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/harvey_sicherman/

Chasing illusions in the Middle East (2008-02-07 00:27)

[1]Elie Kedourie (1926-1992) was a rigorous interpreter of Middle Eastern history and contemporary affairs,
famous for his penetrating style and principled conservatism. In 1970 he published an essay on "The Middle
East and the Powers,” as the opening piece in a collected volume named after its most renowned article,
[2]The Chatham House Version. Below, we reproduce a key passage from that article (in green, beneath
Kedourie’s photograph), on the dangers of illusion-driven diplomacy. In response to our invitation, MESH
members Charles Hill offers reflections on Kedourie’s position, and MESH members Bruce Jentleson and
Barry Rubin offer comments.

[kedourie.png] "The sober assumption that Middle Eastern instability
is today endemic has found little favour either in Britain or in
America. The prevalent fashion has been to proclaim the latest
revolution as the herald of a new day, and the newest turbulence as
the necessary and beneficent prelude to an epoch of orderliness and
justice.

"The meliorism of western liberals, the activist categories and the
hopeful concepts of their political science go far to explain such an
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attitude, as also their conviction that a stable, universal peace will
ensue only when the world is composed of democratic and progressive
nation-states. Whatever the truth of this dogma, it is not one which a
statesman should entertain, and indeed it is irrelevant to him whether
the events with which he has to cope are milestones on a road leading
somewhere, or mere variations on an eternal theme eternally repeated.

"The ultimate significance of social and political change, and the
remote consequences of action, are dim and uncertain. The power of
chance, the accident of personality, the ritual of tradition, and the
passions of men are always at work to mock benevolence and denature
its contrivances. It is enough for practical men to fend off present
evils and secure existing interests. They must not cumber themselves
with historical dogmas, or chase illusions in that maze of double talk
which western political vocabulary has extended over the whole world."
Elie Kedourie, "The Middle East and the Powers," Chatham House
Version and other Middle-Eastern Studies, 1970.

From [3]|Charles Hill

I talked with Elie Kedourie almost twenty years ago, when he was nearing the end of his days and
had come to visit the Hoover Institution at Stanford. In my view, no wiser head has ever spoken on the
endlessly tangled and violent history of the Middle East.

This quotation from his essay on "The Middle East and the Powers” could stand as a definitive pro-
nouncement on the American diplomatic and foreign policy approach to the region across recent decades
during which the United States saw itself as the indispensable manager of the "Peace Process.”

One reason for what Kedourie called the "meliorism of western liberals” simply has been that dimen-
sion of American national character which has proved resistless to the lure of "problem solving” in the belief
that all peoples everywhere want the same things we want and given a fair chance would eagerly seize the
opportunity to turn themselves into good neighbors, resolving their local feuds and cooperating with the
larger outside world. No American president has been able to sit still when such a prospect has beckoned.

Of course there has been a second propellant of this approach: the diplomatic community often la-
beled as ”Arabists.” This group comprises a set of sub-groups ranging from entrenched opponents of Israel
committed to the position that the Jewish State should never have been permitted to come into existence
and recognized as a state in the international system, to those who have remained convinced that a solution
to the Arab-Israeli conflict has all along been the one and only key to peace, progress, and harmony all
across the Middle East, to those who see primarily a human rights "tragedy” involving a muscle-bound
Israeli bully pummeling a helpless Palestinian refugee population in ways that damage the former more than
the latter. Taken together, all these varieties of ”Arabism” have greatly enhanced the project of the Arab
regimes to propagandize and subsidize their own populations into an anti-Israel, anti-Semitic, anti-American
frenzy that draws their ire away from the oppressions and depredations of the Arab regimes themselves.

Third are the American statesmen who, from one angle of vision, might appear to adhere to Elie
Kedourie’s view that "It is enough for practical men to fend off present evils and secure existing interests.”
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But even these policy-makers found cause to conduct American diplomacy in ways difficult to distinguish
from lesser and obviously tendentious officials. Henry Kissinger stressed the importance of maintaining
stability and balance in the region, an approach not to be lured into dreams of major, epochal breakthroughs.
But Kissinger too considered that at least periodic efforts to focus on and try to push forward an Arab-Israeli
negotiating track were essential to his larger "Realist” strategy. George Shultz was the exemplar of the belief
that America’s philosophy is Pragmatism. Within this intellectual context Shultz recognized that "nothing
is ever settled” either in Washington or in the Middle East. Yet he too was always ready to take up one
or another perceived opening in the "peace process,” on the purely pragmatic reasoning that ”it’s necessary
to be seen to be actively engaged in peace-making; when nothing appears to be going on, the situation
region-wide rapidly deteriorates.”

So all this would seem to validate Elie Kedourie’s "sober assumption” that Middle Eastern instability
is endemic, and that "It is enough for practical men to fend off evils” rather than “chase illusions”—even
though no practitioners of statecraft ever seem to be capable of following that advice.

So Kedourie-ites have, with much justification, taken the position that, as far as the wider world is
concerned, the Middle East has been, is, and will continue to be, "the bad part of town,” and therefore that
the best approach toward the region is to seek to "manage” and contain it and, above all, never to press
forward in the hope of achieving a rapid breakthrough or even of bringing some form of slowly progressing
change. To try to do so, they suggest, runs terrible risks of inciting even greater violence launched by those
who will cite their frustration with yet another failure to deliver on heightened expectations.

But a new factor has to be considered. Simply put, it is that the Middle East, the bad part of
town, has so deteriorated that its pathologies are being spat out into other regions of the world, through
tactics of mass terrorist slaughter and ever-spreading cultural and religious intimidation—accompanied of
course by vast petro-wealth and a radical ideology that proposes to overthrow and replace the established
international state system.

So it seems that the approaches of Realism or Pragmatism, even were they to prove able to follow
Elie Kedourie’s advice to eschew Meliorism, are not sufficient to deal with the new magnitude of this danger.
President Bush’s post-9/11 strategy to try to bring about the "transformation of the Greater Middle East”
through, inter alia, the use of major military power, pressures for political reform from democratization
to just plain ”good governance,” working for changed information and communications standards, offering
cultural exchanges, imposing targeted sanctions, fostering integration into the global economy, arguing for
women’s rights and, to be sure, seeing a necessity to try to include the Israel-Palestinian confrontation in
this overall strategy, amounts to an historic shift in American policy necessitated by an historic expansion
of the threat to world order posed by the malignancies of the Middle East.

The question then seems to be: If not this, then what?

Comments are limited to MESH members.

1. http://sandbox.blog-city.com/elie_kedourie.htm
2. http://astore.amazon.com/harvard-20/detail/ 1566635616
3. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/charles_hill/

Bruce Jentleson (2008-02-08 12:31:26)

The Kedourie quote evokes three observations/interpretations/implications from my perspective. First, it embodies
“small-r realism.” This is not to get into the Realism of IR-isms. It is to get back to fundamental meanings as in
common parlance like “let’s be realistic about the way things are.” 'm comfortable under that umbrella. It evokes
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the power of history, especially for us Americans who have so little sense of it, most especially in our recurring self-
concept of re-makings of the world. It cautions us against naiveté on the one side and hubris on the other, each
risking commitments and “projects” that are flawed from the start and that cumulatively can add up to strategic
overstretch. Second, though, as a particular targeting of liberals and our “meliorism™: hello, what about the Bush
administration and neo-conservatives and their often blind, ideological sense of America-the-Remaker-of-the-World
(not even just the Middle East)? For or against us, freedom vs. fundamentalism, evildoers: you can’t get more
dichotomous or un-small r-realist than that. And, frankly, more damaging of American strategic interests than any
policy or set of policies pursued by administrations on the other side of the aisle. Third, to get down to strategy: If
not this, then what? I pose the question to open up non-dichotomous debate about strategies. A few points along
these lines: * Kedourie’s assessment of instability as “endemic” is true depending on how fully one means endemic.
As a prudent caution, absolutely yes. But if taken too far it becomes like the debate about ethnic conflicts as “primor-
dialist”—essentially historically-determined, based on identities going back centuries as fixed and continuous bases
for deep conflict (“Balkan ghosts,” medieval buhake agricultural caste system of Tutsi dominance over Hutu in what
is now Rwanda)—rather than “purposive”—historically shaped but not determined, acknowledging the deep-seated
nature of animosities but also the forces and factors that intensify and activate these as serve particular interests.
So, sure, “the doctrine that the world tends to become better or may be made better by human effort” (meliorism
according to Webster’s) needs caution and qualifiers. But so too do we have to deal with the fact that the world
tends to become worse or may be made worse by human effort. ¢ Kedourie also can be read as fitting the warning
about the need for “ripeness” of conflicts. Here too it is realistic to stress that unless conditions are at least somewhat
conducive, efforts to intercede are much less likely to succeed. But we also have to be concerned about “rotting.” If
the fruit is left on the vine too long, it gets diseased. So yes, a la Kedourie, states can err by doing too much too soon.
But they also can err by doing too little for too long. ® “It is enough for practical men to fend off present evils and
secure existing interests.” This is the sentence that bothers me the most. Think the current bursting of the American
economic bubble: homeowners and other consumers took on too much and too risky debt; bankers and investors went
after quick-hit profits; both may have “secured existing interests,” but neither was sustainable. And in foreign policy
terms, think much of US Cold War policy in the Third World: support for Mobutu in Zaire, Siad Barre in Somalia, the
Shah in Iran, Somoza in Nicaragua. And, as we speak, Musharraf in Pakistan. Short-term fendings-off and calculuses

of interests very often end up incurring medium- and longer-term strategic costs. [1/Bruce Jentleson is a member of
MESH.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/bruce_jentleson/

Barry Rubin (2008-02-09 09:15:56)

Thanks to Bruce Jentleson for his interesting response. While his remarks are accurate fromt the present perspective,
let’s remember that Elie Kedourie was writing many years ago and in a particular context. I read Kedourie’s points
about associating "liberals” with the idea of changing the region toward democracy in a different way. Kedourie was
right at the time and in the present context the statement takes on a great irony. For it was a traditional liberal vision
that the Middle East (like Latin America) should solve its problems by moving toward democracy and greater respect
for human rights. Two quick examples are the policy of presidents Kennedy and (pre-revolution) Carter toward Iran.
What makes this so interesting is that President George W. Bush took a traditional liberal policy and adapted it, but
everyone then forgot where the ideas originally came from. They definitely did not originate among conservatives.
And if Kedourie were alive today, there would be no fiercer critic of the Bush administration’s policies and the invasion
of Traq. On the central issue, what was Kedourie saying? (And I not only read this in his work but heard it from
him directly.) Bruce Jentleson is quite correct in saying his ideas were in the realist tradition, but they are not like
some Edward Said-caricature of Western views. (And we should always remember that Kedourie spoke as a Middle
Easterner somewhat bemused by Western naiveté, saying things that many Arabs—albeit not so often in public—say
every day.) I would say two points are key. First, the main problem with the region was the nature of the internal
systems: the dictatorships, ideology, and social systems that dominated the countries. The regimes acted on the basis
of their interests (both survival and foreign policy goals) but these interests were often quite different from those
perceived by many in the West. Second, these problems were not going to be fixed by outsiders because they were
very deep, requiring a long-term and major process of change that had not even begun. I hope that in my work, books
like [1]The Tragedy of the Middle East, [2]The Truth About Syria, and [3/The Long War for Freedom, among others,
I have provided an extension of his basic viewpoint. In my opinion, he was the best analyst of the Middle East in
the twentieth century. I hope that students today will continue to read and think about his work, and I note that its
absence from university courses is yet one more indication of the lamentable state of studies on the region. [//Barry
Rubin is a member of MESH.

(©2010 Middle East Strategy at Harvard (MESH), 2007-2009° 87


http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/bruce_jentleson/

BlogBook 2.2. February

. http://astore.amazon. com/harvard-20/detail/0521603870
. http://astore.amazon.com/harvard-20/detail/1403982732
. http://astore.amazon.com/harvard-20/detail/0471739014
. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/barry_rubin/

W N

NIE redux (2008-02-10 04:07)

From [1]Mark T. Clark

The November 2007 [2]National Intelligence Estimate (NIE) on Iran’s nuclear program set off a storm of
controversy and criticism. I critiqued only one part of it in an [3]earlier post. I believed then, as I believe
now, that the report was flawed intellectually as it relied an academic assumption that the Iranian leadership
behaves as a rational actor that decides through a traditional “cost-benefit” calculus. However, there were
other substantive criticisms that touched on its many other problems, not the least of which was what kind
of intelligence could have led to a reversal of the intelligence community’s earlier judgment on Iran’s nuclear
program.

The 2007 report showed that our intelligence officials judged with “high confidence” that Iran had stopped
the military component of its nuclear program in 2003 and with “moderate confidence” that it had yet to
restart that component by mid-2007. The thrust of the report, however, rocked the administration’s policy
towards Iran’s nuclear weapons program and helped stifle its efforts towards containing or reversing the
Iranian program.

This past week, however, we’ve seen two new developments that challenge this view, though they may
not improve the administration’s ability to stop the Iranian program. The first development occurred in
Israel. The director of the Mossad, Meir Dagan, reported to Israel’s foreign affairs and defense committee
that it judged Iran will develop a nuclear weapon within three years.

The second development occurred in the United States. In his [4]Annual Threat Assessment of the In-
telligence Community, Director of National Intelligence Michael McConnell recast the report in a slightly
modified form. He acknowledges that the most difficult challenge of nuclear production, uranium enrichment,
continues under the Iranian regime. In addition, whereas the 2007 report glosses over whether Iran could
have restarted its covert weapons program as of mid-2007, McConnell’s report changes the tone significantly.
He says: “We assess with moderate confidence that Tehran had not restarted these activities as of mid-2007,
but since they comprised an unannounced secret effort which Iran attempted to hide, we do not know if
these activities have been restarted.”

This last admission is interesting in light of the fact that Israel earlier had agreed that Iran halted its
covert military program in 2003, but restarted it elsewhere soon after.

Is the intelligence community backtracking or hedging its bets against the future? I do not know. I do
hope, however, that these developments encourage junior intelligence officers to challenge the “mainstream”
view of our senior intelligence officials. Far too often we have experienced intelligence failures because the
“mainstream” view failed to account for the unpalatable. Many low- to mid-level intelligence officers were
deeply disturbed by the Iranian NIE’s “consensus” view, when in fact, their views were not even considered.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/mark_t_clark/
2. http://wuw.dni.gov/press_releases/20071203_release.pdf
3. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/2007/12/fundamental_flaw_in_nie/
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4. http://www.dni.gov/press_releases/20071203_release.pdf

Defining and confronting the Salafi Jihad (2008-02-11 05:31)

From [1]Assaf Moghadam

In recent years, a growing number of analysts and policymakers, have referred to the doctrines guiding
Al Qaeda and its associates as an ideology, and appear to have influenced the Bush administration into
adopting the term as well. President Bush, for example, has [2]characterized the 9/11 suicide hijackers as
men who “kill in the name of a clear and focused ideology.” Although descriptions of the precepts and beliefs
guiding Al Qaeda and its associates as ideological in nature certainly hit the mark, few serious attempts have
been made to justify the use of the term ‘ideology’ in connection with the Salafi Jihad—the guiding doctrine
of Al Qaeda, its affiliates, associates, and progeny. A closer look at what makes the Salafi Jihad an ideology
reveals that a more proper term to describe the Salafi Jihad would be as a religious ideology.

The Salafi Jihad is an ideology because its functions are essentially congruent with those of other ideologies.

e First, ideologies have an explanatory function, whereby they attempt to raise awareness among a certain
group that a certain problem deserves their attention. Salafi-Jihadists attempt to raise awareness among
Muslims that their religion has been on the wane.

e Second, and analogous with the diagnostic function of modern ideologies, the Salafi Jihad identifies the
alleged source of the Muslims’ conundrum in the persistent attacks and humiliation of Muslims on the
part of an anti-Islamic alliance of what it terms ‘Crusaders,” ‘Zionists,” and ‘apostates.’

e The third function of the Salafi Jihad also parallels that of other ideologies, namely its attempt at
creating a new identity for its adherents. Several scholars, [3]including Olivier Roy, have argued that
Muslims and Western converts adopting Salafi-Jihadist tenets suffer from a crisis of identity. To
those who are disoriented by modernity, the Salafi Jihad provides a new sense of self-definition and
belonging in the form of a membership to a supranational entity. Salafi-Jihadists attempt to instill into
Muslims the notion that the only identity that truly matters is that of membership in the umma, the
global community of Muslims that bestows comfort, dignity, security, and honor upon the downtrodden
Muslims.

e Finally, like all ideologies, Salafi-Jihadists present a program of action, namely jihad, which is under-
stood in military terms. They assert that jihad will reverse the tide of history and redeem adherents
and potential adherents of Salafi-Jihadist ideology from their misery. Martyrdom is extolled as the ulti-
mate way in which jihad can be waged—hence the proliferation of suicide attacks among Salafi-Jihadist
groups.

What, however, is the Salafi Jihad’s relationship to religion? Religions differ from ideologies in two important
respects.

First, the primary focus of ideologies is the group, whereas that of religions is the individual. Precisely
because of its preoccupation with the group as a whole, ideology demands great loyalty and commitment on
the part of the individual member. Ideologies, like religions, demand verbal assent from their members. But
more than religions, ideologies also demand complete control over the thoughts, words, and deeds of their
adherents. This characteristic also applies to Al Qaeda and like-minded groups.
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Second, religions tend to support existing orders, while ideologies tend to confront them. “Ideologies are not
merely world-reflecting but world-constituting,” [4]writes Bruce Lawrence. “They tend to have a ‘mission-
ary’ zeal to show others what they need to do, to correct and help them to that end.” Thus, unlike religious
leaders, bin Laden goes beyond merely disagreeing with those who do not share his beliefs—he battles them.

Yet, while the Salafi Jihad is distinct from Islam due to the former’s ideological nature, it also differs from
ordinary ideologies in an important respect. It tends to use religious words, symbols, and values to sustain
itself and grow—a tendency that defines it as a religious ideology. Ideologies are usually devoid of religious
symbols. Tan Adams, for instance, [5]writes that “what separates [religion from ideology] is that while the
central feature of a religious understanding is its concept of the divine, the central feature of an ideological
understanding is its conception of human nature.”

Unlike secular ideologies, however, the Salafi Jihad invokes religion in three ways.

e First, it describes itself and its enemies in religious terms, such as the ‘Army of Muhammad,” the ‘lions
of Islam,” and of course ‘jihadist.” Their enemies are labeled as Crusaders, apostates, or infidels.

e Second, Salafi-Jihadists describe their strategy and mission as a religious one. Their struggle is a
jihad, which they themselves define in military terms, as opposed to the ‘internal war’ against human
temptations. Their main tactic, they claim, is not suicide attacks, but ‘martyrdom operations.’

e Finally, they justify acts of violence with references drawn selectively from the Quran. Most Muslims,
including non-violent Salafis, cite a number of sources from the Quran and hadith against the killing
of civilians. Salafi-Jihadists, on the other hand, cite a number of Quranic verses and Hanbali rulings
in support of their actions.

Accurately labeling the nature of Salafi-Jihadist doctrine as a religious ideology is not merely an exercise in
academic theorizing, but has important policy implications. Confronting Salafi-Jihadists on religious grounds
is highly problematic because Salafi-Jihadists draw from the same religious sources—albeit selectively and
stubbornly—that inform the lives and practices of over a billion other Muslims. It is for that reason that
ordinary Muslims—not to speak of non-Muslims—find it difficult to challenge Salafi-Jihadists without run-
ning the risk of being accused of targeting Islam as a whole.

A counter-terrorism approach that highlights the corruption of Salafi-Jihadists ideology not on religious,
but on secular grounds is more likely to have the desired effect of weakening the appeal of the Salafi Jihad.
Rather than highlighting the doctrinal and theological inconsistencies within Salafi-Jihadists, the United
States and its allies would be wise to grasp every opportunity they have to highlight the disastrous conse-
quences that Salafi-Jihadist violence has wrought on the everyday lives not only of Westerners, but first and
foremost on Muslims themselves.

It is a simple, though not sufficiently emphasized fact that the primary victims of Salafi-Jihadists are Mus-
lims, who are killed and maimed in far greater numbers than non-Muslims. Salafi-Jihadists openly justify the
killing of civilians, including Muslims, under a logic of the ends justifying the means. It is equally a fact that
leaders of Salafi-Jihadist organizations hypocritically preach about the benefits of martyrdom, but rarely, if
ever, conduct suicidal operations themselves, or send their loved ones on such missions. It is a fact that Al
Qaeda and associated groups offer no vision for Muslims other than perennial jihad—hardly an appealing
prospect.

Waging a battle against a religious ideology such as the Salafi Jihad is a challenging task that requires
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commitment and ingenuity. Yet, highlighting a few simple, but damaging facts about the actual results of
Salafi-Jihadists can also go a long way.

This post is an excerpt from a longer article to appear in the forthcoming issue of the [6]CTC Sentinel,
the new monthly publication of the [7]Combating Terrorism Center at West Point. —MESH

Update: The longer article has appeared [8/here. —MESH
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Adam Garfinkle (2008-02-15 16:07:37)

I very much appreciate Assaf Moghadam’s attempt to parse the precise nature of Salafi Jihadism, and to derive
therefrom some practical guidance for how to design appropriate strategic communications. I have little to offer with
regard to his practical suggestions, except to mention one caveat: It is it risky and probably counterproductive for
non-Muslims to try to weigh in on theologically tinged issues. This is not only because in criticizing Salafi thinking
might offend other Muslims, but because non-Muslims are not qualified in the eyes of most Muslims to have any
opinions on such matters. We would be well advised to identify those authentic sources of Islam that oppose Salafi
interpretations, and quietly help them by linking them to one another, by financing quietly their good works, and by
encouraging them to speak out. This is what we should have been doing now for more than six years; instead, we have
mainly be concerned with the U.S. image in the Muslim world—a marginal and mostly pointless exercise concerning
an adolescent superpower’s easily bruised ego. I do, however, disagree with Moghadam on a few analytical points.
First, the contention that ideology is a group phenomenon while religion is an individual one does not strike me as
correct. Ask any anthropologist of the Middle East, or of any other traditional society, and he or she will tell you
that religion is for the most part organic to a community, and particularly so to the endogamous social organizations
that still characterize many Middle Eastern societies. A person is born into a religion by virtue of being born into
a tribe. No one particularly cares what a person believes privately so long as he or she conforms to expected social
roles, and these are sanctioned by religion. That leaves room for some non-conformism in belief in a way that need
not upset social relations. This is pretty wise and stable an arrangement, for the most part—one that certain forms
of modernity miss. In the West, after Hobbes and Locke and the rest, yes, religion has been confessionalized and
privatized. And yes, in theological terms, a Muslim (like a Jew) engages God directly and individually. But in terms
of politically sociology, no, religion is a very social business in most societies, and that certainly includes most Middle
Eastern societies. Nor do I think it possible to show that religion is always status quo and ideology always anti-status
quo. Revitalization movements in religion can be very anti-status quo. Think Muhammad himself. Think the Almo-
hads. Think the jointure of the Al-Saud and the Al-Wahhab. For that matter, think the White Lotus societies that
overthrew a Mongol dynasty in China in the 14th century. Think radical Protestants like Luther or, better, Thomas
Muntzer in the Peasants Rebellion. Now, if one ipso facto tries to define all such episodes as ideology just because
they are anti-status quo, then one has a rollicking case of circular thinking, if ever there was one. And ideology can
be status quo, too—even the formal kind. Think Brezhnevian stagnation; think the latter day Stasi state in the DDR.
No, the key difference between religion and ideology, as Anna Simons and others have pointed out, is that religion is
indeed organic to society and so does not need day-in, day-out enforcers. But when there are no enforcers of ideology,
it dries up and blows away. It does not link into the mazes and traditions of people to be able to do without artificial
forms of sustenance. The other difference is that religion promises understanding and salvation when it comes to
cosmic mysteries. It thus brings solace. Ideology, on the other hand, is limited in what it can promise to outcomes
on earth. This may seem a trivial matter, but it isn’t. Religion has a way of providing balance for people as to what
they can affect in life and what they cannot affect. It provides a practical philosophy for coping with difficulties.
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Ideology, on the other hand, has no innate balance. Its general tendency is not to promote calm and balance, but
always to stimulate action, to marshal discontent or angst in order to go out and do something, whether on behalf of
change or on behalf of defending the status quo from real or imagined assailants. The cumulative social impact of this
difference can be significant. All of which brings us back to the problem Moghadam has so wisely identified. Is Salafi
Jihad comprised of ideological or religious energies? Well, it is some of both, as he says. It is, as Mark Lilla would
put it, an example of political theology ([1/The Stillborn God, Knopf, 2007 and well worth reading). Here’s a thought
experiment for you: Suppose you stopped saying and thinking “Protestant Reformation” and “French Revolution” and
started thinking instead “Protestant Revolution” and “French Reformation.” In other words, suppose you scrambled
categories in your head between what is religious and what is political in terms of Western history. Notwithstanding
the differences between religion and ideology noted above, you would find perhaps, as I have, that thinking about
creedal systems as a whole, in which theology is either implicit or explicit but always present, and in which political
ideology is either implicit or explicit but also always present, is an interesting exercise. It forces us to re-think the
associations we have learned, and it generates new questions that our old scheme of compartmentalization prevented
us from formulating. Assaf Moghadam is trying to wrap his mind around a really difficult question. My hat is off to
him for trying. As for myself, I have generated plenty of questions from this exercise but, alas, not yet many answers.
I just don’t know enough yet. [2/Adam Garfinkle is a member of MESH.

1. http://astore.amazon.com/harvard-20/detail/1400043670
2. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/adam_garfinkle/

Michael Horowitz (2008-02-16 10:28:03)

Thanks to Adam Garfinkle for a truly impressive [1]Jcomment. I would only add that it might be possible to simplify,
at least conceptually, the way we think about the group-versus-individual question. It seems that ideology, like nation-
alism and ethnicity, has the ability to motivate people on the basis of group factors. Members will engage in actions
to perpetuate the group, help it survive, etc. Think about people dying for their country. One potential difference
between religion and all of these things is that while religion ”shares” with them the ability to motivate people on
a group basis, there is an added individual basis for motivation due to the possibility of salvation. That is to say,
religion shares with nationalism or ideology (which could be a nationalist ideology) the ability to motivate people to
engage in actions, even to die, for the group. However, religion adds the possibility for individual benefits in the form
of the afterlife/salvation/etc. So it is the combination of both individual and group benefits that might, conceptually,
make religion interesting. [2/Michael Horowitz is a member of MESH.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/2008/02/defining-and-confronting-the-salafi-jihad/#comment-192
2. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/michael_horowitz/

For an all-out assault on Gaza (2008-02-12 06:53)

From [1]Robert O. Freedman

o The recent destruction of part of the wall separating Gaza from Egypt underscores
the weakness of Israel’s current strategy toward Hamas-ruled Gaza. With rockets being fired against the
Israeli town of Sderot as well as against the city of Ashkelon, Israel has yet to find a means of stopping the
attacks. Essentially, Israel has three policy alternatives to deal with the rockets:

1. Continuation of the current policy, which involves attacks on those firing the rockets, selected assassi-
nations of Hamas and Islamic Jihad operatives, and periodic cutting off of energy and other supplies
to Gaza.
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2. Negotiations with Hamas to end the rocket fire.

3. An all-out assault on Gaza, after proper diplomatic preparations, aimed at destroying the political and
military infrastructures of Hamas and Islamic Jihad, and eliminating their ability to hold Israeli cities
hostage to rocket fire.

Continuation of Policy. The government of Ehud Olmert and his Defense Minister, Labor Party leader Ehud
Barak, has utilized a series of measures to try to stop the rocket fire. It has regularly sent in army troops to
hit Hamas and Islamic Jihad forces in Gaza near the Israeli border; it has used the Israeli Air Force to hit
Palestinian teams firing rockets (or about to fire rockets, or returning from firing rockets); and it has also
undertaken selected assassinations of Hamas and Islamic Jihad terrorists. While these Israeli attacks have
gradually escalated, they have not yet succeeded in either stopping the attacks or deterring future attacks.

Another tactic utilized by the Olmert government has been the periodic closure of Israel’s borders with
Gaza, with Israel cutting off supplies of energy and other goods. This strategy too has not met with success.
Even worse, it has brought down the wrath of anti-Israeli sectors of world public opinion, as pictures of
"starving” Palestinians make the headlines.

Thus continuing with the current strategy does not appear to solve Israel’s rocket problem.

Negotiations with Hamas. Some on the left of the Israeli political spectrum have advocated negotiations
with Hamas to stop the rocket attacks. They advocate Israel’s agreeing to the Hamas offer of a hudna, or
ceasefire. This position rests on a central assumption that once Hamas signs onto the ceasefire it will mellow,
if not split into pro-peace and anti-peace factions, and thus become a long-term partner for Israel in the
peace process. A benefit of this position, they argue, is that it will lead to a reunification of the West Bank,
now led by Mahmoud Abbas’s Fatah organization, and Gaza, now run by Hamas. This, they assert, would
facilitate the establishment of an Israeli-Palestinian peace, because Israel cannot make peace with the West
Bank alone.

There are several weaknesses in this argument. The most important is the assumption that a ceasefire
would lead Hamas to make peace with Israel. Given its Islamic-based opposition to Israel’s existence, as
noted in its charter, and in the continued calls for Israel’s destruction by the Hamas leadership both in Gaza
and in Damascus, such a development would appear unlikely. In addition, Hamas would be likely to use
the ceasefire to build up its stockpile of rockets, including long-range katyushas, much as Hezbollah used
the period from the Israeli withdrawal from South Lebanon in May 2000 until the Israeli-Hezbollah war of
July-August 2006 to build up its rocket arsenal. The ceasefire would also give Hamas increased diplomatic
legitimacy, despite the fact that it had not renounced its stated goal of destroying Israel.

Thus the ceasefire strategy also doesn’t solve Israel’s security dilemma with Hamas.

All-Out Assault. This strategy would utilize Israel’s technological superiority to end, once and for all,
the rocket firing from Gaza. After a carefully prepared diplomatic offensive in which Israel would inform the
world that it will no longer tolerate rocket attacks on its citizens, Israel would give Hamas an ultimatum
that unless all rocket attacks ceased, Israel would use the full range of its military might to attack Gaza.
Israel would state that Gaza would be treated just as Germany was after Hitler began World War II. Israel
would point out that just as U.S. and British bombers attacked German cities to weaken German military
capability and prepare the way for a ground invasion, so too would Israel begin a major artillery and bombing
campaign against Gazan cities to pave the way for an Israeli army attack.

Such an ultimatum would pose a strategic dilemma for Hamas, and would be much more likely to split
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the organization than a long-term ceasefire. If Hamas wished to avoid the destruction of Gaza’s infrastruc-
ture, the deaths of thousands of Gazans, and the uprooting of the institutions which Hamas has created in
Gaza, it may choose to accept the Israeli ultimatum.

Should it not do so, and the IDF were compelled to invade Gaza, the end result could well be positive
as far as the peace process is concerned. First, after the destruction of the Hamas and Islamic Jihad in-
frastructure, Israel would restore control of Gaza to Mahmoud Abbas’s Fatah organization, thus recreating
the unity between the West Bank and Gaza that was destroyed when Hamas seized power in Gaza in June
2007. This, in turn, would make the signing of a comprehensive Israeli-Palestinian peace agreement possible,
something that cannot be done so long as Hamas controls Gaza. While Hamas would undoubtedly claim
that Abbas’s Fatah organization is a group of Quislings—indeed they are already asserting this—it must be
emphasized that Fatah is committed to a two-state solution to the Israel-Palestine conflict while Hamas is
not. Israel’s destruction of Hamas would help both Abbas and the peace process.

There are three objections to this strategy.

e First, it would involve the deaths of Israeli soldiers as well as Gazans. Yet for Israel to wait until Tel
Aviv comes into the range of Hamas rocket fire is a more dangerous option, for then many unprepared
Israeli civilians would be killed as opposed to trained IDF soldiers.

e A second objection is that world opinion would not tolerate such an Israeli attack. To counter this, as
noted above, Israel must carefully prepare the diplomatic ground for the ultimatum, especially in the
United States and Europe. Olmert could help Israel’s diplomatic position by closing the illegal West
Bank settlement outposts prior to the attack on Gaza, and thereby strengthen Abbas as well as Israel’s
position in the world. In any case Israel is already being heavily criticized for its limited actions in
Gaza.

e Finally, it is argued, such an attack would threaten Israel’s relations with Jordan and Egypt, the two
Arab countries that have made peace with Israel. In this context it should be noted that the Egyptian
regime of Husni Mubarak, and the Jordanian regime of King Abdullah IT detest Hamas, because it is
an ideological ally of their main domestic political opposition—the Muslim Brotherhood in Egypt and
the Islamic Action Front in Jordan. While these groups may lead public demonstrations against Israeli
policy—much as they did during the Al-Agsa intifadah—it is doubtful that either Mubarak or King
Abdullah IT will change policy as a result of the Israeli attack.

In sum, an Israeli ultimatum followed by a full-scale attack on Gaza would appear to be Israel’s best option
for stopping the rocket attacks.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/robert_o_freedman/

Imad Mughniyah is dead (2008-02-13 07:56)

From [1]Andrew Exum
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[2]Imad Mughniyah is dead, [3]killed in Damascus by a car bomb at the age of
45. Mughniyah was believed to have been Hezbollah’s chief of military operations, and his assassination
marks the first time a major figure in the movement has been killed since secretary-general Abbas Musawi
in 1992—an assassination which brought the current secretary-general, Hasan Nasrallah, to power.

For many, Mughniyah was a reviled figure, wanted by both Israel and the United States for his alleged
role in numerous attacks on American and Israeli targets—including the truck-bombing of the U.S. Marine
Corps barracks in Beirut in 1983 and the attack on the Israeli embassy in Argentina in 1992. (Formally, the
FBI [4]most-wanted him for his role in the 1985 hijacking of an American airliner to Beirut and the murder
of a U.S. Navy diver on board.) For researchers such as myself, Mughniyah was of great interest because he
represented a constant figure in Hezbollah throughout its evolution from an Iranian-backed Lebanese militia
in the 1980s to a nationalist insurgent group in the 1990s and finally to its current incarnation as the most
powerful political party in Lebanon—both in terms of weapons and popular support.

The timing of the assassination, from the perspective of Lebanese of all political stripes, could not have
been worse. Tomorrow, after all, is the [5]anniversary of the assassination of a great figure on the other
side of Lebanon’s current political divide, former prime minister Rafik Hariri. One hopes that calm heads
will prevail and that any ostentatious rallies in Hariri’s honor are postponed. At last year’s mass rally, ugly
sectarian chants broke out, and surely given Beirut’s current tension, such chants could easily devolve into
open violence.

This past week, Lebanon’s leaders once again irresponsibly postponed the election of a new president. So the
assassination of Imad Mughniyah has taken place within a political environment that is, still, on a razor’s
edge. If this year’s assassination and the memory of another lead Lebanon down a short path to civil war,
Lebanon’s sectarian leaders will have only themselves to blame.

Comments limited to MESH members and invitees.
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Andrew Exum (2008-02-15 08:21:35)

Allow me especially to thank my friends Michael Young and Lee Smith for lending their intelligent voices to this
debate from outside the MESH community. In the end, Occam’s Razor seems to apply here: Given what we know
now, the simplest answer is probably the correct one. That doesn’t mean questions of whether or not Syria might
have been complicit aren’t worth asking, though for some that question obviously stirs up some strong emotions!
Thanks, everyone, for the lively debate. I think this is the most commented-upon thread we’ve had here at MESH,
and I for one appreciated all the comments. Feel free to continue the discussion with me off-line. [I/Andrew Ezum
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is a member of MESH. For more on the Mughniyah assassination, proceed to this subsequent [2[post and discussion.
This discussion thread is now closed. —MESH Admin

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/andrew_exum/
2. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/2008/02/imad_mughniyah_who/

Michael Young (2008-02-14 17:38:37)

Syria’s regime has killed many people over the decades, but I think it’s a stretch to assume Imad Mughniyah is one of
them. Not just because they would have never done such a thing in Damascus; not just because the Iranian foreign
minister went ahead with his visit to Syria, and would surely not have done so had there been suspicion of official
Syrian involvement in Mughniyah’s assassination; and not just because the last thing Damascus would do in the midst
of a vital Syrian-sponsored political crisis in Lebanon is to kill a leading figure in the ranks of its most powerful ally in
Beirut. But the real problem I have with this theory is that Mughniyah was just not opening-shot material. Assuming
for a moment that Syria wanted to give the Americans a present, you don’t start such a process with the most valuable
asset you have, for nothing in return, while simultaneously alienating the Iranians and Hezbollah (a reaction we have
in fact not seen). You use Mughniyah as the icing on the cake, and start off the process by handing over someone
lower on the totem pole, in exchange for concessions. That’s how the Syrians bargain, usually without offering much
up on their end. I would also like to correct Jon Alterman. There may have been speculation that Mughniyah was
involved in the Hariri assassination, but that’s all it is. I've followed the case closely, and there is no real evidence for
this claim based on what we know of the Hariri investigation up to now. We don’t even know whether Hezbollah was
involved in the crime. What really happened with Mughniyah? I accept that we’re so in the dark about this case,
that one of us might have unintentionally stumbled onto the truth. It seems that everyone in the media is suddenly
an expert on the man, but we might all be repeating fallacies that have been circulating for almost 20 years. However,
based on what we have, and on the Syrian, Iranian, and Hezbollah reactions, I still find "the Syrians did it” theory
unconvincing. [1/Michael Young is opinion page editor of the Daily Starnewspaper in Lebanon.

1. http://www.reason.com/staff/show/138.html

Lee Smith (2008-02-14 14:24:08)

I don’t know why the idea that Syria might be behind the Mughniyah assassination has gained such traction, as
articulated here by Andrew Exum and Jon Alterman, but I am [1]hearing even some in Lebanon are convinced it is
part of a U.S.-Syria deal. Still, it doesn’t make sense on a number of levels. Syria’s is a hard security regime, or,
as regime-friendly explicator Joshua Landis likes to put it, Syria gets an A for security. So to have cars blowing up
in the middle of the Syrian capital damages the prestige of the regime—and at a very high level, given that Asad’s
brother-in-law Asef Shawkat is an intelligence chief. When the Syrians want to show to the world (i.e., Washington)
that they are actively killing terrorists (Sunni jihadis of course, not Shia like Mughniyah), they take them down in
shootouts, which shows the high competence of the security services, not their incompetence, which is what a car-
bomb in Damascus proves. Vulnerability is probably the last thing such a regime can manifest for two reasons. On
the domestic front, it shows to the people that their security state is not capable of providing security. And on the
regional front it suggests to other clandestine services that Damascus is a vulnerable target. With Syria meddling in
the internal affairs of so many of its neighbors, one can only imagine what such a message would mean to the spy
agencies of Jordan, Egypt, Saudi Arabia and Turkey to name only a few. All this speculation about Damascus being
behind the assassination depends on two odd assumptions: one, the two-decades-old conviction that it is possible to
“pry” Syria away from Iran and here finally is Syria’s opening gambit for such a deal; and two, that the most obvious
agent of Imad Mughniyah’s demise could not really have killed Imad Mughniyah. But the Israelis have the resources,
history and motivem so why look so far afield? Arab conspiracy theorists hold the Mossad responsible for everything
from 9/11 to making matzoh with the blood of gentile children taken from ... Damascus! It seems our almost equally
credulous analogue is to believe the Israelis are incapable of penetrating the Syrian capital (Does no one remember
Eli Cohen?)—when they flew deep into Syrian air space four months ago—to get at a man held responsible for the
deaths of hundreds of Jews. And so why did the Syrians do it? To compromise the domestic and regional standing
of the regime and kill a Hezbollah legend and an Iranian pillar, eulogized today by the Iranian foreign minister at
Mughniyah’s Beirut funeral? To extend an olive branch to the U.S., when, as David Schenker noted above, they’ve
never done it before? [2/Lee Smith is a visiting fellow at the Hudson Institute.

1. http://beirut2bayside.blogspot.com/2008/02/mughniyeh-assassinated-in-damascus.html
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2. http://wuw.hudson.org/learn/index.cfm?fuseaction=staff_bio&eid=LeeSmith

Barry Rubin (2008-02-15 07:39:03)

Andrew Exum complains that David Schenker is wrong in condemning Syria for letting in Imad Mughniyah if their
only reason for doing so was to kill him. This is illogical. First, Mughniyah was very close to—and arguably an agent
of—the Iranians. The loud wails at his death by Iran and Hezbollah indicate that if they had any reason to believe
Damascus was responsible, this would be a huge political problem for Syria. We would soon be seeing inescapable
signs of a crisis in their relationships. And of course we won’t. Second, is the humiliation of having him killed in
Damascus, which makes the regime look very incompetent. The idea that the Syrian government would welcome this
situation is ridiculous. As for the core of Exum’s argument, he implies that this was Mughniyah’s first trip to Syria.
One can hear Bashar on the phone with him saying: "Yeah, you’ve never seen Damascus. Come on over and we’ll
give you the tour!” Of course, Mughniyah was no doubt in Syria many times over the last 25 years doing what he
did best, coordinating terrorist attacks and other operations. No doubt, he was doing so with the Syrian government
completely aware and probably complicit in his efforts. After all, he was working for Hezbollah, Syria’s client, and
Iran, Syria’s number-one ally. Are we to believe that the first 107 207 307 times Mughniyah was in Syria don’t
matter because this time he was only there to be terminated with extreme prejudice? Does this mean then that David
Schenker was wrong or in contradiction to complain about Syria’s close and long-term association with one of the
world’s most wanted terrorists—wanted not just by Israel but by the United States of America? Anyone inclined to
ignore Syria’s central role in Middle East instability, the Iraq insurgency, murders in Lebanon, terrorism against the
United States, disruption of any progress in the Arab-Israeli peace process, as well as the very strong and deep basis
for the Iran-Syria alliance, Syria’s real rejection of peace with Israel, and any number of other issues, should at least
try to sound reasonable. [1/Barry Rubin is a member of MESH.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/barry_rubin/

Andrew Exum (2008-02-14 07:08:21)

David Schenker asks some great and necessary questions, but there is also a contradiction in what he says. You can
only denounce Syria for allowing Imad Mughniyah into the country, as David does, if they did not have a role in his
killing. If Syria did, in fact, play a role in his assassination as Jon Alterman suggests, you can’t condemn them for
allowing him in. For critics of the Syrian regime, this is equivalent to having one’s cake and eating it too. You might
have to open up to the possibility that Syria meant his assassination as an ”olive branch” to the U.S. or Israel, as Jon
suggested. But even if Syria was working with other elements of Hezbollah or the Iranians and not in concert with
the U.S. or Israel, you still can’t criticize Syria for "harboring” Imad Mughniyah into the country if their intent was to
kill him. Being killed by a car bomb in one of Damascus’s more secure neighborhoods is no one’s idea of safe harbor.
Trying to tie this in with the U.S. presidential election or what Senator Obama’s policy might be toward Syria is also
premature. Who killed Imad Mughniyah and what their motivation was must surely first be determined before solid
policy conclusions can be drawn. [1/Andrew Ezum is a member of MESH.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/andrew_exum/

David Schenker (2008-02-14 13:37:34)

My friend Jon Alterman’s supposition about Damascus being somehow involved in Mughniyah’s demise deserves some
discussion. We’re probably going to be hearing a lot of this line of thinking in the coming days. This is a pretty murky
world we’re talking about here, but the common wisdom on Mughniyah has traditionally been that he was very close
with Iranian intelligence and the Qods Force in particular. A lot of information on his ties to Iran in the 1990s is
now in the public domain—and we also know that Mughniyah’s people were visiting their counterparts in Tehran as
recently as 2007 for coordinating meetings on operations in Iraq. So I think it’s a stretch to argue that Mughniyah
had gone “rogue” as my friend Andrew Exum [1]suggests in his blog today. In any event, if Damascus did want to
kill Mughniyah, it seems to me the kind of decision that would have required Tehran’s blessing. A few additional
points regarding the “olive branch” theory: 1) When did Syria ever give a concession—particularly one that could
never be revoked—as an olive branch? 2) The model we’re looking at is not that of the former Syrian viceroy in
Lebanon, Ghazi Kenaan, who apparently was “suicided” after the Hariri assassination because he knew too much. In
this case, I think Syria’s modus operandi more closely resembles what they have done with potentially embarrassing
foreigners. Like Ocalan, who Syria dispatched to Russia in 1999 (he was eventually nabbed in Kenya), and former
Saddam regime member Ibrahim Sabawi—who had been helping to orchestrate the insurgency from Syrian territory.
Sabawi was unceremoniously dumped on the Iraqi side of the Syria-Iraq border in 2005, just a week or so after the
Hariri assassination, a move most likely intended to alleviate pressures on Damascus. 3) Why would the Asad regime
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kill Mughniyah in Syria, when it would only confirm the provision of safe haven? It’s not as if Mughniyah was lured
to Syria on this one occasion. According to his relatives, he lived there. 1 do agree with Jon’s last point, though.
These are not nice people. [2/David Schenker is a member of MESH.

1. http://abumugawama.blogspot.com/2008/02/imad-mughniyeh-who-killed-him.html
2. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/david_schenker/

Jon Alterman (2008-02-13 18:25:23)

I'm surprised my friend David Schenker ignores the possibility that Mughniyah’s death was an olive branch from Syria
to the West. Certainly Syrian state security had the capacity both to plant a powerful car bomb and to surveil Mugh-
niyah well enough to know where the bomb should be placed so as to be lethal. In fact, such a task would be infinitely
easier for the Syrians than any other potential actor. Given speculation that Mughniyah may have been involved in
the Hariri assassination, eliminating him may have had the dual effect of eliminating a witness and demonstrating
Syrian good faith in the battle against terrorism. If nothing else, his death is a lesson that if you hang out with people
who have no respect for human life, they tend not to have very much respect for your life either. [1]/Jon Alterman is
a member of MESH.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/jon_alterman/

David Schenker (2008-02-13 16:16:00)

Mughniyah’s death raises some interesting issues. The fact that Mughniyah was killed in Damascus highlights the
Asad regime’s increasing difficulties in protecting the terrorists they provide with “safe haven.” In 2004, another guest
of the regime, Hamas leader Izzeddin Subhi Sheikh Khalil, was killed by a car bomb in Damascus. The Israelis
bombed an Islamic Jihad training camp in 2003, buzzed Asad’s Latakia palace in 2006, and destroyed a presumed
North Korean-supplied nuclear facility in 2007. As Mughniyah’s aunt told AFP earlier today, "We were shocked to
learn that he was killed in Syria. We thought he was safe there.” In all of these cases, to put it mildly, the Syrian
response has been remarkably restrained. Another interesting issue raised by Mughniyah’s death is the impact this
will have on the next U.S. Administration’s policy toward Syria. It’s no doubt problematic that the Asad regime
provides sanctuary to top former Saddam regime elements who help orchestrate the insurgency in Iraq, getting a lot
of U.S. soldiers killed in the process. But this hasn’t stopped many in the United States from arguing that “dialogue”
with Damascus is the solution to these misunderstandings. But Syrian attempts to harbor a leading killer of Amer-
ican citizens like Mughniyah will likely be viewed even more harshly by Washington. It will be more difficult for a
candidate like Senator Obama to make the case for talks when Syrian behavior is so brazenly anti-American. The
harboring of Mughniyah and others belies Syrian officials’ claims (like [1]those of Syrian Ambassador Imad Mustafa)
that Damascus seeks good relations with Washington. Finally, Mughniyah’s departure may have implications for
the internal politics of Hezbollah. In recent months, a series of articles have appeared in the Arab press (here is an
[2]example) suggesting some dissatisfaction among Hezbollah elites with Secretary-General Nasrallah’s leadership of
the organization. Mughniyah, as Andrew Exum correctly notes in his post, was a constant for decades. His removal
from the scene will necessarily impact the internal dynamics of the group, perhaps resulting in some changes within
Hezbollah. [3/David Schenker is a member of MESH.

1. http://faculty-staff.ou.edu/L/Joshua.M.Landis-1/syriablog/2006/08/syria-wants-to-talk-by-imad-mustapha.
htm

2. http://www.free-syria.com/loadarticle.php?articleid=24830

3. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/david_schenker/

Imad who? (2008-02-14 11:30)
From [1]Martin Kramer
As Hezbollah’s official funeral of Imad Mughniyah unfolded today—Hezbollah’s leader eulogizied him over

a coffin decked in Hezbollah’s flag—it is useful to recall the party’s denial of his very existence over all
these many years. Mention of his name to Hezbollah officials would draw a blank stare or blanket denial.
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"Hezbollah professes no knowledge of the man,” the New York Times [2]reported in 2002. A journalist who
[3]interviewed a top Hezbollah official and parliamentary deputy, Abdullah Kassir, once asked him if he knew
Mughniyah. "Kassir flashed a blistering look and responded curtly, 'I have no answer.””

Hezbollah’s leader, Hasan Nasrallah, followed a double tack: he would defend "freedom fighter” Mugh-
niyah, but not acknowledge him. ”"The American accusations against Mughnieh are mere accusations,” he
was [4]quoted as saying. "Can they provide evidence to condemn Imad Mughnieh? They launch accusations
as if they are given facts.” But when pressed, Nasrallah "refused to reveal whether Mughnieh has a role in
Hizbullah.” Of course.

Another American academic wrote this precious paragraph in her [5]book on Hezbollah:

For its part, Hezbollah has consistently denied the existence of any relationship with Mugh-
niyeh, direct or indirect. As a matter of record, from the time of the party’s inception, all
Hezbollah officials have emphatically denied ever knowing a person by the name of Imad Mugh-
niyeh. The apparent avoidance of this issue is clear in an answer to a recent question about
the party’s relationship with Mughniyeh. The response of a Hezbollah senior official was that
Mughniyeh had never held a position in their organization, and was, in Deputy Secretary General
Naim al-Qassim’s words, ’only a name’.

The same author then spends a few embarrassing pages agonizing over this question: "Was Mughniyeh a
member of Hezbollah?”

Now that Nasrallah’s eulogy has placed Mughniyah officially in the pantheon of Hezbollah’s greatest martyrs
(with Abbas al-Musawi and Raghib Harb), this question looks absurd. That it ever arose is a testament to the
discipline of Hezbollah in sticking to lies that serve its interests. One of its paramount interests is concealing
from scrutiny that apparatus of terror that Mughniyah spent his life building. Hiding the clandestine branch
protects it from Hezbollah’s enemies, and makes it easier to sell the movement to useful idiots in the West,
who insist that the movement hasn’t done any terror in years, and maybe never did any at all. They produce
statements of such mind-boggling gullibility that one can easily imagine Mughniyah chuckling to himself on
reading them. The "literature” is rife with claims that Mughniyah didn’t really belong to Hezbollah, or he
answered to Iran, or he had his own agenda—anything to dissociate his terrorist acts from the party.

The truth is (and always has been) a simple one. Hezbollah is many things, but it has always included
within it a clandestine terrorist branch, and it probably always will. Indeed, Nasrallah’s [6]threat in his
eulogy—to commence an "open war” with Israel outside the Israel-Lebanon theater—alludes to the "global
reach” that Mughniyah helped to build.

If Hezbollah were absolutely determined to distance itself from the terror tag, it wouldn’t have accorded
an official send-off to a most-wanted terrorist. Nor would its leader have stood over his coffin and threatened
“open war.” Assassinations of terrorists can boomerang, and so might this one. But it’s already had the one
merit of exposing the core of Hezbollah that lies deep beneath the schools, the hospitals, and all the other
[7]gimmicks the party uses to get support and pass in polite company. On page one of the International
Herald Tribune today, there are photographs of the aftermath of the Beirut bombing of the U.S. Marines
barracks (1983), the hijacked TWA Flight 847 (1985), and the ruins of Khobar Towers in Saudi Arabia
(1996). That’s Hezbollah too, and that was Imad Mughniyah—and they were one.

Comments are limited to MESH members and invitees.
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Michael Young (2008-02-16 06:39:58)

Tony Badran also has a [1]good rundown on the gullibility of scholars when it comes to Mughniyah at his Across the
Bay blog. What he shows is that few of those writing on Hezbollah bothered to search beyond what the party told
them about Mughniyah—and even came to internalize the party line on him. In recent days, I've learned that while
Mughniyah was indeed a shadowy figure, there were quite a lot of people who knew him from his early days when he
was a member of Fatah, and who sporadically knew what he was up to afterward. That’s not to say that they would
have spoken to researchers, or even that they had much to say; but it was not especially difficult for scholars to dig
deeper and discover that Mughniyah at least existed and was not the non-entity that some “experts” made him out to
be. This is emblematic of a wider problem. Hezbollah has been very adept at turning contacts with the party into a
supposedly valuable favor. Scholars, particularly in the West, who can claim to have a Hezbollah contact are already
regarded as ”special” for having penetrated a closed society, so that readers are less inclined to judge critically the
merits of what the scholars got out of Hezbollah. The same goes for book editors. Since Hezbollah denied knowing
Mughniyah, few were willing to say "This is rubbish, I'm going to push further.” The mere fact of getting that denial
was regarded as an achievement—one the authors were not about to jeopardize by calling Hezbollah liars. My friend
Mohamad Bazzi, in an [2]interview with the Council on Foreign Relations, seems to have fallen into this trap. On
the CFR site, he told Bernard Gwertzman the following about Mughniyah: "The reports that list him as an active
senior leader of Hezbollah at the time of his death are mistaken. He might have had some contact with some people in
Hezbollah leadership but he wasn’t giving out orders and he wasn’t in the position to do that.” How does Bazzi know
this? These are not details that Hezbollah would share with journalists, unless it is to begin a process of disinforma-
tion. And how does this square with Hezbollah’s own statements and behavior to the contrary since the assassination?
I can understand the logic of downplaying the importance of someone important who was murdered, as a means of
telling the perpetrators that they did less damage than they think. But what’s the logic of affirming the importance
of someone like Mughniyah if he is unimportant? Doesn’t it just confirm that Hezbollah suffered a terrible blow? My
feeling is that Bazzi, like others, perhaps internalized the denials he heard from Hezbollah before the assassination, and
has yet to adjust his argument to the aftermath. Writers and scholars quite naturally don’t like to admit that they’ve
believed lies. But Hezbollah’s response to Mughniyah’s murder surely imposes a reassessment. But if downplaying
Mughniyah’s importance is not a case of scholars wanting to remove egg from their face, then we could be seeing
something different: a situation where writers and scholars are consciously or unconsciously perpetuating their initial
belief that Mughniyah was always little more than an American, Israeli, or European creation, therefore that he was
another excuse to justify further Western hegemony over the Arabs. Since so much Middle Eastern commentary and
scholarship tends to be filtered into that template, it will be worth watching how writers and scholars comment on
the further revelations in the Mughniyah case—assuming any are believable. [3/Michael Young is opinion page editor
of the Daily Starnewspaper in Lebanon.

1. http://beirut2bayside.blogspot.com/2008/02/paging-norton-and-other-hezbollah.html
2. http://www.cfr.org/publication/15507/bazzi.html
3. http://www.reason.com/staff/show/138.html

Andrew Exum (2008-02-15 08:04:22)

Martin Kramer asks some excellent questions of existing Hezbollah scholarship—questions that sent me scrambling to
my bookshelf to check how other scholars handled the figure of Imad Mughniyah in their books on Hezbollah. (The
answers are mixed.) I wonder if scholars or journalists currently working on Hezbollah will now ask the organization
about the apparent contradiction in the way Hezbollah publicly distanced themselves from Mughniyah in recent years
yet embraced him in death. It is worth remembering that very little is definitively known about the life and career of
Imad Mughniyah. Perhaps now that he is dead, an interview might surface in Hezbollah media such as [1]al-Manar
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or [2]al-Intiqad that reveals more. The degree to which Mughniyah has been publicly claimed by Hezbollah gives us
hope the organization will be more transparent about the role he once played. In the meantime, Marc Sirois [3]makes
a point in today’s edition of the Daily Star worth noting: ”...virtually everything that is thought to be known about
Mughniyeh—including, now, his death itself—is suspect.” [4]/Andrew Exum is a member of MESH.

1. http://www.almanar.com.1lb/

2. http://www.alintiqad.com/

3. http://www.dailystar.com.lb/article.asp?edition_id=1&categ_id=2&article_id=88987
4.

http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/andrew_exum/

Magnus Ranstorp (2008-02-17 18:15:28)

Over the last two decades, I have invested an immense effort in mapping the links among Imad Mughniyah, Hezbollah
leader Hasan Nasrallah, the Iranian Revolutionary Guards Corps, the Al-Qods Force, Iran’s Ministry of Intelligence
and Security, and the Iranian Ministry of Foreign Affairs. While the “open” evidence on Mughniyah is relatively
limited, there’s enough to build a coherent picture. He was indisputably involved in several terror cases beginning
with the 1985 hijacking of TWA 847 (his fingerprints were found on board). Giandomenico Picco, the UN envoy who
finally closed the Western hostage file in 1991, affirmed that Mughniyah was principal interlocutor in the negotiations.
I assisted the Argentinian Supreme Court investigation into the 1992 bombing of the Israeli embassy in Buenos Aires
that resulted in the indictment of several Iranians as well as Mughniyah. The evidence left no doubt about Mugh-
niyah’s extensive involvement. Over the years I've also interviewed several intelligence officers and investigators from
France, the United States, Germany and other countries where Mughniyah was active, and they unanimously agreed
that the threat posed by Mughniyah remained very real, extraordinarily dangerous and complex. Just two weeks ago
I conducted such an interview at a European intelligence agency, and they continued to regard Mughniyah as a serious
security threat. Martin Kramer is right in affirming that Hezbollah has maintained a clandestine terror capability
revolving around Mughniyah, as a node to other terror channels within Iran’s intelligence achitecture. Hezbollah’s
denial of Mughniyah was evidence for its fragile double identity. I perfectly understand why they opted for plausible
deniability. Why should they have admitted his existence or role in terrorism? Less understandable are the many
academics who allowed themselves to be misled about Hezbollah’s clandestine wing and its use by Iran and, at times,
Syria. Some of them were blinded by going "native,” or they never really got close enough to Hezbollah to grasp the
centrality of the clandestine wing and the crucial role of Mughniyah, the Hamadi clan and others. They preferred to
believe that Hezbollah could not possibly harbor a secret structure involved in terrorism, when its above-the-board
operations—social, political and military—were so effective and (according to some) so noble and legitimate. And
so Hezbollah was allowed to have its cake and eat it too. Hezbollah’s present embrace of Mughniyah as a great
commander and hero has vindicated experts such as myself, who were right to underscore Mughniyah’s significance.
We were not surprised to see Nasrallah standing over Mughniyah’s coffin and vowing vengeance. The same cannot
be said for [1]Amal Saad-Ghorayeb and others, who downplayed or altogether ignored the most senior Hezbollah
commander. [2/Magnus Ranstorp is Research Director of the Center for Asymmetric Threat Studies at the Swedish
National Defence College, and the author of [3|Hizb’allah in Lebanon.

1. http://astore.amazon. com/harvard-20/detail/0745317928
2. http://wuw.fhs.se/sv/Forskning/Forskare/Forskare-ISS/Magnus-Ranstorp/
3. http://astore.amazon.com/harvard-20/detail/0312164912

Displaced Iraqis (2008-02-17 07:54)

From MESH Admin

This new map, prepared by the United Nations Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA),
illustrates the disposition of Iraqi IDPs (Internally Displaced Persons) and refugees, as of last September.
Click on the map to see it in larger (legible) size.
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Arabs for Obama? (2008-02-17 09:21)
From [1]Tamara Cofman Wittes

I'm in Doha for the [2]5th Annual U.S.-Islamic World Forum—my fourth year at this annual confab (orga-
nized by my fine colleagues in the [3]Saban Center for Middle East Policy at the Brookings Institution) that
brings together Americans with Muslims from Nigeria to Malaysia and everywhere in between. This year
we’ve included a number of prominent faith leaders, such as Amr Khaled, Egypt’s massively popular TV
preacher, and Bob Roberts of the Texas megachurch, Northwood. Despite the diversity of the conference’s
participants, though, the U.S.-Arab relationship usually sets the tone of the proceedings—and for the past
four years, that tone has been bitter indeed. This year is different.

In previous years, our opening session has featured senior Arab voices lambasting American interventionism
in Iraq and abandonment of Israeli-Palestinian peace, alongside provocative (and often tone-deaf) defenses of
U.S. policy by Americans like Karen Hughes and Philip Zelikow. This year, the opening keynote was instead
delivered by President Hamid Karzai of Afghanistan, who argued that Muslims in Afghanistan and Bosnia
were right to expect and accept American military intervention to relieve their suffering, and America was
just in coming to their aid.

After his speech, former U.S. Secretary of State Madeleine Albright, Turkish Foreign Minister Ali Baba-
can, and U.S. Ambassador to the UN Zalmay Khalilzad seemed to echo Karzai’s themes: common interests
between Muslims and the West in fighting terrorism, improving regional stability, and building the founda-
tions for prosperity and freedom. Karzai pointed to the global contributions to Afghanistan’s reconstruction
as a symbol of Western-Islamic world cooperation; Babacan proudly referred to the Turkish accession talks
with the European Union as evidence that the values of the Union are not essentially Western but rather
universal in their appeal.

The lack of a fire-breathing Amr Moussa or Sheikh Yusuf Qaradawi on the program certainly made a
difference. But changes in the region and in U.S. policy also help explain the slackening of the resentment
that has accompanied our past years’ discussions on America’s role in the Muslim Middle East. Violence in
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Iraq is down, there’s new (if fragile) hope for the Israeli-Palestinian peace process, and pushy rhetoric from
the White House, once directed at autocratic Arab allies, is now reserved for Iran, which Americans and
Arabs both perceive as threatening. A cynical colleague of mine here argued that the positive tone from the
regional leaders at the conference reflects age-old realities of international politics: when America is weak,
he said, everyone loves to beat up on us—but when America is stronger, everyone wants to be on our side.
That’s great—as long as the current lull in Iraqi violence lasts.

Quite honestly, though, I don’t think the relative love-fest at this year’s meeting is all ascribable either
to regional shifts or to the conference organizers’ choice of speakers. The most powerful explanation for the
change is evident in the overwhelming fact that all anyone at this conference really wants to talk about is
Barack Obama.

A friend from the Gulf tells me her young relative was so excited about the Democratic candidate that
he tried to donate money over the Internet, as he’d heard so many young Americans were doing. Then
he found out he had to be a U.S. citizen to do so. Another young woman, visiting from next-door Saudi
Arabia, said that all her friends in Riyadh are "for Obama.” The symbolism of a major American presidential
candidate with the middle name of Hussein, who went to elementary school in Indonesia, certainly speaks
to Muslims abroad.

But more important is just the prospect of a refreshing shift in the the breeze off the Potomac. More
than the changes in the region, it seems to be anticipated changes in Washington that are drawing the eyes
of my Arab counterparts and giving the conference its unusually forward-looking tone. We’ll see how long
the honeymoon lasts!

MESH Update, February 18: AFP [4]reports that Obama ”"won overwhelming support in a mock election by
more than 200 American and Muslim delegates at the U.S.-Islamic World Forum in the Qatari capital [on
Monday]. His Democratic rival Hillary Clinton and Republican candidates won only a handful of votes.”

Update from Tamara Cofman Wittes, February 22: I did not witness a straw poll like that described by AFP
in any of the conference sessions I attended, nor did my research assistant. I'd love to hear the specifics from
the AFP correspondent to back up this story.

. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/tamara_cofman_wittes/

. http://www.thedohaforum.org/

. http://www.brookings.edu/saban.aspx

. http://news.yahoo.com/s/afp/20080218/wl_mideast_afp/usvoteislamgatar_080218175510
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Pacification of Baghdad (2008-02-18 09:18)

From MESH Admin

Here is the latest (January 17) map of trends in ethno-sectarian violence in Baghdad, from the Multina-
tional Force Iraq (MNF-I). The green areas are predominantly Shiite, the blue are mostly or predominantly
Sunni, and the brown areas are closely mixed. The yellow-orange-red inflammation indicates "incidents where
deaths occurred from any means that were clearly ethno-sectarian in motivation, to include car bombs.” The
methodology for determining what constitutes ethno-sectarian violence is explained [1]here.

This map and other charts may be found in the January 17 [2]briefing slides of Lt. Gen. Raymond T.
Odierno, and in the [3]report by Anthony Cordesman, The Situation in Iraq: A Briefing from the Battlefield,
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1. http://www.talkingpointsmemo.com/docs/icd-methodology/|

2. http://www.defenselink.mil/news/briefingslide.aspx?briefingslideid=321

3. http://www.csis.org/component/option, com_csis_pubs/task,view/id, 4334/type, 1/

"The Israel Lobby’ and the American interest (2008-02-19 01:04)

From [1]Adam Garfinkle

In the [2]latest issue of The American Interest, March/April 2008, [3]Itamar Rabinovich, the
former Israeli ambassador to the United States, former president of Tel Aviv University, former head of the
Dayan Center, current visiting professor of public policy at Harvard’s Kennedy School, and a member of the
The American Interest editorial board, [4]takes on the Mearsheimer/Walt phenomenon. That is to say, he is
not reviewing the book so much as the various reviews of the book, the reaction of the authors to the reviews,
and so on. So if a book is a one-dimensional intellectual object, and a review is a two-dimensional intellectual
object, and authors’ reactions to reviews a three-dimensional intellectual object, then what Rabinovich has
done aspires to be truly Einsteinian in nature.

I will not take time here to relate or summarize his narrative. I want only to note that, of all the many
reviews and discussions about this book and its precursor essay and “working paper,” Rabinovich’s is the
only one to have taken the book’s argument to its logical apex, to wit: If, as Mearsheimer and Walt argue,
the real variance in U.S. Middle East policy is explained by U.S. domestic politics, then a book like theirs
should have a significant impact on that policy. But it isn’t, so it hasn’t. And it won’t. Point, set and match,

104 ©2010 'Middle East Strategy at Harvard (MESH), 2007-2009°


http://www.talkingpointsmemo.com/docs/icd-methodology/
http://www.defenselink.mil/news/briefingslide.aspx?briefingslideid=321
http://www.csis.org/component/option,com_csis_pubs/task,view/id,4334/type,1/

2.2. February BlogBook

thank you very much.

There is plenty to admire in Rabinovich’s essay, although, as its editor, I confess to a natural bias in thinking
so. But the “test” he has devised for the book’s claims, relying on the book’s very own thesis, is, I think,
noteworthy. Ecclesiastes tells us (more than once) that there is nothing new under the sun. At times like
this, however, I'm not so sure.

MESH invites its members to comment on Rabinovich’s concluding paragraphs:

[I]t is harder to make a realist case for the U.S.-Israeli relationship today than it was during
the Cold War. At that time, Israel’s role as a strategic asset was clear, if not to off-shore balancers
like Mearsheimer and Walt, then to every American President since John F. Kennedy. Israel and
the United States had the same enemies—the Soviet Union and its radical Arab allies—with the
conservative Arab regimes stuck awkwardly in the middle. Today things are altogether more
muddled, so a more plausible case can be made that Israel is a drag on U.S. security interests
and that radical Muslims only hate and attack America because of its support for Israel....

Clearly, the end of the Cold War and the rise of new challenges require fresh thinking about
the strategic dimension of the U.S.-Israeli relationship. By defending every aspect of the special
relationship when the rationales for them no longer exist, the Israel lobby risks overloading what
political realities can bear. There will always be those like Mearsheimer and Walt, as there have
been since 1947-48, when the State of Israel came into being, who will argue that U.S. support
for Israel and its policies harms U.S. national interests. Israel’s response must focus not only
on refuting this charge but on formulating policies that will render Israel, in deed as well as in
rhetoric, a valuable partner of the United States.

An opportunity to do precisely that is in the offing, for the next U.S. administration will no
doubt formulate a revised comprehensive policy toward the Middle East. An Israel engaged in
a peace process orchestrated by the United States and working together with Washington and
its other Middle Eastern allies against radical foes will be an important strategic asset in the
post-Cold War Middle East. The specific challenge for Israel and its American friends will be
their ability to demonstrate how Israel can serve as a strategic asset in the Iranian and Syrian
context as it once did against the Soviet Union and its radical allies in the region. The wider
strategic canvas, not the vicissitudes of U.S. domestic politics, will as always make the difference.

Comments are limited to MESH members and invitees.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/adam_garfinkle/

2. http://www.the-american-interest.com/ai2/index.cfm

3. http://ksgfaculty.harvard.edu/itamar_rabinovich

4. http://www.the-american-interest.com/ai2/article-bd.cfm?Id=416&MId=18

Chuck Freilich (2008-02-19 08:51:48)

I believe that Itamar Rabinovich and others greatly overstate the importance of the strategic dimension in the U.S.-
Israeli relationship in general and specifically during the Cold War. Yes, Israel had and has strategic importance
for the United States, and it is the one country in the Middle East which can always be counted upon to be firmly
pro-American in all circumstances—a "land-based aircraft carrier” whose military and diplomatic support is assured.
For Pentagon planners, this is a valued source of stability in a region ridden with uncertainty and danger. I believe,
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however, that Israel’s strategic importance is secondary to the vitality of the relationship, and that it is the normative
dimension which is its essence. During the Cold War Israel was a strategic burden for the United States, no less
than an asset. A possible focal point for a Soviet invasion, certainly of Soviet allies in the region, Israel’s primary
strategic role at the time was as an embattled ally to be defended. U.S. problems with the Arab world then, as now,
did not stem from its support for Israel, but that support did exacerbate them, and became a growing problem in the
post-1973 oil-embargo world. Moreover, the sole case in history in which the United States ever declared a nuclear
alert, was in support of Israel, in the face of a Soviet threat to invade during the October 1973 Yom Kippur War—not
the Cuban Missile Crisis, even though the latter was, admittedly, an infinitely more dangerous situation. 9/11 and
the entire confrontation between the United States and Muslim world have nothing to do with Israel. Indeed, if Israel
disappeared tomorrow this would have virtually no bearing on the situation at all. This is not to say, however, that
U.S. support for Israel does not further inflame already existing Arab hatred of the United States. It does. As for
strategic importance, it should be noted that the one country in the region whose active support the United States
did not want in both Gulf Wars, was precisely its foremost "strategic ally,” Israel, for the simple reason that Israel’s
involvement would have led to the collapse of the Arab coalitions the United States sought to build, successfully in
1991, unsuccessfully in 2003. Whereas Egyptian, Saudi, and even Syrian forces fought by the side of the United States
in 1991, the United States did everything in its power to keep Israel out of both wars and ensure that it did not even
respond to the 39 missiles fired by Saddam. All of this is not to deny Israel’s strategic importance to the United States,
as its one totally reliable ally in the region, especially in what may prove to be particularly difficult circumstances.
Having a major deposit in a savings account, for a rainy day, is very important, even if one cannot make a withdrawal
against the account on an ongoing basis. I believe, however, that it is the normative element, not the the strategic
dimension, that truly accounts for the incredibly close ”special relationship,” the ongoing perception of a large majority
of Americans of Israel as a "mini-America” in the heart of the Middle East, an embattled democratic bastion whose
national roots and struggle are similar to their own. Both countries fought for their independence, both carried a
democratic beacon, where only the darkness of religious and political oppression existed. The shared Judeo-Christian
heritage and view of modern Israel as the realization of biblical prophecy, further buttressed the picture. This is why
some 60 percent of Americans have continually supported Israel over the decades. (The overwhelming majority of
the rest simply have no opinion; support for the Arabs or Palestinians is miniscule.) The view of Israel as a reliable
strategic ally is important, but the normative level is vital. So a reformulation of the rationale for the relationship
is not needed. What is essential, however, is for Israel to maintain this public image in the United States and to
conduct its policies in various areas, including the Palestinian one, accordingly. Common policies on Iran, Syria and
other issues are of great importance as well. But interests come and go; a full convergence of interests does not and
cannot always exist. Relations based on common values and beliefs are far more durable. [1/Chuck Freilich, former
Israeli deputy national security adviser, is a senior fellow at the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs
at Harvard’s Kennedy School of Government.

1. http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/experts/870/chuck_freilich.html

Charles Hill (2008-02-19 08:38:36)

The answer to Ambassador Rabinovich’s call for ”fresh thinking about the strategic dimension of the U.S.-Israel re-
lationship” is clear and simple. The Cold War threat to world order has been superseded by an ideologically radical
Islamist movement which aims to disrupt, destroy and replace the international state system in the Middle East with
Islamic rule—even as it seeks to gain footholds in Europe, Southeast Asia and elsewhere for further phases of its uni-
versalist cause, which may be traced at least as far back as the 1924 fall of the Ottoman Caliphate. This movement is
not a centrally-directed monolith, but its parts are nonetheless related in important ways, most notably in rejection of
the basic elements of the international system: the state as the fundamental unit of world order, international law and
organization, universal human rights, the requirement to field a professional military, etc. Today’s overriding strategic
necessity for the United States is to defend, shore up, and extend the international state system all across the Middle
East. Israel, as a free, well-governed and good international state citizen is the linchpin of this strategy. Every major
problem in the region can be understood in this context. The strategy must assist Pakistan to preserve itself from the
Islamist challenge; continue to work with Afghanistan to consolidate its recently regained statehood; finish the duty
of helping Iraq regain the legitimate statehood which it lost under Saddam Hussein; and act internationally to restore
Lebanon to its rightful territorial integrity and independence as a state. Iran, an Islamic republic that benefits from its
membership in the international system even as it acts to defy, undermine, and endanger world order through its drive
for nuclear weapons, presents a signal challenge to American strategy. Elsewhere, the United States has to press Arab
regimes to reform and fulfill their responsibilities as states and to abandon their subsidies, propaganda, and support
for Islamists in ways that harm the international system and, ultimately, will bring an end to their own existence.
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For Israel and the Palestinians, the achievement of a two-state solution which would produce greater security and
recognition for the State of Israel and bring a new State of Palestine into existence would be a major setback for the
Islamist ideological cause. In this context, Israel’s strategic importance to the United States is greater than it was
during the Cold War. Israel’s economy is a model for the region; its democracy, while probably not attainable any
time soon by others in the region, is nonetheless an example of good governance, political transparency, and open
intellectual exchange. And Israel’s military capacities, faced as it is with non-state, anti-state Islamist terrorist polities
to its north and south, requires America’s utmost understanding and support. [1/Charles Hill is a member of MESH.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/charles_hill/

Harvey Sicherman (2008-02-19 18:47:13)

I liked Itamar Rabinovich’s article not least because my own earlier [1]article on the subject amused him. That said,
the “reformulation of strategic rationales” for important U.S. relationships occurs every election cycle and tortures
speechwriters in particular. So everyone counts on amnesia to carry the day as new labels are pasted onto old (very
old) battles. The U.S.-Israeli strategic relationship will survive as a staple of U.S. foreign policy and even a bout of
“fresh thinking.” Professors will never bring it down but failure to achieve common goals can injure it. Today, the
United States and Israel face common enemies in the region, so the strategic question is whether their collaboration on
a strategic level can make a difference. This has diplomatic and military dimensions. A successful Israeli-Palestinian
peace process cannot satisfy the Islamists, whether of Sunni or Shiite persuasion; can it ease the operations of a
regional coalition to oppose Hamas, Hezbollah, Iran and the rest? During the Cold War, Egypt’s defection from the
pro-Soviet coalition added measurably to Israeli and American interests but it did not prevent other mishaps whether
in Lebanon or the Gulf. So it was worth doing but had less "bounce” on other conflicts (or even the Arab-Israeli
one) than many hoped. The military dimension may be more significant. As I noted in an earlier [2]post on the
Winograd Commission, both the United States and Israel must find a solution to the Hezbollah-style warfare whereby
a well-trained force uses civilians as both targets and shields. Iran and its allies are counting on this to defeat Western
military superiority, just as Tehran is counting on a nuclear deterrent to guarantee that it will remain a sanctuary, no
matter its support for terrorism. On this issue, the strategic allies dare not fail. [3/Harvey Sicherman is a member of
MESH.

1. http://wuw.fpri.org/enotes/20060328.sicherman.israellobby.html
2. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/2008/02/civilians_shields_and_targets/
3. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/harvey_sicherman/

Robert Satloff (2008-02-19 18:02:47)

Charles Hill and Chuck Freilich offer the foreign policy version of the “tastes great/less filling” debate of beer com-
mercials from my youth. When asked which factor can and should animate the vibrancy of U.S.-Israel partnership
into the future, the former offers a strategic rationale (the common fight against Islamist extremism) while the latter
offers a more cultural motivation (common values). I venture to suggest that both are right. What makes Israel
such a special case in the international system and for U.S. foreign policy is precisely the fact that it both plays a
critical role in the greatest ideological and strategic challenge facing America in the world today (the fight against
radical Islamist extremism and its spread throughout Muslim societies and beyond) and that it is an outpost of shared
values in a region that appears so inhospitable to them. If Israel were only a cultural outpost—a "mini-America’—but
played no role as ally in a common strategic campaign, or if Israel were only a strategic partner without any of the
religious, historical, cultural or social connections that bind our nations, then the partnership would rest on much
shakier ground. The challenge for friends of Israel in the United States is to broaden popular and elite understanding
of the profound strategic threats that both our countries face and the contributions each of us bring to the effort
against our common foe, while at the same time deepen a sense of shared culture and values that has frayed in recent
years. The health of the U.S.-Israel partnership depends on progress on both fronts. [1/Robert Satloff is a member of
MESH.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/robert_satloff/

Alan Dowty (2008-02-19 17:06:43)

Itamar Rabinovich—and Adam Garfinkle—have hit the nail on the head. Domestic lobbies have seldom had a de-
cisive impact on U.S. Middle East policy, especially when major strategic interests (see Charles Hill’s comment) or
shared norms (Chuck Freilich) are at stake. My own detailed studies of U.S. crisis decision-making in 1958, 1970,
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and 1973 bore this out: when the heat was on, lobbies were shunted aside. Why isn’t this dirty little secret more
widely recognized? In large part, because the lobbies themselves have every reason to perpetuate the myth of their
own insidious power—leaving the way open for the Mearsheimers and Walts. With the mythology demolished, can
Israel establish—or re-establish—itself as a strategic asset in the post-Cold War context? The fight against Islamic
extremism does provide a likely focus. But the role of Israel as a strategic asset was problematic in the Cold War
period and is likely to become even more so in the multi-dimensional arena of religiously-inspired terror. Having
common enemies does not always mean that joint action is possible or advisable. There were circumstances in the
past when Israel was able to act positively and decisively as a strategic partner; for example, in acting to preserve
King Hussein’s rule in Jordan in 1970. But there were also circumstances, as Chuck Freilich points out, in which
Israel’s direct support would have been more of a burden than an asset. The U.S. interest in the Middle East, during
the Cold War and today, has a central focus: stability. Instability in the past created openings for Soviet influence,
and instability today is the breeding ground for Islamic extremism. If there are circumstances in which Israel can
furnish military and other assets in this struggle, they will undoubtedly be called into play. But given the nature of the
struggle, these circumstances are likely to be limited. The major contribution that Israel can make to stability in the
region is in its own struggle with the Palestinians: in working toward a two-state solution to the conflict that would
improve the contours of the broader struggle—as both Rabinovitch and Hill point out. (This is not said in support of
the fantasy that elimination of the Arab-Israel conflict would magically resolve all strife in the Middle East). There
is room and need for a common strategy. But it has more to do with the problems that occupy Israel already, than
with broader regional vistas. [1JAlan Dowty is a member of MESH.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/alan_dowty/

Ahmadinejad, Israel, and mass killings (2008-02-20 18:32)
From [1]Stephen Peter Rosen

I am worried. Last year I did some historical research on the shifts in discourse within British, Japanese,
and South African official elites prior to their use of biological weapons. In all these cases, including the
deliberate distribution of small pox-infected blankets by the British in North America, the use of bubonic
plague by the Japanese in China, and the use of anthrax by the South Africans in what was then Rhodesia,
use of biological agents was preceded by an escalation of rhetorical campaigns to demonize and dehumanize
the targeted enemy.

or

]

e

ﬂ The problem in using these shifts in discourse as an early warning indicator, is, of
course, one of calibration and of over-prediction. Many references to enemies as less than human are not
associated with biological attacks or other unconventional mass killings. Some streams of discourse are chron-
ically laden with dehumanizing rhetoric. Detecting meaningful shifts requires close study of the discourse of
interest over time, and I have not done this with regard to Iran and Israel. Casual observation suggests that
references to Israel as a "cancer” are old, but that the [2]reference to Israel as a "black and dirty microbe” is
new.

On the basis of my historical research, my recommendation was that a significant shift in discourse of
this character be used as a indicator that we should focus intelligence collection assets on a target that is
now suspected of being willing to engage in mass killing by unconventional means, and to issue specific de-
terrent threats of retaliation. I do not know if either of these measures has been adopted by the government
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of Israel, or the United States, but it would seem prudent for them to do so.

I invite comment from those who systematically track Iranian discourse, to reassure me that there is nothing
to worry about, or to verify my concerns.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/stephen_peter_rosen/
2. http://afp.google.com/article/ALegMbg_nrxYSrTbp_LIZcVU4VGCBpQOhQ

Meir Javedanfar (2008-02-21 09:12:40)

Ahmadinejad is a man who prides himself on being a straight talker. When he calls Israel a ”dirty microbe,” he means
it. And we have to believe him. But we also have to understand the fact that name calling is all he can do. Despite
his tough words, Ahmadinejad has very little say over Iran’s defense policies. Even if Iran gets its hands on a nuclear
bomb, it will not be Ahmadinejad who will be in charge of the all-important launch button. That job will belong
to Iran’s Supreme Leader, Ayatollah Khamenei. Unlike Ahmadinejad, he is not a messianic. Furthermore, he is not
suicidal. He was there when Ayatollah Khomeini took the decision of agreeing to a ceasefire with Iraq in 1988, because
Khomeini was told by his commanders that if he carried on fighting, his regime would collapse. Khamenei is very
well aware of Israel’s capabilities, and it is extremely unlikely that he would risk losing life and power because of the
beliefs of one of his soldiers, Mahmoud Ahmadinejad. Unfortunately for Iran, what Ahmadinejad doesn’t seem to
realize is that these statements are self-defeating. When Ahmadinejad makes such statements, in the long run, the
number of countries willing to justify Iran’s right to a civilian nuclear program, and to trust Tehran with it, dwindles.
Meanwhile, the international community must take a decisive stance against the use of such terms by Ahmadinejad.
He would be well advised to focus on eliminating the germ of poverty, unemployment and corruption at home. After
all, this is why his supporters elected him president. [1/Meir Javedanfar is the co-author of [2]The Nuclear Sphinx
of Tehran: Mahmoud Ahmadinejad and the State of Iran. He also heads the Middle Fast Economic and Political
Analysis Company (MEEPAS).

1. http://www.meepas.com/aboutmeepas.htm

2. http://astore.amazon.com/harvard-20/detail/0786718870

Mark T. Clark (2008-02-21 13:22:52)

Stephen Rosen asks an important question about the escalation in rhetoric by Mahmoud Ahmadinejad. 1 do not follow
Ahmadinejad’s rhetoric closely, or at least any closer than most people who try to stay current with international news.
However, from what I know of the processes of intelligence, I do not think the United States will devote any more
resources to evaluating his rhetoric as an indicator of Iran’s intentions, though I have no idea whether Israel would.
There are at least two major reasons why this is so. First, intelligence analysts have historically shied away from
evaluating intentions of leaders, frequently because intentions can change rapidly. In place of analyzing intentions,
analysts prefer to focus on capabilities; that is, the resources a state could bring to bear in the event of a war, or
crisis, and the like. Bureaucratically, such analysts also stand to lose less influence when they are wrong on questions
of capabilities, but stand to lose quite a lot when wrong on intentions. Cynically, I would add that this leads analysts
to avoid taking clear positions and putting their reputations on the line for what they think and believe. Second, the
dynamics of leadership analysis for intelligence are different with different nations. When a Hitler or a Stalin is in
power, it is easier to look for leads in their rhetoric for their intentions, since they hold enough power to bring about
what they desire to achieve. However, Iran is much more complicated, and the power structure within Iran is more
divided: Ahmadinejad may not be the most important broker of power within the Iranian leadership. But I think
Stephen Rosen is right. If analyses such as his yield useful predictors of leaders’ intentions, it would be prudent for our
intelligence agencies to pay attention to shifts in rhetoric. I am especially interested in his historical case studies that
demonstrate a shift in rhetoric before the use of unconventional weapons in war. I am, unfortunately, not sanguine
that our intelligence agencies will detect that shift on their own. [1/Mark T. Clark is a member of MESH.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/mark_t_clark/

James R. Russell (2008-02-21 04:03:38)

My short answer is that Ahmadinejad and Hezbollah are obviously murderous and crazy. Iranians as a group are
generally anything but genocidal or homicidal though, and find their president an acute embarrassment. But the very
strident rhetoric against them has backed them into a corner. In talking to various friends in Iran, and the Iranian
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media, my sense is that society is divided between the official line and a generally pro-Western, liberal attitude that
gets little attention and enjoys very little political clout. Unfortunately Khatami’s overtures to the United States
were not answered, and this further isolated Iranian reformists. Seymour Hersh thinks Israel sent a message to Iran
by bombing the site in Syria. Now we have to see what Hezbollah does after the assassination of Imad Mughniyah.
If they fire katyushas at Haifa then I think Israel will have U.S. support in a strong response that involves naming
and punishing Iranian state complicity. The problem is, it’s a Pandora’s box. A direct attack on Iran would be
catastrophic, I think. [1]/James R. Russell is Mashtots Professor of Armenian Studies at Harvard.

1. http://www.fas.harvard.edu/ nelc/faculty/russell.htm

Mehdi Khalaji (2008-02-21 04:07:04)

I agree with Stephen Peter Rosen that we have to research the shift in discourse of Iranian leaders about Israel. But
giving too much credit to Ahmadinejad’s speeches does not seem to be realistic. Ahmadinejad does not represent the
Iranian government. The Supreme Leader, Ayatollah Khamenei, is the one who deserves to be focused upon, and I do
not see any discourse shift in his speeches. The Iranian Revolutionary Guard Corps and other Iranian military and
security bodies are under the direct supervision of the Supreme Leader, not Ahmadinejad. Ahmadinejad is losing his
social power base as well as his political power base within the regime itself. Much evidence indicates that Khamenei
is trying to bypass Ahmadinejad and assert his authority on a variety of issues. [1/Mehdi Khalaji is a visiting fellow
at The Washington Institute for Near Fast Policy and author, most recently, of [2]Apocalyptic Politics: On the Ra-
tionality of Iranian Policy.

1. http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/templateC10.php?CID=33
2. http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/templateC04.php?CID=286

Ze’ev Maghen (2008-02-21 15:24:15)

I, too, agree with Stephen Rosen that Ahmadinejad’s recent words reducing Israel and its people to the status of a
disease should serve as a wake-up call, but I don’t see this as representing a particularly noteworthy rhetorical esca-
lation. Iranian leaders and Islamists in general have been speaking this way about Israel for a long time: Khomeini
himself was particularly volatile and vulgar on the subject, and many of the "reformists” who still claim to follow his
“line” are not so easily outdone in this area themselves. The wake-up call, in other words, has been shouted from the
rooftops for a long time now, but if the specific usage of "microbes” does the trick—as opposed to "devils,” "pigs,”
7a cancer,” "murderers,” "pharaohs,” "baby butchers,” "perpetrators of genocide,” "killers of the prophets,” "enemies of
God,” etc.—then so be it. The premier difference between previous governments and the present one in this connection
is not one of intent or aspiration, but one of perceived ability to prevail. A variety of regional developments have
contributed to the genuinely held outlook among members of Ahmadinejad’s administration, and in the mind of the
President himself, that Israel has deteriorated from a potent nemesis to a Potemkin village, to a "hollow tree” that
the "combined breath of the world’s fasting Muslims [during Ramadan] can easily topple.” Few motifs have been as
ubiquitous in the media of the Islamic Republic over the last several years than what is described as the implosion
of the "Zionist entity”: every ill plaguing Israeli society, from drugs and violence in the schools to difficulty in ab-
sorbing Russian immigrants to (believe it or not) the decline in Sabbath observance is reported with relish as an
indication of the increasing demoralization of the eternal foe. If Iranian words lead to Iranian actions in the near
future where they did not do so in the past, this is not so much a function of a shift in terminology as it is a result of
the expanding belief among Iranian leaders that they can threaten Israel and chip away at its security with relative
impunity. This perception must be changed by transforming the reality that led to it—that is, by restoring to full
throttle Israel’s deterrent power. This, in turn, will bring about a softening of the rhetoric, which is a reflection of the
reality and not vice versa. While I agree with Mehdi Khalaji that Khamenei can sometimes serve as a counterweight
to Ahmadinejad, the rhetoric of the Supreme Leader on the subject of Israel (and America) is hardly less fierce than
that of the chief executive: the Supreme Leader has quite the mouth on him when the mood strikes. As for the
remainder of the government and populace, I believe that we should stop deluding ourselves that one has to be a
doctrinaire Islamist ideologue in order to see the annihilation of Israel as a desideratum. Most Iranians have imbibed
cum lacte, and throughout their lives, the notion—the "absolute truth”—that Zionism is a (is the) source of profound
evil, and although for many this idea was long ago reduced to a mere mantra, a meaningless slogan, it should never be
forgotten that such mantras and slogans, when they cloy in the conscious mind, burrow ever deeper into the recesses
of the psyche, and are installed down underneath the level of meaning, in the place where basic instincts, automatic
assumptions and ontological verities reside. When the time is ripe—and it will be soon—the decades of propaganda
pounded into the brains of Iranians and other Muslims will be reactivated in order to create an atmosphere conducive
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to the eradication of an entire population. Here in Tel Aviv, we haven’t slept well for a while now. [1/Ze’ev Maghen
is professor of Persian language and Islamic history and chair of the department of Middle Fast studies at Bar-Ilan
University in Israel.

1. http://wuw.biu.ac.il/Besa/zeev_maghen.html

PKK bases in northern Iraq (2008-02-24 06:29)

From MESH Admin

On Thursday evening, Turkish forces entered northern Iraq to do battle with the Kurdistan Workers’ Party,
or PKK. Iraqi foreign minister Hoshyar Zebari has called the move ”a limited military incursion into a re-
mote, isolated and uninhabited region.” According to various sources, there have been clashes in the Qandil
mountains along the Iraqgi-Iranian border and in the Zap region. Turkish aircraft reportedly also bombed
targets around Al-Amadiyah, an Iraqi Kurdish mountain town about 10 kilometers south of the Turkish
border.

[1]The Washington Institute for Near East Policy has made available three maps showing the location of
PKK enclaves in northern Iraq. (Click on each thumbnail to see the full map.)

[2] B A The first one has been prepared by [3]Abdulkadir Onay, a lieutenant colonel
in the Turkish Army and a visiting military fellow at The Washington Institute. It divides the PKK pres-
ence in northern Iraq into eight regions, delineates them, and numbers the camps and "the approximate
number of terrorists” in each region. It also shows which parts of northern Iraq are accessible only with PKK
authorization

The other two maps, from last year, show the same area in a satellite view that gives a sense of the to-
pography, and marks PKK bases. One map shows the western sector, the other shows the eastern sector.

. http://wwuw.washingtoninstitute.org/

. http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/mapImages/47bb356330675. jpg

1

2

3. http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/templateC10.php?CID=35

4. http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/mapImages/471£964e18a6f. jpg
5

. http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/mapImages/471£95d2b5745. jpg
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Lebanon 2006 was prelude (2008-02-24 12:45)

From [1]Barry Rubin

2] L . Jonathan Spyer’s [3]article, “Lebanon 2006,” appears in the new issue of the
Middle East Review of International Affairs (MERIA) Journal. This is the first analysis to include the
findings of the Winograd Commission. Spyer points to the failure of the Israeli political leadership to define
a clear set of goals in the 2006 war and then to commit to their achievement. The mediocre performance
of elements of the Israeli ground forces allowed Hezbollah and its allies to depict war as a victory, despite
their failure to achieve their own stated goals and the greater losses suffered by their side. Spyer reaches this
conclusion:

Ultimately, the 2006 war must be understood as a single campaign within a broader Middle
Eastern conflict, between pro-Western and democratic states on the one hand, and an alliance of
Islamist and Arab nationalist forces on the other. The latter alignment has as one of its strategic
goals the eventual demise of the State of Israel. While such a goal may appear delusional, given
the true balance of forces involved, the inconclusive results of the 2006 war did much to confirm
the representatives of the latter camp in their belief that they have discovered a method capable
of eventually producing a strategic defeat for Israel. It is therefore expected that a further round
of conflict is only a matter of time. Israel, meanwhile, must endeavor to develop a strategy
capable of striking a blow in a future engagement sufficient to make any subsequent ambiguity
untenable.

[4]Read it all.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/barry_rubin/
2. http://wuw.analyst-network.com/profile.php?user_id=133
3. http://meria.idc.ac.il/journal/2008/issuel/jv12nolal.asp
4. http://meria.idc.ac.il/journal/2008/issuel/jvi2nolal.asp

Islam in Europe: cycle of controversy (2008-02-25 03:35)

From [1]Michael Reynolds

Despite all that is going on in the Middle East, what caught my eye recently are three
items concerning western Europe. Each is very different, but all indicate that the question of the integration
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of Muslims into European societies will remain contentious for some time to come.

The first involves Turkish Prime Minister Recep Erdogan’s visit to Germany. Khaled Diab has an ac-
count of it [2]here. Erdogan’s success in attracting a large crowd of Turks and his pleas to them not to lose
their cultural identity irritated Germany’s Chancellor Angela Merkel, who said, "If you grow up in Germany
in the third or fourth generation, if you have German citizenship, then I am your chancellor.” But as Diab
notes, due to Germany’s unwillingness to grant citizenship to immigrants, very few Turks in Germany fit
Merkel’s definition. Europe, Diab concludes, is increasingly multicultural, and increasingly polarized.

One way to deal with this reality is to accommodate multiculturalism by institutionalizing polarization.
By establishing clear boundaries between communities one reduces the likelihood of clashes. This in essence
is the recommendation of the Archbishop of Canterbury Dr. Rowan Williams, who in his lecture of February
7 on the topic of civil and religious law in England suggested the recognition in Britain of the sharia’s jurisdic-
tion in certain spheres, such as marital law and the regulation of financial transactions. As he states, “But if
what we want socially is a pattern of relations in which a plurality of divers and overlapping affiliations work
for a common good, and in which groups of serious and profound conviction are not systematically faced with
the stark alternatives of cultural loyalty or state loyalty, it [recognition of Islam law| seems unavoidable.”
(The lecture and related materials can be found [3]here.)

Williams’ lecture has caused quite a stir, not for its intellectual content—the relationships between law,
religion, and identity are famously knotty, and rather than engage the difficult issues in those relationships
Williams instead skims over them by making a series of glib assumptions—but because of what many see as
its message of “appeasement” or “surrender.” I don’t think that this was Williams’ intention, but his lecture
does lend support to the argument that with the Islamization of Europe now underway, Muslim immigrants
should not accommodate European norms and assimilate European culture, but instead they should strive
to reshape Europe in accord with their vision(s) of Islam.

Meanwhile the popular Dutch member of parliament Geert Wilders is sending a radically different mes-
sage. Wilders declares Islam “an ideology of a retarded culture” and “something we can’t afford any more in
the Netherlands.” Not only does he want to ban the “fascist Koran” but he claims to have prepared a short
ten-minute film on Islam in which he desecrates the Koran. (Go [4]here for an interview with Wilders.)

Wilders claims he loathes Islam but not Muslims. His overtly hostile rhetoric and inflammatory cinematic
projects, however, ensure that even lax Muslims in the Netherlands and Europe will, at least in the public
and political spheres, identify more closely with their faith and culture, not less. The result will be to foster
the growth of suspicion and hostility between Europe’s Muslim immigrant and native populations.

The presence of immigrant Muslims in western Europe in the coming decades is projected to continue to
increase in both absolute and proportional numbers. Muslim immigrants have been a significant part of the
European landscape for some four decades. Yet, as these three items all highlight, European societies remain
anxious and at a loss at how to deal with their immigrant communities. Discord will remain a feature of
relations between native Europeans and Muslims. As the incident with the Danish cartoons illustrated, with
today’s transnational communities and global communications, conflict inside Europe can and does ripple
throughout the Middle East and beyond, with destabilizing consequences.

. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/michael_reynolds/

. http://commentisfree.guardian.co.uk/khaled_diab/2008/02/diversity_not_adversity.html
. http://www.archbishopofcanterbury.org/1581

. http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2008/feb/17/netherlands.islam
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Walter Laqueur (2008-02-25 20:33:12)

Michael Reynolds well summarizes European-Muslim relations. I offer three footnotes. 1) Is it really true that (as
Khaled Diab says) Germany is unwilling to grant the immigrant Turks German citizenship? The known figures do not
bear this out. About 500,000 have received citizenship in recent years. On the other hand, between 25-35 percent of
the rest (there are considerable variations between the various Laender) have declared that they do not wish to become
citizens. And does naturalization make much difference as far as integration is concerned? 2) As for the archbishop
of Canterbury and his widely criticized suggestions, a policy of appeasement vis-a-vis the Muslim minorities may be
necessary to keep internal peace; this is the inevitable result of years of uncontrolled immigration—including not a
few troublemakers who came under the guise of Islamist preachers. (I have dealt with this dilemma in some detail
in my [1/Last Days of Europe, 2007.) There is great resistance and the danger of a political backlash. But what is
the alternative? The crucial question, of course, is how far these concessions should go. 3) As for Wilders and his
hostility to Islam but not Muslims, this is a very marginal phenomenon. Europeans have shown no particular aversion
towards Islam in recent centuries. In fact they have shown hardly any interest at all in the subject—hence the inherent
fraudulence of the very term “Islamophobia.” There is fear of violence and its perpetrators. Studies published last
month by the German ministry of the interior show a considerable readiness among young Muslims in Germany to use
violence (Gewaltbereitschaft) and opposition to democracy and its institutions. It could be argued that there is a trend
towards violence and similar ideological views also between young people of the extreme right and left. But among
these, this has expressed itself more often than not in verbal rather than physical aggression. [2]Walter Laqueur is a
member of MESH.

1. http://astore.amazon.com/harvard-20/detail/0312368704
2. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/walter_laqueur/

Another Israel-Hezbollah war? (2008-02-26 14:57)
From [1]Michael Young

% Another round of fighting between Israel and Hezbollah is certainly likely, but I don’t consider it

inevitable, particularly in the short term. There are several reasons for this.

The first is that we have to understand the importance of Hezbollah in Iranian strategy at present. The
party is not there to get caught up in repeated conflicts with Israel, let alone a new Lebanese civil war. It
is mainly there to act as an Iranian deterrent against an Israeli attack on Iran’s nuclear facilities, and more
generally as a valuable lever in the Levant to use against Israel and the United States. In that context, war
poses risks. With every conflict, the party loses some of its deterrence capability; at the same time, a conflict
may impose unbearable human costs on the Shiite community, in such a way that Hezbollah’s ability to
fight is further eroded. (Indeed, we are already in that situation today.) And, any new war will have deeply
negative repercussions on Hezbollah’s domestic position, as a majority of Lebanese and Lebanese political
forces reject the idea of again entering into a devastating war with Israel.

Add to that the time factor. Hezbollah is probably not yet ready to fight a war with Israel today, de-
spite what Hasan Nasrallah has said in public recently. Shiites are deeply anxious about a new conflict a
mere two years after the summer 2006 war; Hezbollah’s defensive infrastructure north of the Litani River
appears to be incomplete; and the party cannot guarantee geographical continuity between south Lebanon
and the southern and northern Bekaa Valley, though this is not essential for it to fight. These are all reasons
why Hezbollah has to be careful in how it retaliates for the assassination of Imad Mughniyah. Provoking a
major Israeli offensive is almost certainly not something Nasrallah wants to do today.

As for Nagrallah’s claim that the next war will involve an Israeli ground offensive, that’s not necessarily
true. Israel has the potential to once again primarily employ air power to wreak the destruction it did in
2006—but also in 1993 and 1996—provoking a massive exodus of Shiite civilians and bombing infrastructure
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targets. This gruesome policy would create a humanitarian catastrophe that would mainly affect Hezbollah,
and the party would find it difficult to respond in such a way that it could impose a balance of terror on Israel.
Meanwhile, Lebanese anger with the party would have only heightened, further undercutting its support in
society.

What about Israel? There may be a rationale for striking against Hezbollah before it’s too late. How-
ever, the Israeli priority today appears to be less Lebanon than Iran and its nuclear capacity. Lebanon is
a sideshow—an important one, but a sideshow nonetheless. Paradoxically, Hezbollah’s reluctance to launch
a war might encourage Israel to avert a conflict too. Why? Because both sides would calculate in terms of
costs and benefits. Israel knows that it would be very difficult to score a knockout blow against Hezbollah
in Lebanon. It does not want to risk getting caught up in a wider regional war via Lebanon. And a new
Lebanon war would only make it more difficult to strike against Iran.

Given such uncertainty, each side is more likely to focus on its fundamental aims: Israel, on neutraliz-
ing Iran’s nuclear capacity; Hezbollah on partly deterring an Israeli attack against Iran. That means both
may well try to avoid an unmanageable escalation in Lebanon.

Still, the most likely cause of war remains miscalculation. Here the risks are higher. Too devastating a
Hezbollah response to the Mughniyah killing might provoke a fierce response from Israel. Conversely, an-
other assassination of a Hezbollah official could prompt Hezbollah to react in increasingly less calculating
ways, making a clash more probable. Even an Israeli offensive against Gaza may force Hezbollah to take
steps in southern Lebanon to back its brethren in Hamas, and this may widen the conflict with Israel.

Then again, Hezbollah would have to calculate whether this might lead to a repeat of 2006, which also
followed a Hamas raid in Gaza, the net result of which was to Hezbollah’s considerable disadvantage—all
claims to a "divine victory” notwithstanding.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/michael_young/

Chuck Freilich (2008-02-28 18:56:48)

I largely agree with what Michael Young has written and believe it is an incisive analysis, as are the comments by
Andrew Exum and David Schenker. I, too, believe that it does not appear to be in Hezbollah’s interest to heat things
up too much at this point, but also fully accept Exum’s caution. The situation is very fragile and can escalate easily.
I believe, however, that another round is highly likely, sooner or later, if only because the battle against Israel is
Hezbollah’s raison d’etre. It has undoubtedly evolved into an integral part of the Lebanese political scene and is the
primary provider of social services to the Shiite population, but Hezbollah is first and foremost a jihadist organization,
an Iranian proxy, committed to Israel’s destruction. So another round is a matter of timing and the pretext will be
found. One of the possibilities that worries me is that the next round may take place a few years from now when Iran
already has a nuclear capability, which will be an entirly different ballgame. The following is the opening paragraph
of a [1]study I recently published on the Iranian issue:

Fast forward, Lebanon, summer 2010. After four years of tenuous quiet, a rearmed Hezbollah, acting
at Iran’s behest, again launches rockets into Israel. Israel, determined to deal Hezbollah a truly severe
blow, counter-attacks, successfully applying the lessons of the 2006 war. Syria, greatly strengthened by
its growing military alliance with Iran, concentrates forces. Iran, having thwarted all diplomatic attempts
to curtail its nuclear program, announces that it has ”the bomb,” hinting at Israel’s destruction. The
US places its forces on alert. The Security Council convenes in emergency session. Oil prices go off the
charts...

If T were writing this today, I might simply put it off by a year or two and ask whether Mubarak is still in power
in Egypt, or whether an Islamic regime has taken over and also decides to join the fun and games. It does seem
likely that the Iranians wish to preserve the rocket arsenal as a massive retaliatory deterrent against Israel, to be
used if and when either the United States or Israel attacks their nuclear program. Indeed, Defense Minister Barak
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recently stated that the rocket arsenal had been fully rebuilt and tripled in size since the 2006 war. Depending on
whose estimates of the prewar arsenal one accepts, Israel’s or Nasrallah’s, that would now mean between 39,000-60,000
rockets! Having made the mistake of using it too early once, they may be more careful and hesitant to do so next
time—or not. UNIFIL makes it harder for Hezbollah to operate but is at best only a partial solution. Hezbollah has
fully redeployed north of the Litani and is gradually doing so in the south as well. It appears to have fully restored its
capabilities within the towns in the south—actually, far more than restored—but is limited in its ability to redeploy
and build up its positions in the open areas in between, where UNIFIL patrols. Moreover, there are already signs that
the contributing countries are getting tired and may reduce their forces. In any event, it does nothing to prevent the
flow of arms from Syria and Iran, via the Syrian border. Bottom line, sooner or later, Lebanon will continue to be a
source of joy for the peoples of the Middle East and beyond. [2/Chuck Freilich, former Israeli deputy national security
adviser, is a senior fellow at the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard's Kennedy School of
Government.

1. http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/templateC04.php?CID=284
2. http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/experts/870/chuck_freilich.html

Andrew Exum (2008-02-27 09:16:58)

I completely agree with Michael Young’s opinion regarding the likelihood of a new conflict between Hezbollah and
Israel. There is sure to be another round of fighting, true, but it likely will not happen anytime soon. There are a
few things worth highlighting, however, that Michael did not mention. On the Israeli side, the appointment of Gabi
Ashkenazi—arguably the senior commander in the IDF with the most experience in southern Lebanon—was taken
by many to be a sign that Israel was preparing for another round of fighting sooner rather than later. But just as
surely as an IDF led by Gen. Ashkenazi would be better prepared to fight in southern Lebanon, someone with the
general’s experience might be much more reluctant to embark upon a large ground offensive deep into the heart of the
country from which he withdrew the IDF in 2000. Perhaps more than any other senior Israeli leader, Gen. Ashkenazi
knows well the difficulties involved with large-scale operations in Lebanon. In southern Lebanon, the addition of
roughly 11,000 more troops to UNIFIL also changes the battlefield geometry. Analysts worry that UNIFIL’s mandate
is too weak to effectively prevent another conflict, but they forget that Lebanon south of the Litani River is not a
particularly large area. One of the things that has struck me in two visits south of the Litani River since the 2006 war
has been how ubiquitous UNIFIL and the Lebanese Army have become. 13,000 UN peace-keepers—plus soldiers from
the newly deployed Lebanese Army—take up a lot of space, and their presence must be accounted for in the plans of
both Hezbollah and the IDF. In the event of full-scale conflict, it’s entirely possible that both Hezbollah and the IDF
will simply fight though or around UNIFIL and the Lebanese Army. But regardless, they present a significant obstacle
for commanders on both sides that was not present in 2006. And finally, I have previously written about Hezbollah’s
preparations north of the Litani River to which Michael alluded. I suspect—but cannot be sure, of course—that these
positions north of the Litani are either meant to shield some of Hezbollah’s medium- and long-range rockets (which
the Israel Air Force largely neutralized in the opening days of the 2006 war) or, more likely, are meant to deny Israeli
armor columns a key axis of advance into the southern Bekaa Valley. What is most curious about these Hezbollah
positions, however, is why Hezbollah—in both 2006 and in its preparations for a new round of fighting—is largely
organizing conventional defenses in the face of a threat from the IDF. Military analysts are always confused when
groups that have previously enjoyed success in guerrilla warfare—such as the Irish in 1919-21 or the Algerians in
1954-62—feel the need to abandon guerrilla tactics and organize conventionally, even if they cannot hope to match
their enemies in conventional strength. Finally, if you had asked me on July 11, 2006 whether or not I thought there
was going to be a war in southern Lebanon that summer, I would have answered no, and I would have been wrong.
Along the same lines, although I agree that war is unlikely anytime soon, I can’t bring myself to rule out the possibility.
I think we are all waiting to see what the aftershocks of Imad Mughniyah’s assassination will be, and Michael Young
is wise to consider the possibility that another war might not take the shape of the war of 2006. It could be something
much different. What is sure, though, is that it can only result in more suffering for both the people of Israel and
Hezbollah’s Shia constituents. [1/Andrew Exum is a member of MESH.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/andrew_exum/

David Schenker (2008-02-27 13:58:21)

Michael Young’s post does well to convey the nuance of the uncertainty. The key, as he notes, is Hezbollah ’s response
to the Mughniyah assassination. Hezbollah no doubt doesn’t want another war right now. It would be terribly
unpopular in Lebanon, and likely wouldn’ t help Hezbollah achieve its agenda of electing a pro-Syrian president and
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securing a blocking third in the cabinet. Nevertheless, given Hezbollah’ s track record, retaliation against Israel seems
a foregone conclusion. Earlier this week, Israeli intelligence chief Amos Yadlin [1]said as much. But what kind of
target will Hezbollah choose? Is it realistic to expect that Hezbollah can calibrate its attack so that it demonstrates
what it considers to be an appropriate response to the killing of Mughniyah—one of the organization’s top three
all-time martyrs—while at the same not provoking another war with Israel? Although neither Israel nor Hezbollah
necessarily wants another war, it’ s going to be difficult for Hezbollah, after it retaliates, to avoid what Michael refers
to as unmanageable escalation in Lebanon. Indeed, one only has to look to the 2006 war for the last time things
spun out of control. Sincere or not, it ’s useful to recall Nasrallah’ s televised apology of August 2006:

The party leadership never expected a response on such an unprecedented scale and volume [by Israel].
Had we known that what we did would lead to this, we would certainly not have embarked upon it.

The miscalculation, of course, was that the routine kidnapping of IDF soldiers—something that in the past more likely
would have resulted in a more measured response—just happened to occur when Israel was fighting another war in
Gaza. Some conditions have changed, but many of the variables remain the same: Israel still sees itself in a war with
Hamas in Gaza. For all of these reasons, and others mentioned by Michael and Andrew, I think a return to fighting
is likely. But we 1l have to wait at least another three weeks or so until the end Mughniyah’ s arba’in (forty days of
mourning) to find out. [2/David Schenker is a member of MESH.

1. http://www.haaretz.com/hasen/spages/958342.html
2. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/david_schenker/

Hamas in the spotlight (2008-02-27 15:52)

From [1]Matthew Levitt

a8 This past week’s news placed [2]Hamas in the spotlight, with press coverage of key
Hamas activity in the West Bank, Egypt and Jordan. While Hamas suffered significant setbacks at the
hands of Israeli and Jordanian authorities, the group fared much better in Egypt.

First the good news. Coming on the heels of the suicide bombing in Dimona, which was executed by
Hamas operatives based in the Hebron area, the Israeli military [3|raided and shut the Islamic Charitable
Society (ICS) in Hebron. The ICS was not only a major conduit of [4|funds for Hamas, it also raised funds
through businesses it owns, including real estate in Hebron, and it a runs dairy farm. Unlike the majority
of the nearly one hundred organizations closed down by Palestinian Authority security forces in the West
Bank, almost all of which were small charities of little significance, the ICS is a backbone of the Hamas
infrastructure in the southern West Bank.

But beyond their fundraising and money-laundering roles, Hamas charities like the ICS provide day jobs
and a veneer of legitimacy to Hamas operatives. For example, Adil Numan Salm al-Junaydi was the head
of the ICS until he was arrested for Hamas activity in December 2004. [5]According to the Palestinian news
agency Wafa, al-Junaydi was arrested along with six others in a sweep of fifteen houses in the Hebron area.
Junaydi was deported to Lebanon with other senior Hamas and Islamic Jihad leaders in 1992, and served
as the assistant administrative director for another Hamas charity, the al-Islah Charitable Society, before
joining the ICS in Hebron.

Another former head of the society, Abd al-Khaliq al-Natsheh, also was arrested for his Hamas activi-
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ties. Natsheh was also among the 1992 deportees, and was imprisoned twice in the 1990s on account of his
terrorist activities, once in 1996 and again in 1998. After his release from an Israeli prison in 1998, Natsheh
accepted an offer from Hamas political leader Khalid Mishal to assume the position of Hamas spokesman in
Hebron. In this capacity, Natsheh would later concede to authorities, he referred several Hamas members
interested in carrying out attacks to leaders of Hamas terror cells within the Qassam Brigades. Described as
“one of the leading Hamas operatives in the entire West Bank,” and a “Hamas military leader in Hebron,”
al-Natsheh oversaw an extensive terrorist infrastructure in Hebron which was responsible for many terrorist
attacks carried out within Israel. These include the April 27, 2002, attack targeting Israelis in the community
of Adora, which resulted in four deaths, including the death of a five-year old girl, as well as the attack at
Karmey Tzur on June 8, 2002, in which two were killed and five wounded.

Meanwhile, across the Jordan Valley, Jordanian officials charged a group of five Hamas activists with “acquir-
ing secret information that could jeopardize the safety of the kingdom.” In a veiled reference to the extensive
terrorist training regularly provided in Syria, the men were reportedly received military and security training
“in an unidentified neighboring country,” according to accounts of the indictment in the press. The five were
accused of receiving training in “information security, tracing, resisting investigations and telecommunica-
tions,” and were allegedly tasked by Hamas members in the “neighboring country” to recruit new members
in Jordan, monitor military installations along its borders and surveil the Israeli embassy in Amman. The
[6]indictment alleged the men already successfully surveilled military sites on Jordan’s borders with Israel
and Syria and the Israeli embassy in Amman.

The charges are reminiscent of the Hamas activity that led to the [7]1999 closure of Hamas offices in Amman,
Jordan, where Hamas had until then maintained it’s headquarters. Citing materials seized in Hamas offices,
then-prime minister Abdel Rauf al-Rawabdeh noted Hamas appeared to be “threatening the kingdom’s
stability. Other officials added that Hamas had been “conducting paramilitary training, raising funds for
subversive purposes, using forged Jordanian passports, and recruiting in Jordan’s Palestinian refugee camps
and universities.” According to Jordanian counterterrorism officials, “Hamas officials in Jordan were involved
in weapons smuggling plots and infiltration efforts through northern Jordan and they were cooperating with
Hezbollah to send weapons and recruits to the West Bank from Syria via Jordan.”

But the news has not been all good. In Egypt, Hamas fared better this week. Hamas has been proac-
tively smuggling weapons across the Egyptian border for a long time, and more recently blew a hole in the
border wall creating a breach that enabled Hamas operatives and civilian Palestinians alike to swarm into
Egypt. Despite this, Egypt released twenty-one Palestinians to Hamas custody this week, including twelve
people described as “directly affiliated with Hamas” who had been detained with explosives and weapons
inside Egypt. According to [8]press reports, they were believed to be trying to infiltrate back into Israel to
carry out attacks.

By all accounts, Hamas control of Gaza is the most significant obstacle to resuming serious Israeli-Palestinian
peace negotiations. So while news of crackdowns on Hamas in the West Bank and Jordan is welcome, the
news out of Egypt could prove to be the most significant of these three developments.

. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/matthew_levitt/
http://astore.amazon.com/harvard-20/detail/0300122586
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http://wuw.intelligence.org.il/Eng/sib/12_04/interpal .htm#partc
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Overcoming ’Fitna’ (2008-03-02 06:01)

From [1]J. Scott Carpenter

As early as this weekend, Geert Wilders, controversial Dutch politi-
cian and vocal critic of Islam, will release his new film, Fitna, on the internet. Fitna, which in Arabic means
“dissension,” promises to be even more inflammatory in Muslim-majority countries than the Danish cartoons
that sparked riots in many capitals in 2006. According to Wilders, the 15-minute film will show that the
Quran is “a fascist book” that “incites people to murder,” and he promises something special at the end of
the film: “Something will happen to [a picture of Muhammad] but I won’t say what.”

MESH Updater: See the MESH posting on the film and its reception by
Josef Joffe, [2]Fitna and the ’Euroweenies’. The film may be viewed
[3]here. And scroll down for J. Scott Carpenter’s post-release
[4]assessment: "There is little newly controversial—or even
wrong—here."

The State Department has been in routine discussion with the Dutch government about the film and was
hoping that Wilders would be persuaded not to release it. He has resisted such entreaties and has said
he is housing the server from which the film will be released “in North America” to prevent the Dutch
government from shutting it down.

Even before its release, the film has caused a backlash, particularly in Egypt, where a government
spokesman has already chastised “European lawmakers and politicians” for using “gratuitous methods to
gain electoral votes by attacking” Islam. Shortly after that statement, the organizers of the International
Film Festival for Children in Cairo boycotted the Dutch entry, Where is Winky’s Horse? For good measure,
they boycotted the Danish entries as well. In universities around Egypt, thousands of students have already
joined protests—all in response to a yet-to-be-released film that no one has seen.

Whatever Wilders’ ultimate motivation for releasing the film, he aims to tap into a deep ambiva-
lence about the cultural drift taking place within Dutch and broader European society, and the fact that
too few people are reflecting on what it [5]means. Whether it’s the Dutch foreign minister stating explicitly
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that Islamic culture will become part of Dutch culture, or the Archbishop of Canterbury stating that
Sharia should be made part of British common law, there is the sense that European leaders are simply
surrendering to political correctness without asking basic questions about what it is to be Dutch, British,
European or—for that matter—Muslim.

At times, radicals on both sides of a question are needed to propel those in the center forward—to
shake them from their lethargy and lift their heads from the sand. But almost all of the radicals, Wilders
notwithstanding, have been on the Islamic side. Ever since 9/11, Western societies have responded to
rising radicalism by doing all of the soul-searching, adjusting and accommodating. As a result, Western
governments have sought ways to connect with the Muslim communities within our own societies and sought
partnerships with them to solve shared problems in a shared way. On the whole, this has been a good thing.

Unfortunately, Muslim-majority governments, especially in the Arab world, have not responded in
kind. Rather than become self-critical and recognize how they have helped radicalize their populations,
governments have made the situation worse by steadily accentuating the role of Islam in politics while
pretending in their narratives to be secular. The reason is simple: insecure in both their ideas and their
legitimacy, they have sought to borrow both from Islam, hoping in this way to secure their flank against
populist Islamists. It is not working.

Egypt is a case in point. Not until 1971 did the Egyptian constitution make the principles of Sharia
a source of legislation for the legislature and government to consider. In all previous constitutions, amended
or otherwise, going back to 1923, this phrase was absent. Later, under pressure that likely accompanied the
signing of the Camp David Accords, President Sadat in 1980 went further making Sharia the source of all
legislation (Article 2). Even this was not enough to save him from a hail of bullets, however, and since then
increasingly conservative Egyptian courts have had to do back-flips to justify huge swathes of secular law.

Recently, in an unprecedented ruling by Egypt’s highest administrative court, the court determined
that a group of Coptic Christians who had converted to Islam could have their re-conversion officially
recognized. This was proclaimed by the New York Times as something of a triumph to be celebrated:
“Egyptian Court Allows Return to Christianity,” it [6]trumpeted.

Although a fairly radical step for Egypt, it was not a blossoming of religious freedom. Agreeing
with the lower court that Islam does not envision conversion from Islam to “a less complete religion,” the
court required an asterisk of sorts be placed on the returning Christians’ national ID cards. The cards will
have added to them the brief phrase: “adopted Islam for a brief period”—marking their bearers as apostates
and possibly for death.

In May of last year, Habib al-Adly, Egypt’s Minister of Interior, wrote a memo urging the blanket
rejection of all re-conversions to Christianity. Al-Adly insisted that Islam is the state religion, meaning
that any Muslim man who abandons his faith should be killed. Happily this was not the case for women.
A Muslim woman, he wrote, “should only be imprisoned and beaten every three days until she returns to
Islam.” What is ironic about this is that al-Adly is also charged with protecting the Egyptian state from
the purported scourge of the Muslim Brotherhood.

Last year’s constitutional amendments reflect the continuing confusion over the role of religion in
Egyptian society. Articles 5 and 46 as amended sought to separate religion from politics by banning the
formation of religious parties and by guaranteeing the freedom of religion. Both of these moves were rightly
applauded in the West. Nothing was done, however, to make them compatible with Article 2—and how
could they be? The Muslim Brotherhood argues that not only is a ban on its organization unconstitutional,
but that Article 2 in fact mandates its existence and the use of its campaign slogan “Islam is the Solution.”
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Most Egyptians probably agree. The courts, too, have refused to allow Muslims who convert to Christianity
to have their ID cards record the fact. Only one Egyptian has been courageous enough to test the courts
on the question.

If yesterday, governments in the region, including Egypt’s, sought to co-opt the symbols of Islam to
legitimize their rule, today the genie they’ve released is out of their control. The governments have argued
for years in Washington that they were the only bulwark against radical Islam. Today they say they really
mean it. And yet the main strategy for dealing with political Islam seems to be repressing it with one hand
while stimulating it with the other.

When Wilders’ film is released, many Muslims (not all) in many countries (not all) will riot; cries
will go up far and wide for the West to come to terms with Islam, and the radicals will again try to shift
the ground toward them. Predictably, such violence will take place mostly in countries that are not free or
only partly free by Freedom House’s standards.

When this happens, it should be more than another occasion for the West to apologize for its irre-
sponsible politicians. Western governments, particularly the United States, should challenge Arab “allies”
to adopt policies that begin to reverse the long trend. Unless and until these governments become convinced
that tolerance is something to be resolutely cultivated—not for the West but for the health of their own
societies—it is they who will bear much of the responsibility for the violence unleashed as a result of a (yet
unseen) 15-minute film.

Comments are limited to MESH members and invitees.

http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/j_scott_carpenter/
http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/2008/03/fitna_and_the_euroweenies/
http://video.google.com/videoplay?docid=3369102968312745410
http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/2008/03/overcoming_fitna/#comment-361
http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/2008/02/islam_in_europe_cycle_of_controversy/
http://www.nytimes.com/2008/02/11/world/africa/1legypt.html?_r=1&ref=world&oref=slogin

A e

Bernard Haykel (2008-03-02 14:50:21)

I agree with Scott Carpenter that this film will be used instrumentally and opportunistically by Islamists and
Arab/Muslim governments to push their agendas and bolster their legitimacy, respectively. I don’t see this film
as encouraging voices of religious skepticism and tolerance in the Islamic world. Rather, it will be used to inflame
sentiments and push for greater measures of intolerance as well as to reify the divide between the West and Islam. The
director, however, has every right to produce this film and to push the limits in Europe as to what being European
means and what values undergird its societies. It is in Europe, not in the Islamic world, that I would be watching
for meaningful political discussion and change. This will no doubt center on the place and role of Muslims in Europe.
[1]Bernard Heykal is a member of MESH.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/bernard_haykel/

Lee Smith (2008-03-02 18:47:18)

In his [1]post forecasting the imminent uproar over Geert Wilders’ film about Islam, Scott Carpenter makes an ele-
gant case for why our Muslim, especially Arab, allies should share our interest in not radicalizing the societies they
rule. Instead, as he writes, ”insecure in both their ideas and their legitimacy, [Arab regimes| have sought to borrow
both from Islam, hoping in this way to secure their flank against populist Islamists. It is not working.” It’s true, as
Carpenter writes, that there was nothing in Egypt’s 1923 constitution about Sharia, and that it only started to creep
into the document during Sadat’s presidency. But it’s worth remembering that constitutions are a relatively recent
development in the Muslim Middle East, while Islam is not. Egypt has been Muslim since the 7th century, and the
country’s "liberal” era—roughly 1923-52—is but a sigh in Middle Eastern time. Islam really is an authentic source of
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political legitimacy and the regimes are right to try to outflank the Islamists on this count because it almost always
works, especially in tandem with a ruthless application of force. Sure, the Muslim Brotherhood only dates back to
1928, but Muslim rulers have been fighting off pretenders since the earliest days of the umma, and both the incumbent
and the challenger (e.g., Sunni, Shia, among others) invariably ground their claims to legitimacy in Islam. Many of
us may wish it were otherwise, including the Bush administration, whose democratization program sought to import
a form of political legitimacy derived not from Islam (or violence) but popular sovereignty. It seems that Carpenter
locates the problems with Arab governance in the same place the White House did: with the regimes, for it is they, in
this reading, who are responsible for radicalizing their own populations. In fact, this is a fairly common conceit in U.S.
policy circles, that even our Arab allies incite anti-American, and anti-Israeli, feeling through the media, mosques and
educational system. And thus the thesis posits an Arabic-speaking Muslim citizenry that would be moderate—and
naturally predisposed toward the United States and Israel—if only it weren’t for cynical Arab leaders who rile them
up for their own political ends, largely to scare the United States into thinking that only the regime stands between
Washington and chaos. I also used to believe that the regimes were the issue, but three events changed my mind.
First there was the Iraq war. As Hazem Saghieh has been saying since 2003, the Arabs believed the problem with
the region was the Americans, and the Americans believed the problem was the regimes. As the decapitation of
Saddam Hussein’s regime and the subsequent bloodshed showed, the fundamental problem was not the Americans or
the regime. It was the pathologies of Arab society. Next was the July 2006 war between Hezbollah and Israel. 1 was
in Damascus during the second week of fighting. Yes, there was martial music blaring on the radio all day long, but
the regime had to push very few buttons to convince Syrians across the sectarian spectrum to fly the yellow Hezbollah
flag from radio antennae and store fronts. What the Syrians really want is Arab reform, we are told by those who are
trying gloss over the obvious fact that what the Syrians really love is Arab resistance. And no one is shoving it down
their throats. Finally there was this, a brief discussion I had with the head of a small Arab state with excellent and
longstanding ties to the United States. We were talking about the pace of reform in the region. ”It’s a process,” he
said. "Every country’s got to set its own pace. You know you can’t say, alright everybody by such and such a date has
to have free media—I wish we had a free media.” That last comment caught me off guard. What did he mean that
he "wished” his country could have a free press? Why, if the ruler wishes it, can’t he make it so? Because even in a
relatively moderate Arab state, large sectors of the populace hold radical views—views that are not encouraged by the
regime, but, as the ruler intimated, censored by it. The regimes may be overselling their case a bit when they claim
they are a bulwark against radical Islam—sometimes they merely ignore the issue or even deflect it—but they’re not
the problem. Arab regimes are merely a part of the Arab societies from which they issue. [2/Lee Smith is a visiting
fellow at the Hudson Institute.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/2008/03/overcoming_fitna/

2. http://www.hudson.org/learn/index.cfm?fuseaction=staff_bio&eid=LeeSmith

Adam Garfinkle (2008-03-03 17:51:10)

Scott Carpenter’s [1]post on Wilders’ film Fitna was truly edifying, and shows inter alia what a loss to the U.S.
Government Scott’s having left the State Department really is. But more to the point, Scott’s comment begs some
reflections. First, I have always thought it interesting that while Islamic societies have historically been reasonably
tolerant (because they have been irremediably heterogeneous from the get-go for the most part), mainstream Islamic
theology (i.e., not Sufi, not Ahmadi) has not. As the “seal” of the Abrahamic faiths, it has been downright chauvinist.
On the other hand, Christian societies have historically been more intolerant, but Christian theology arguably has
been more disposed to toleration. One sees this in the “turn the other cheek” and “render under Caesar” tropes,
but also in the more recent kind of structural theological humility characteristic of much of Protestantism, especially
Anglo-American Protestantism. If the Arab public sphere is becoming less tolerant, this suggests that what we are
seeing, very broadly drawn, is a theologicalization of Islamic societies, defined as the process whereby the status of
religion as a legitimate carrier of the public weal grows and the status of politics of a legitimate carrier of the public
weal declines. (Just the opposite has been going on in Europe for about two or three centuries.) The reason for this,
I think, is clear: The pressures of modernization, greatly increased over the past few decades, are accentuating the
internal divisions within most Muslim societies between secularists and nativists/fundamentalists, with traditionalists
and the neo-orthodox (Gellner’s definition meant here) squeezed in between, and the vocabulary of dispute becoming
increasingly moralist, in this case Islamic. Which leads to a second reflection. One understands Wilders’ motive to
put a charge into his “I'm-OK, you’re OK” oblivious, supine European neighbors. But this kind of provocation plays
right into these Islamic societal divisions, and does so in a negative way. It helps the nativist radicals to mobilize
fence-sitters in their direction. In my view, the West is mainly a prop for the playing out of these internal divisions
and the violence characteristic of them, not the main target. That goes for the Danish cartoons episode and for 9/11
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itself. The problem for sentient Europeans is how to rouse the spirit of the Continent from its wildly asymmetrical
tolerance for the intolerant without aiding precisely those Muslims who are most dangerous to it. I wish I knew the
solution. And third, finally, of course we all wish that authoritarian Arab regimes would stop feeding intolerance as a
way to protect themselves from their own societies. They won’t stop, however, because religious and social tolerance
bear far too much of a resemblance to the toleration of political dissent. Someone might get some “ideas.” Arab state
elites will only relax and allow, if not promote, tolerance if and when their states become stronger, by which I do
not mean more efficient mukhabarat states but precisely the reverse. I mean states that, as noted above, are socially
authentic carriers of the values of the public weal, states whose legitimacy will then rise as the need to exercise ran-
dom coercion will fall. Arab states will only achieve that blessed ideal when they can do two things: contain radical
nativist violence without apologizing for it, and at the same time genuinely reflect social mores. That’s a delicate
operation, and untutored Westerners viewing it are liable to misread what is going on. It is possible for Arab state
elites to venerate Islam without giving in to radicals pretending to speak for tradition. The Jordanians seem to have
the balance about right, for example. Conclusion? If Fitna produces riots, it’ll be bad news if state authorities are
complicit in fomenting them; it’ll be good news if state authorities bust some heads in the name of protecting genuine
Islamic values. But open appeals to social toleration? We’ll not hear them. Scott, that’s the best we can hope for
right now. [2/Adam Garfinkle is a member of MESH.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/2008/03/overcoming_fitna/
2. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/adam_garfinkle/

Correction (2008-03-28 05:57:52)

From a Dutch reader: Small correction: "Whether it’s the Dutch foreign minister stating explicitly that Islamic cul-
ture will become part of Dutch culture...” It was not our foreign minister, Mr. Verhagen (Christian Democrats), but
minister for integration Ms. Vogelaar (Labour party) who made this remark. Verhagen is a strong defender of Dutch
Leitkultur, and was one of the first to propose a ban on wearing a burga in public space.

J. Scott Carpenter (2008-03-31 23:24:20)

It’s taken me a while to get to it but I've just finished watching Fitna and have to say that I was thoroughly un-
derwhelmed. What was all the threatened violence about? Except for the multiple use of the infamous Muhammad
cartoon—now with an animated fuse—and the off-screen sound of a torn page of what the filmmakers make explicit
is not the Quran being torn, there is little newly controversial—or even wrong—here. In fact, the juxtaposed images
and text, even when graphic, are tame when compared to the extremists’ own cutting-edge use of the same words and
worse images to detail their barbarity and its excuse. In contrast to their highly emotive recruitment videos, Wilders’
film seems sophomoric, even boring, in comparison. His rather prosaic though reasonable point, made at the end of
the film, is that it is up to moderate Muslims to excise the violent and intolerant from their midst. Hardly the product
of a well-known agent of intolerance the Dutch government (and to a lesser extent our own) was preparing for. For
whatever reasons, Wilders clearly pulled his punches, and yet the whole of official Europe is bending over backwards to
distance itself from this mildly provocative film. Foreign ministries (and our own State Department) are urging calm
in Arab capitals across the region. And yet on the same day Fitna was released, a puppet show aimed at kids [1]aired
on Hamas TV in which a small boy kills President Bush with a knife and turns the White House into a mosque. As
far as I can tell no outrage has been expressed to our Arab allies and they certainly have not publicly condemned
the puppet show. All of this serves to reinforce the essential thrust of [2]my original post: all of the hand-wringing
over the impact of a short, rather inconsequential film in Europe and the West cannot eclipse the need for "moderate”
Arab governments to be compelled to do more to reverse decades of misusing Islam to prop up their own faltering
regimes. That they will not does not mean that Western governments, including our own, shouldn’t call them on it.
[3]J. Scott Carpenter is a member of MESH.

1. http://wuw.memri.org/bin/latestnews.cgi?ID=SD188208

2. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/2008/03/overcoming_fitna/

3. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/j_scott_carpenter/

Michael Radu (2008-03-28 14:20:59)

Wilders is a self-proclaimed provocateur, and Fitna provokes. That said, the film raises, as intended, more questions

for the Dutch and, by extension, the Europeans, than for Muslims. Perhaps Adam Garfinkle’s worries that it may
encourage radicals are correct, although it is hard to see what additional encouragement they need. The problem is
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that Europe and its tolerance have transformed it, during the past decades, from a refuge of Islamists like Abu Qatada,
Abu Hamza, and the like, into an exporter of jihadism—to the United States, Kashmir, Israel, Yemen, etc.—and,
since 2004, into a target. Throughout, the "moderate” Muslims in Europe have been either quiet or, more often,
in denial, giving the impression that solidarity with fellow Muslims, criminal as they may be, trumps any serious
self-examination, and that alleged victimhood is a more important topic than common security and active defense of
a version of Islam which is compatible with the 21st century. As for the Europeans, their attempts to muzzle Wilders
suggest that they have learned the wrong lessons from the Rushdie and Danish cartoons affairs—and that, perhaps,
Wilders has a point. [I/Michael Radu is a Senior Fellow at the Foreign Policy Research Institute in Philadelphia and
Co-Chairman of FPRI's Center on Terrorism, Counter-Terrorism, and Homeland Security.

1. http://www.fpri.org/about/people/radu.html

West Bank in maps (2008-03-04 13:24)

From MESH Admin

Two recent maps are useful guides to aspects of the present situation in the West Bank. To view each
map in full, click on the thumbnail (a pdf file will open).
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1] = 4 : ] The first map, prepared by the United Nations Office for the Coordination

of Humanitarian Affairs, is entitled "West Bank: Access and Closure, December 2007.” This very detailed
map shows checkpoints coded according to type as well as other physical barriers (e.g., earthen mounds,
trenches, etc.) There is a table breaking down the location of these by governate. On the right side of the
map are photographs illustrating the different kinds of barriers. The map also shows Palestinian-inhabited
areas, Israeli settlements, military areas, roads, the Green Line and separation barrier route, and Areas A,
B, C, and H2 as designated in the Oslo Agreement. Data is current as of November 2007.

2] L st -=--/ The second map, prepared by the Foundation for Middle East Peace, is enti-
tled ”Settlements Established and Evacuated 1967-2008.” It maps Israeli settlements coded according to the
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decade in which they were established, settlement outposts established before and after March 2001, and
settlements evacuated in September 2005 (this map includes Gaza). The larger settlements are named.

1. http://www.reliefweb.int/rw/fullMaps_Sa.nsf/luFullMap/968C7B002996C0O8E85257401004E9B70/$File/ocha_ACC_
pse080106. pdf
2. http://wuw.reliefweb.int/rw/fullMaps_Sa.nsf/luFullMap/E75C8388391FEB01852573E20076305A/$File/fmep_SET_

pse080201.pdf

Iran’s nuclear program: more evidence (2008-03-05 09:06)

From [1]Mark T. Clark

] On Monday, March 3, the Security Council adopted its third resolution imposing sanc-
tions on Iran for its refusal to cease enriching uranium. The Director-General of the International Atomic
Energy Agency, Mohamed ElBaradei, in a classic understatement of the problem, announced in part that:

Our task in Iran is to make sure that the Iranian nuclear programme is exclusively for peaceful
purposes. We are at it for the last five years. In the last four months, in particular, we have
made quite good progress in clarifying the outstanding issues that had to do with Iran’s past
nuclear activities, with the exception of one issue, and that is the alleged weaponization studies
that supposedly Iran has conducted in the past.

Several reports ([2]here and [3]here) indicate that Iran continued its nuclear weapons program beyond 2003
when it was “estimated” to have stopped, according to the December 2007 National Intelligence Estimate
(NIE).

The reports mention that the U.S. and undisclosed allies presented several documents, including videos,
to the Security Council in late February. Some of the evidence presented to the Security Council, which
Iran’s ambassador to the United Nations, Mohammad Khazee, declared as “baseless,” included:

e An Iranian report on nuclear activities that could be related to its weapon program past 2003;

e An Iranian video depicting mock-ups of a missile re-entry vehicle configured in such a way so as to
carry a nuclear warhead, according to the IAEA Deputy Director General Olli Heinonen;

e Other documents showing the Iranians experimenting with warheads and missile trajectories where the
altitude of the explosion made no sense for conventional weapons;

e A “fairly detailed set of illustrations and descriptions of how you would build a nuclear warhead, how
you would fit it into a delivery vehicle, how you would expect it to perform”; and

e Material showing details of warhead design and how it would fit in a Shahab-3 missile.
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The Shahab-3 is based on the North Korean No-dong missile and has a range of about 1300 km, which would
encompass Israel, Turkey, and Afghanistan. The evidence presented to the Security Council contradicts
repeated statements by Iranian officials that the Shahab-3 was only for peaceful purposes, not weapons,
according to numerous reports found [4]here.

This third round of sanctions was weakened in order to get consensus, according to these reports, because
the December 2007 NIE made it far more difficult for the Bush administration to make a compelling case to
other Council members. As one [5]analyst put it, “The NIE put a stake through the heart of diplomacy on
Iran.” The saga of Iran’s nuclear program and the U.S. “estimate” continues.

Comments are limited to MESH members

. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/mark_t_clark/

. http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/middle_east/7264636.stm

. http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20080225/ap_on_re_eu/nuclear_iran&printer=1
. http://www.fas.org/programs/ssp/man/militarysumfolder/shahab-3.html
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http://wuw.boston.com/news/world/middleeast/articles/2008/03/04/uns_nuclear_sanctions_against_iran_

extended/7rss_id=Boston+Globe+--+Today’ s+paper+A+to+Z

Michael Horowitz (2008-03-07 18:26:38)

Mark Clark’s post is a helpful update on the increasingly complicated situation surrounding Iran’s nuclear weapons
program. One key takeaway from the post and articles cited within it is that the NIE undercut the attempts by the
Bush Administration to place significant pressure on Iran. But another way to look at the NIE and the resulting
watered-down sanctions resolution is that they have given Iran quite a bit of rope with which to hang itself. The Bush
Administration and the next administration can claim that they have not assumed the worst about the Iranian nuclear
program and the Iranian regime. They have monitored the situation, but not pushed for excessive actions without
evidence. Now if those who support a more coercive policy towards Iran are correct, Iran will undoubtedly continue its
efforts to acquire nuclear weapons regardless of U.S. or UN actions. If that occurs, presumably the evidence for those
efforts will pile up over time. And having shown restraint on Iran this time, a future administration would probably
have an easier time building a stronger international consensus for more coercive actions. This would make the success
of those measures, whatever their content, more likely. Alternatively, if Iran really is not pursuing nuclear weapons,
no harm done. In other words, the NIE and the watered-down sanctions resolution could make it easier to pursue
a more proactive coercive strategy against Iran in the future, presuming Iran continues to move towards acquiring
nuclear weapons. My idea could be invalidated if Iran is actually getting close to acquiring nuclear weapons now, or
if delaying a tougher sanctions resolution now causes Iran to cross a point of no return with its nuclear program. In
that case, we would be trading a tougher sanctions regime now (which perhaps could have convinced Iran to end its
program), for military action later (since it would be more difficult to dissuade them from continuing once they pass
certain benchmarks). True, most estimates seem to suggest Iran is still several years away from acquiring nuclear
weapons. But this is something to keep in mind. If Iran could acquire nuclear weapons in secret, delaying tougher
actions might also be a mistake. It might simply buy Iran more time to debut a nuclear weapon. Tougher actions
now, before acquisition, might be the best chance of stopping them, etc. In sum, under a certain set of conditions,
the current approach taken by the United States and the international community may make it easier in the future
to block Iranian acquisition of nuclear weapons, or gain an international consensus for coercive actions. That’s so,
provided Iran cannot be dissuaded from acquiring nuclear weapons or could only be dissuaded now; that an Iranian
nuclear weapon is several years away; and that Iran can’t successfully acquire nuclear weapons in secret. The question
is, do those conditions obtain? [1/Michael Horowitz is a member of MESH.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/michael_horowitz/
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U.S. success in Iraq and the global jihad (2008-03-06 03:58)

From [1]Daniel Byman

While it is far too early to say that the United States and its allies have permanently
“crippled” Al Qaeda in Iraq (as claimed by some U.S. officials), clearly the terrorist organization has suffered
grievous blows in the last year. Indeed, U.S. officials are so pleased they hope to use the “Anbar model” in
Pakistan and Afghanistan as well as elsewhere in Iraq. Beyond its benefits for Iraqi stability, what does this
success mean?

For many years, politicians and pundits (including me) have devoted painful attention to the ramifications
of failure in Iraq for the future of Al Qaeda and the broader salafi-jihadist movement. The prognostications
have ranged from pessimistic to calamitous, with predictions that Iraq will be “the new Afghanistan” com-
monplace. Attention has not yet focused, however, on how the decline of Al Qaeda in Iraq could affect the
future of the salafi-jihadist movement in the greater Middle East and throughout the world. To be clear,
any judgment is speculative at this point: Al Qaeda in Iraq is not dead, and the situation in Iraq is in such
flux that today’s certainties could seem laughable tomorrow.

As T've written [2]elsewhere, the U.S. decision to invade and occupy Iraq was a lifeline for Al Qaeda, which
had been battered since losing its haven in Afghanistan and suffering from a global manhunt after the 9/11
attacks. The popularity of the Iraq resistance led Al Qaeda’s popularity to soar among young angry Muslims
around the world. Al Qaeda is now back in Afghanistan and is stronger than ever in Pakistan.

Yet today Al Qaeda in Irag—though not the Al Qaeda core—is on the run. Sunni tribes and “concerned local
citizens” groups are killing or arresting many of its cadre and transforming parts of Iraq from sanctuaries to
hunting grounds. In addition to improving the chances for a semi-stable Iraq, these blows have tremendous
implications for the future of the organization outside Iraq. At the very least, Iraq will be a less useful base
for salafi-jihadists to plot attacks in neighboring countries such as Jordan and Saudi Arabia, which they
have done for several years now. Iraq will also be less of a draw and training ground for young radicals from
the Middle East and Europe, who have flocked to Iraq since the 2003 invasion to fight the United States.
Would-be fighters may come to see Iraq as a place where local Sunnis will pursue them mercilessly rather
than as the center of the anti-U.S. struggle.

Less tangible but perhaps most important, Iraq might come to symbolize the organization’s lack of ap-
peal and gross mistakes rather than triumph against the “crusaders.” The salafi-jihadists’ credibility has
suffered. Since 2003, Al Qaeda has made Iraq the center of its propaganda, and for years has encouraged
its supporters and taunted America with each report of a U.S. setback. Recent statements from Zawahiri
and bin Laden suggest the leaders recognize the missteps Al Qaeda in Iraq has made and how much this has
cost the organization. This will have long-term consequences for recruitment and the movement’s constant
competition with rivals within the radical Islamist community. Indeed, the debate about “who lost Iraq”
could eventually be harsher in salafi-jihadist circles than in the United States. In addition, the Iraq struggle
was moving the organization’s fighters more and more against the Shi’a, but Al Qaeda in Iraq’s defeat came
at the hands of Sunnis, suggesting that the “enemy within” may again consume the movement.

Yet the genie cannot go completely back into the bottle, for the Iraq struggle has fundamentally changed the
salafi-jihadist movement. Fighters who went to Iraq learned a new set of capabilities that are now dispersed
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to the far corners of the earth. Techniques like checkpoint evasion, urban warfare, and particularly the use of
sophisticated IEDs and suicide bombing all are now part of the arsenal of salafi-jihadists elsewhere. Salafi-
jihadists are now exceptionally skilled info-warriors, able to create and disseminate sophisticated propaganda
in the blink of an eye. Salafi-jihadist military successes also shattered the sense of U.S. invulnerability cre-
ated after Washington quickly ousted the Taliban. Recent U.S. gains offset this slightly, but we will never be
ten feet tall in salafi-jihadist eyes. Finally, the sectarian conflict in Iraq has energized many salafi-jihadists
against the Shi’a, a focus that may diminish but will not go away.

Success also has its dark side. Although Bush administration officials were widely criticized for claiming
“we’re fighting them over there so we don’t have to fight them here,” clearly Iraq did divert many radicals
who would seek to fight elsewhere. (The fallacy of the administration’s argument was not diversion per
se but rather ignoring that outrage over the invasion inspired many young Muslims to take up arms, thus
increasing the overall pool.) Some of these individuals may stay home and foment trouble, raising the risk
of greater regional instability. Such unrest is particularly likely in Saudi Arabia, for which the Iraq conflict
was a safety valve where many angry salafi-jihadists went to shoot Americans instead of staying home and
plotting against the Al Saud.

More important, many of the foreign fighters in Iraq will go home, and even small numbers of fighters
may radicalize and change the orientation of existing local groups, as happened with Fatah al-Islam in
Lebanon. Finally, Al Qaeda in Iraq could again revive: U.S. and Iraqi successes against it are real, but the
organization is tenacious and U.S. successes are fragile.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/daniel_byman/
2. http://astore.amazon.com/harvard-20/detail/0471788341/

Iran’s opposition punished—by us (2008-03-07 09:43)

From [1]Raymond Tanter

_— Since December 2006, the UN Security Council and the United States Govern-
ment have rightly used designation lists to counter the Iranian regime’s terrorist activities and pursuit of
nuclear weapons. Ironically, Washington also designates as terrorist the regime’s main opposition, although
it is a prime source of vital intelligence about Iran’s nuclear programs.

On December 23, 2006, Security Council Resolution 1737 sanctioned Iranian entities involved in Iran’s
nuclear and ballistic missile programs. Among entities and individuals sanctioned was the Atomic Energy
Organization of Iran. A high-profile name was Maj.-Gen. Yahya Rahim Safavi, Commander of the Islamic
Revolutionary Guards Corps (IRGC), whom the regime replaced as a result of the designation. The raison
d’étre of the IRGC is to produce nuclear weapons and export the regime’s revolutionary ideology via terror-
ism.

Because of the Iranian regime’s refusal to comply with UN and International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)
demands to halt its enrichment and ballistic missile programs, the Security Council stepped up sanctions in
a second resolution on March 24, 2007. Resolution 1747 expanded the list of ballistic missile and nuclear
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entities to banks funding Iran’s nuclear weapons program, including Bank Sepah, which was designated by
the U.S. Treasury Department in January 2007. The Resolution also listed entities and individuals of the
IRGC, including Qods Aeronautics Industries and Qods Force Commander Qasem Soleimani.

Despite Resolutions 1737 and 1747, the Iranian regime accelerated its uranium enrichment during 2007,
prompting the Departments of State and Treasury to issue unilateral sanctions against regime entities. On
October 25, 2007, State placed the Revolutionary Guards on its list of Foreign Terrorist Organizations, “to
counter Iran’s bid for nuclear capabilities and support for terrorism.”

On January 9, 2008, Treasury imposed yet another round of sanctions on individuals and entities responsible
for fueling violence in Iraq, including Qods Force Brigadier General Ahmed Foruzandeh, who “leads terrorist
operations against Coalition Forces and Iraqi Security Forces, and directs assassinations of Iraqi figures.”
Tehran’s failure to comply with Resolutions 1737 and 1747 led to a third UN Resolution to extend sanctions,
on March 3, 2008.

The irony of the designations against the Iranian regime over the past year is that the Iranian opposi-
tion that provided intelligence to help make such designations possible, is itself designated by the United
States as a terrorist entity: the [2]National Council of Resistance of Iran (NCRI), the parliament-in-exile
based in France with a network of supporters in Iran.

President Clinton designated the NCRI as a Foreign Terrorist Organization in 1999. There is evidence
that the U.S. listings were part of a politically-motivated effort by the Clinton administration to appease the
clerical regime in Tehran, and research by the [3]Iran Policy Committee (of which I am President) concludes
that the Clinton administration’s allegations, which were used to designate the groups, are baseless.

Not only has the Bush administration continued the designation of the NCRI, which failed to appease
Tehran; the State Department also designated the NCRI-US in 2003, in exchange for a promise from the
Iranian regime not to subvert Iraq following the takedown of Saddam Hussein. The regime broke its promise,
yet the NCRI and NCRI-US inexplicably remain designated.

It is nonsensical for the United States, Europe, and the UN to sanction the Iranian regime, while simul-
taneously designating as terrorist brave Iranian oppositionists who risk their lives for intelligence that makes
sanctions against the regime possible. Lifting unwarranted terrorist designations of the Iranian opposition
would remove contradictions that plague U.S. policy, jumpstart stalled diplomacy, and avert the need for
military action against the Iranian regime. Contradictions weaken targeted sanctions, allow the regime to
perfect uranium enrichment, and increase the likelihood that President Bush’s successor, whether Clinton,
McCain, or Obama, will be left with the difficult choice of an Iranian bomb or bombing Iran.

Comments are limited to MESH members

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/raymond_tanter/
2. http://www.ncr-iran.org/
3. http://www.iranpolicy.org/

Matthew Levitt (2008-03-07 16:48:19)

Ray Tanter is right to point out that the Mujahedeen-e Khalq Organization (MEK, what he refers to as the NCRI) has
provided some very useful intelligence on Iran’s nuclear program. They’ve also provided some less useful information,
but—to be fair—that is the nature of intelligence. It should not be assumed, however, that all or much or even a
significant amount (if any) of the information the U.S. government has relied upon as the evidentiary basis for its
various actions targeting Iran came from the MEK. But that was not the main thrust of Ray’s posting. It was just the
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hook for the real point: that the MEK should be de-listed because it targets an adversary of the United States. On
that point I disagree. We lose the counterterrorism high ground if we only call out and designate those terrorists who
target our friends and allies. As long as the MEK—a radical, cult-like group—continues to carry out acts of terrorism
and political violence, it should remain on the U.S. list of designated terrorist groups. True, the European Court of
Justice (ECJ) has [1]de-listed the MEK as a terror organization, and the European Court of First Instance [2]ordered
MEK’s funds unfrozen. But the European Court decided in the end to [3]maintain the blacklisting of the MEK, and
so should the United States. The history of the MEK aside, the group’s ongoing violent activities—and its financial
support activity here in the United States—clearly place the group well within the definition of a terrorist group
worthy of being so designated by the United States. Consider [4]this, from the State Department’s 2006 Country
Reports on Terrorism, released in April 2007 (the 2007 report is expected to be released next month):

In April 2000, the MEK attempted to assassinate the commander of the Nasr Headquarters, Tehran’s
interagency board responsible for coordinating policies on Iraq. The pace of anti-Iranian operations in-
creased during "Operation Great Bahman” in February 2000, when the group launched a dozen attacks
against Iran. One of those attacks included a mortar attack against a major Iranian leadership complex
in Tehran that housed the offices of the Supreme Leader and the President. In 2000 and 2001, the MEK
was involved in regular mortar attacks and hit-and-run raids against Iranian military and law enforcement
personnel, as well as government buildings near the Iran-Iraq border. Also in 2001, the FBI arrested seven
Tranians in the United States who funneled $400,000 to an MEK-affiliated organization in the UAE which
used the funds to purchase weapons.

As T have [5]written on this blog before, Iran poses a variety of threats to its neighbors, the international community,
and the international financial system. From support for terrorist groups, to nuclear proliferation, to the use of decep-
tive financial practices to hide its support for these illicit activities, Iran maintains a threatening posture that must
be addressed. But forgiving the MEK its acts of terrorism simply because they target an adversary is not the answer.
Indeed, today’s targeted financial measures against Iran are focused on Iran’s illicit activities and those most directly
involved in those activities. That is the same standard we should apply to the MEK. [6/Matthew Levitt is a member
of MESH.

1. http://www.lefigaro.fr/international/2006/12/13/01003-20061213ARTFIG90180-terrorisme_la_justice_attaque_
la_liste_noire_de_1l_europe.php

. http://curia.europa.eu/en/actu/communiques/cp06/aff/cp060097en.pdf

. http://www.ncr-iran.org/content/view/2831/69/

. http://www.state.gov/s/ct/rls/crt/2006/82738.htm

. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/2007/12/sanctions_on_track/

. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/matthew_levitt/

Raymond Tanter (2008-03-11 16:11:53)

Matt Levitt is correct to [1]insist that Washington be vigilant in targeting groups that engage in terrorist activity,
regardless of whether they target our friends or enemies. But the MEK simply isn’t a terrorist organization. And
Matt Levitt is incorrect to equate the Mujahedeen-e Khalq (MEK) with the National Council of Resistance of Iran
(NCRI). The MEK is an opposition group based in Iraq; the NCRI is the Iranian parliament-in-exile, based in Paris,
of which the MEK is one member. While the MEK, or People’s Mujahedin of Iran (PMOI) as it’s known in Europe,
is listed as a terrorist group by the EU, the NCRI is not. This contradiction with U.S. policy, where both groups
are listed, was one inspiration for my initial post. Levitt also mistakenly claims that the European Court of Justice
”decided in the end to maintain the blacklisting of the MEK.” In fact, the European Council, the executive body of the
EU, decided to maintain the listing, in defiance of the Court. In addition to these factual inaccuracies, Matt Levitt
mischaracterizes my position as, "The MEK should be de-listed because it targets an adversary of the United States.”
Levitt responds to this straw man by asserting that the United States should not turn a blind eye to those terrorists
who target our enemies, in which category he places the MEK, because doing so would cede the counterterrorism
high ground. My actual position is that it is in the U.S. interest to delist the MEK because it not only opposes a
principal adversary, but also because the group does not engage in terrorism. Accordingly, in a May 2003 New York
Post[2]op-ed, Daniel Pipes and Patrick Clawson posed the following question and answer: "Is the MEK a terrorist
group? No.” Levitt refers to 2001 attacks inside Iran cited by the State Department Country Reports on Terrorism,
but Levitt and the State Department would be hard pressed to find an example of an attack since then, because there
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have not been any such attacks. Consistent with the Pipes-Clawson conclusion and extensive Iran Policy Committee
research, on November 30, 2007, the Proscribed Organizations Appeals Commission (POAC) of the United Kingdom
ordered the Government to delist the PMOI. It is notable that this court made it very clear that delisting the PMOI
was not ordered because of any larger foreign policy context involving Iran as an adversary of the UK, which Levitt
incorrectly supposes to be my justification for delisting:

We were not persuaded by the Appellants that it was unlawful for the Secretary of State not to take
into account that, on their case, the system of government in Iran is undemocratic and repressive. The
Secretary of State was and is entitled to conclude that there is no right to resort to terrorism, whatever
the motivation.

Instead, the UK court ordered the delisting of the PMOI because the group was found to not be a terrorist organization:

[T]here is no evidence that the PMOI has at any time since 2003 sought to re-create any form of
structure that was capable of carrying out or supporting terrorist acts. There is no evidence of any
attempt to "prepare” for terrorism. There is no evidence of any encouragement to others to commit acts
of terrorism. Nor is there any material that affords any grounds for a belief that the PMOI was "otherwise
concerned in terrorism” at the time of the [deproscription] decision in September 2006.

Under the section of the U.S. Code that sets forth the criteria for designation of Foreign Terrorist Organizations,
the Antiterrorism and Effective Death Penalty Act, it must be the case that the group so designated is “foreign,”
“engages in terrorist activity,” and “the terrorist activity of the organization threatens the security of U.S. nationals
or the national security of the United States.” If the judgment of the UK court were applied to U.S. law regarding
designation, the MEK listing would clearly be unwarranted. I concur with Levitt’s conclusion that the MEK should
be held to the same standard as the Iranian regime. Doing so finds unimpeachable evidence of Tehran’s terrorist
activity, as well as equally valid evidence that the MEK does not engage in terrorist activity. [38/Raymond Tanter is
a member of MESH.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/2008/03/iran_opposition_punished/#comment-263
2. http://www.meforum.org/article/pipes/1100
3. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/raymond_tanter/

Geography of chaos (2008-03-09 02:21)

From MESH Admin

This past November, [1]Le Monde diplomatique published a map (in English) entitled "Geography of Chaos,”
illustrating conflicts in the Middle East. The map shows major conflicts; areas of high tension; states or
territories at war, in fragmentation, or lacking central authority; arrows indicating the possible spread of
chaos; states aligned with the United States; U.S. and British military presence; and energy reserves and
strategic passages. Click on the map image below for a full view (a pdf file will open).
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Amalek: What’s in a name? (2008-03-10 11:52)
From [1]Raymond Ibrahim

During the eulogy of the eight slain students of the March 6 terrorist attack at Mercaz HaRav yeshiva
school in West Jerusalem, highly-respected Rabbi Ya’akov Shapira made, for the average gentile, a rather
elusive allusion regarding the attack: “The murderer did not want to kill these people in particular, but
everyone living in the holy city of Jerusalem. The murderers are the Amalek of our day, coming to remind
us that Amalek has not disappeared, just changed its appearance.” In similar terms, Jerusalem’s mayor Uri
Lupolianski said: “They [the victims| came to grow stronger in the Torah and in the course of their studies
they were murdered by the present day Amalek, who came back in [the Hebrew month of] Adar to remind
us he has not gone. He has simply changed his face.”

This otherwise obscure biblical figure holds great symbolism in Jewish history. In Jewish scriptures and
later Talmudic writings, he is often depicted as the archetypal enemy of the Jewish nation. Accordingly, the
greatest enemies of the Jewish people—such as Hitler—are often referred to as “Amalek.”

During the Egyptian exodus, the nation of Amalek, the “Amalekites,” attacked the Hebrews; the latter
won: “Then the Lord said to Moses, ‘Write this as a memorial in a book and recite it in the ears of Joshua,
that I will utterly blot out the memory of Amalek from under heaven.” And Moses built an altar and called
the name of it, The Lord is my banner, saying, and ‘A hand upon the throne of the Lord! The Lord will
have war with Amalek from generation to generation.” (Exodus 15-17.)

Some Israeli Jews have seen the surrounding Palestinians as the descendants—Iiteral or spiritual makes
no difference—of the Amalekites, who are to be fought “from generation to generation.” This has been a
minority view, often held by ultra-orthodox extremists, but evocations of King Amalek and his nation are
becoming more commonplace.
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The other day I had an interesting conversation with Gershon Greenberg, co-editor of [2]Wrestling with God:
Jewish Theological Responses During and After the Holocaust and an authority on Jewish symbolism and
what he calls “meta-history.” I discussed with him the significance of this latest terrorist strike—claimed or
endorsed by a number of terrorist organizations—and the increasing use of the word “Amalek.” According to
Greenberg, that the epithet “Amalek” is becoming more mainstream in describing the “enemy”—particularly
by highly authoritative religious figures such as Rabbi Shapira—is indicative of a coalescing of the different
political leanings into a more unified, long-term “right-wing” response. This could translate into more pop-
ular support for aggressively dealing with the Palestinians.

This may be even more ominous when we consider that many allusions to mass killing in the Jewish scriptures
often pertain to the Amalekites: “Now go and strike Amalek and devote to destruction all that they have.
Do not spare them, but kill both man and woman, child and infant, ox and sheep, camel and donkey.” (1
Sam. 15:2-3.) Failure to literally obey this purging cost Saul his kingship (1 Sam. 28).

If these biblical excerpts appear ruthless, boding of mass killing, it is well to remember that Islam has
(and Islamists often quote) similar texts directed at the Jews. The difference, however, is that whereas He-
brew scriptures speak of Amalek—not Arabs or Palestinians per se, leaving room for interpretation—Islamic
texts are unambiguously directed at the Jews, such as the famous apocalyptic hadith that states that the
End Times shall only be ushered in when the Muslims fight and kill the Jews (Sahih Muslim, [3]B40N6985).

On both sides, the significance of words and their allusions should not be overlooked or underestimated
in everyday politics, particularly when uttered by people who not only take them seriously, but wield power.
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Adam Garfinkle (2008-03-10 14:49:01)

Raymond Ibrahim’s interesting post leaves out one detail: Amalek is especially on the mind of Rabbi Shapira and
others because the Jewish holiday of Purim is coming soon. Purim is based on the Scroll of Esther, and in the scroll
the villain, Haman, is linked to Amalek though his clan name—the Agagite. (So, in any event, the rabbinical tradition
has always held.) Hence Mayor Lupolianski’s reference to the month of Adar, for that is the month of Purim. [1/Adam
Garfinkle is a member of MESH.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard. edu/mesh/members/adam_garfinkle/

Joshua Jacobs (2008-03-11 14:42:40)

Raymond Ibrahim’s post regarding the allusions to Amalek in the eulogies for the slain Yeshiva students is fascinating,
and his interpretation of it as representing a larger right-wing coalescence shows that he is an apt observer of the
currents that shape public and ultimately governmental opinion. However, I believe he may be somewhat misguided
in characterizing the references as a cause for concern and apparently equivalent to the directives given in the Quran
for Muslims to kill Jews. As a graduate of Ner Israel Rabbinical College, one of the foremost institutions of right-wing
Orthodox Judaism in the United States, I have done much research and study on the topic of Amalek. Frequently
it was intoned in lectures that various enemies of the Jewish people constitute Amalek. This is also reflected in
numerous Jewish rituals and observances, as well. During the Passover Seder, we say that ”in each generation one
rises up against us to destroy us,” as a reference to the prototypical Jewish enemy, Amalek. The topic, though, is
far more complex than a simplistic demonization of our enemies as a justification for Jewish action against them.
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Orthodox Judaism speaks about Amalek in much more symbolic terms, using the hashkafik, or philosophical approach
to Amalek to delineate the essential battle between the forces of good and evil, a battle which is almost completely
waged in the spiritual, as opposed to the physical realm. For example, the spiritual essence of Amalek is already found
to exist, according to some prominent works, in the guise of the Snake in the Garden of Eden. This ties the destruction
of Amalek to the much broader theme of Tikun Olam, 'Repair of the World’ that is essentially the goal of Judaism
in its entirety—to bring the world through observance of God’s commandments and loving-kindness to the state of
being before the Fall of Man. The Zohar and Medrash state that God’s throne cannot be 'complete’ until Amalek’s
influence is eradicated. Therefore, it is important to recognize that the battle with Amalek is figurative. The literal
Biblical statement is that ”Amalek chilled you.” This ”chilling” is overwhelmingly interpreted as a spiritual tainting of
the Jewish nation that needs to be repaired completely. Even the Biblical narrative of Saul’s war with Amalek and
the destruction of the entire Amalekite nation (save for Agag, the king, who was let to live long enough to impregnate
a woman who would eventually bear the grandfather of Haman, the antagonist of the Jewish story of Purim, which
takes place this month, in Adar), is quite clear that it is far more than a physical battle, as it involved only choice
fighters, not the whole nation; required the destruction of all of the possessions of the Amalekites (which is only found
in Jewish Law regarding the physical possessions of an irreversibly idolatrous city); and seemed to depend on Moses’
lifting his hands heavenward, unique in all the battles recounted in the Bible. In modern Jewish legal discussion, one is
not allowed to ’kill an Amalekite’ for this reason, and also because we simply do not know who for certain is one, and
murder that is based on ambiguity is vehemently opposed by all Torah sources. I will conclude, therefore, that it is not
possible to interpret the eulogies as having a practical effect for policy purposes on Israeli society. The Palestinians
represent Amalek only in that they deliberately targeted the spiritual essence of the Jewish people by killing rabbinic
scholars, students of the Torah. It is not a call to physical arms, but to spiritual redress—as the essence of the eulogy
was about doing teshuva (repentance) and becoming better Jews on the spiritual plane. The comparison with the
Quran’s directive to kill Jews, an unambiguous text that is currently being used to justify murder, is absurd in this
light. Muslims have not been injured based on the idea of Amalek. To imply so does a great disservice and only gives
fuel to those who seek to legitimize the murder of Jews based on demonizing Jewish belief so that they become the
enemy of Muslims. Joshua Jacobs studies law at New York University School of Law.

Raymond Ibrahim (2008-03-11 19:36:30)

I did make it a point to distinguish that Amalek allusions are definitely open to interpretation and need not even
apply to Arabs, whereas Islamic scriptures—as I often point out—do single out Jews by name and leave no room for
interpretation. Comparison is a legitimate exercise. False parallels are another matter, and I did not draw one. The

ultimate purpose of my post, after all, was to make a prediction—not engage in exegesis. [I/Raymond Ibrahim is a
member of MESH.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/raymond_ibrahim/

Globalized jihad, then (1993) and now (2008-03-11 02:40)

From [1]Matthew Levitt

Fifteen years from now, when classified documents produced today be-
gin to be declassified, we will surely look back with some discomfort and see just how far off some of our
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judgments were when written in 2008. Such is the nature of intelligence assessments. What would be worse,
however, would be for us to look back fifteen years hence and find ourselves stuck in much the same place
we are today.

This reflection is prompted by reading a recently declassified August 1993 [2|report, "The Wandering Mu-
jahidin: Armed and Dangerous,” written by the State Department’s Bureau of Intelligence and Research
(INR). Its subject was the possible spillover effect of Afghan Mujahidin fighters and support networks mov-
ing on to fight in other jihad conflicts, alongside other militant Islamic groups worldwide. Much of the report
could be applied to the themes Daniel Byman raises in a recent [3]post on this blog, about Al Qaeda in Iraq.

For example, writing in 2008 Byman notes that "fighters who went to Iraq learned a new set of capabil-
ities that are now dispersed to the far corners of the earth.” Compare that to the 1993 report, which found
that "the support network that funneled money, supplies, and manpower to supplement the Afghan Mu-
jahidin is now contributing experienced fighters to militant Islamic groups worldwide.” When these veteran
fighters dispersed, the report presciently predicted, "their knowledge of communications equipment and expe-
riences in logistics planning will enhance the organizational and offensive capabilities of the militant groups
to which they are returning.”

Writing in 2008, Byman very rightly noted that "many of the foreign fighters in Iraq will go home, and
even small numbers of fighters may radicalize and change the orientation of existing local groups, as hap-
pened with Fatah al-Islam in Lebanon.” A section of the 1993 report, entitled "When the Boys Come Home,”
noted that these veteran volunteer fighters "are welcomed as victorious Muslim fighters of a successful jihad
against a superpower” and "have won the respect of many Muslims—Arab and non-Arab—who venerate the
jihad.”

At that time, these Mujahidin returned to Yemen, Egypt, Sudan, Algeria, Libya and beyond, where they
trained local militants and further radicalized local groups. Libya, the 1993 report notes, was once one of the
largest backers of Afghan warlord Gulbuddin Hekmatyar (since then [4]designated a terrorist by the United
States and the UN) but "now fears the returning veterans and has lashed out publicly against them.” In-
deed, several of these Libyan veterans formed the Libyan Islamic Fighting Group (LIFG) and became senior
members of core Al Qaeda. In 2006, the U.S. government would [5]note that "The Libyan Islamic Fighting
Group threatens global safety and stability through the use of violence and its ideological alliance with al
Qaida and other brutal terrorist organizations.”

The 1993 report describes several trends that remain issues of serious concern today, including some of
the same streams of financial support that continue to finance today’s militant Islamist groups. To the
present-day reader, who will digest this 1993 report with an eye towards the conflict in Iraq, perhaps the
most disturbing analytical judgement (which could have been pulled out of a current National Intelligence
Estimate), is this:

The war-era network of state sponsors and private patrons which continues to support the
mujahidin has no rigid structure and no clearly defined command center, but receives guidance
from several popular Islamic leaders and financial support from charitable Islamic organizations
and wealthy individuals. Key figures who have emerged as the mentors of the mujahidin provide
one another with the contacts and conduits needed to keep the militant groups they support in
business.

The network circa 1993 was not an exact parallel to today’s combination of Al Qaeda operatives (a smaller
but no less committed cadre) and like-minded followers of a virtually-networked, leaderless jihad. But the
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1993 warning of an unstructured network of jihadists moving on from their current area of operations to
other battlefronts could have been written this morning.
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Daniel Byman (2008-03-11 10:32:01)

Matt Levitt’s incisive [1]take on the 1993 INR report reminds us of two obvious but often-ignored points. First, much
of what is supposedly "new” in terrorism today has historical parallels. Scholars and analysts thus have much to
add to our understanding of current trends, and it is a shame that relatively few are willing to offer their insights to
policymakers. Second, the intelligence community often gets it right, or at least gets it pretty close. The 1993 report
does not read exactly like prophecy, but history should judge it as a remarkably prescient look at a trend that at the
time was difficult to discern. The salafi-jihadist movement became both stronger and more centralized as the 1990s
wore on—and much more dangerous as a result. (Compare, say, the amateurish nature of much of the 1993 World
Trade Center bombing with the coldly and brutally professional strikes in 2001.) Since the post-9/11 ousting of the
Taliban and global manhunt for Al Qaeda operatives, the organization has had to decentralize more, a shift that has
many consequences but that, on the whole, is positive from a U.S. counterterrorism perspective. The reestablishment
of a safe haven in parts of Pakistan, however, throws this accomplishment into jeopardy. [2/Daniel Byman is a member
of MESH.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/2008/03/globalized_jihad_then_1993_now/
2. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/daniel_byman/

Martin Kramer (2008-03-11 13:45:54)

I wouldn’t rush to give too much credit to INR for producing this document, interesting though it is. The trend
wasn’t that difficult to discern, and by August 1993, the backwash from Afghanistan was a major topic of discussion
in the media. Steve Coll was doing some landmark reporting for the Washington Post on precisely these topics. For
example, on August 2, almost three weeks before the INR paper, the Washington Post ran a front-page story under
the headline "Radical Movements Thrive on Loose Structure, Strict Ideology.” The next day, another front-page story
appeared under the headline "Global Network Provides Money, Haven.” (Coll, in Egypt and Israel, did most of the
reporting on both stories.) The August 3 story, by the way, had an early and very interesting account of bin Laden,
reported by Steve LeVine out of Khartoum. Excerpt:

Binladen himself declined to be interviewed. A Sudanese state security officer posted at his office in
Khartoum said Binladen fears arrest or assassination by Egyptian, Saudi or Western government agents.
Arguably, the best way to think about Binladen’s multistory Khartoum guest house is not as a centralized,
string-pulling headquarters of Egyptian or other radicalism, but rather as one among many scattered
centers of gravity where militant Islamic radicals may find haven, succor or support. Binladen is a rich
radical with a following. "They don’t believe in organizations,” said Hamza Hasan, an exiled Saudi who
edits an anti-government magazine in London. "They think they are a jamaa (an Arabic word that means
"group” or "society” and often connotes loose organization but firm commitment to religion).”

That same summer, basing myself entirely on media reports, I wrote an article for the 1992 Middle East Contemporary
Survey entitled "The Global Village of Islam,” where I devoted a section to "The Afghan War Veterans,” with sub-
sections on Egypt and Algeria. The 1993 World Trade Center bombing provided a tremendous impetus for journalistic
investigation. There was plenty of material out there, and the open sources pretty much had the story, at least at the
level of resolution needed for broad-trend analysis. Between 1993 and 2001, most people lost interest. It was never a
question of not knowing. It was always a matter of not understanding. [1/Martin Kramer is a member of MESH.
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1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/martin_kramer/

Please note: ASMEA (2008-03-12 23:13)
From [1]Mark T. Clark

® As some of you may know, I am currently serving as president of a new, interdisciplinary academic

association that promotes the highest standards of research and teaching in the fields of Middle Eastern
studies, African studies and their related disciplines.

The [2]Association for the Study of the Middle East and Africa (ASMEA)—a non-profit, non-partisan aca-
demic society—was formed under the leadership of Bernard Lewis and Fouad Ajami to advance research
and discourse through programs, publications and services that support its members and the international
community of scholars.

Our membership—which spans 180 campuses around the globe—is comprised of professors and students
in a wide array of academic disciplines related to Middle Eastern and African studies. This new coalition of
scholars encourages a robust exchange of ideas and promotes new research in both regional issues (politics,
conflict, history, cultures, etc.) and functional issues (terrorism, crime, strategic issues, etc.)

ASMEA will protect academic freedom and promote the search for truth by challenging scholars to reach new
heights in inquiry and providing them with some of the tools necessary to achieve these goals. Through our
annual conference, journal, newsletter, and website, ASMEA hopes to become the professional association
of choice for discerning scholars and will strive for excellence in all of its many pursuits.

ASMEA’s first major event to showcase our members’ research will be our inaugural conference this spring.
Set for April 24-26, 2008 at the Marriott Wardman Park Hotel in Washington, D.C., ASMEA’s first an-
nual conference is entitled: “The Evolution of Islamic Politics, Philosophy, and Culture in the Middle East
and Africa: From Traditional Limits to Modern Extremes.” It will feature a combination of [3]panels and
roundtables with academics and policymakers focused on the profound Islamic influence in these regions. We
will also host a keynote speech from Bernard Lewis, entitled "Studying the Other: Different Ways of Looking
at the Middle East and Africa.”

Information on membership (which is free for the remainder of the 2008 academic year), our services, and
our upcoming conference can be found at our [4]website.

It is my hope that you will consider joining us in this new endeavor.

. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/mark_t_clark/
. http://wuw.asmeascholars.org/

. http://www.asmeascholars.org/LinkClick.aspx?1ink=661&tabid=592

= W N =

. http://www.asmeascholars.org/

MENA population: 1950, now, 2050 (2008-03-14 01:00)

From MESH Admin

Last June, the Population Reference Bureau published [1]Challenges and Opportunities—The Population
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of the Middle East and North Africa, a concise summary of demographic trends. This graph and table
neatly summarize population growth since 1950, and also project growth to 2050, based on United Nations
data.

Population Growth in the MENA Regions: 1950, 2007, and 2050

692 million
Arabian Peninsula
¥ North Africa 18%
B Western Asia

432 million
14%

104 million

1850 2007 2050

SEMA: Middle East and North Africa

Sounce: UN Population Division, World Populotion Prospects: The 2006 Rewsion (2007,
http:ffesa.wn.ong, accessed April 7, 2007)
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Population Size and Crowth in the Countries of the Middle East
and Morth Africa: 1950, 2007, and 2050
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1. http://www.prb.org/Publications/PopulationBulletins/2007/ChallengesOpportunitiesinMENA.aspx

Tough times for Turkey’s generals (2008-03-14 14:22)
From [1]Malik Mufti

Turkey’s democracy has long rested on a delicate equilibrium between the guardians of the unitary secular-
nationalist paradigm who dominate the civilian and military state bureaucracies on the one hand, and the
populist politicians who appeal to the particularistic sub-identities of Turkey’s diverse civil society on the
other. The proper functioning of this dynamic depends on the quality of leadership on both sides, for imbal-
ances can lead to "corrective measures” such as the military interventions of past decades. While Turkey’s
elected leaders have exhibited highly variable levels of statecraft, moreover, the remarkable corporate iden-
tity and professionalism of the Turkish Armed Forces (TAF) in particular have yielded—especially since the
1970s—commanders of generally impressive judgment and prudence. This has been a major factor in keeping
Turkey, occasional hiccups notwithstanding, democratic at home as well as a stabilizing regional influence
and American ally abroad.

Recently, however, two episodes have highlighted the challenge TAF commanders face balancing the con-
flicting pressures from Turkish public opinion and from their own ideological constituency, including in the
junior officer ranks.

The first episode arose when President Ahmet Necdet Sezer’s term reached its end last year. Aware that
the governing Islamic-based AK Party (whose members dominated the parliament that elects Turkey’s pres-
idents) would likely field one of its own as a candidate, Chief of Staff Yasar Biiylikanit said that Sezer’s
successor must uphold secularism ”in both word and deed.” When the AK Party went ahead and nominated
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Abdullah Giil anyway, the TAF General Staff posted a statement on its website on the eve of the first round
of parliamentary voting warning that "no one should doubt” the military’s resolve to carry out its mission
as the "unequivocal defender of secularism.” Simultaneously, the TAF lent its support to a series of massive
anti-AK Party demonstrations in major cities, even as the equally secularist state judiciary threw legal ob-
stacles in the path of Giil’s election. Seeking to break the impasse, the AK Party called for early national
elections.

The results of the July 22 elections indicated a significant popular backlash against the TAF’s campaign,
with the AK Party raising its vote from 34.3 percent in 2002 to 46.6 percent—a crushing landslide by Turk-
ish electoral standards. Even so, on the eve of the last round of the new parliament’s vote for president on
August 28, General Bliyiikanit posted another note on the TAF website warning against “centers of evil”
seeking to erode secularism. Giil won and became president anyway. A series of subsequent public snubs
by TAF commanders of Giil and his headscarf-wearing wife further highlighted the growing gulf between
hardline secularists and a public opinion in which, according to one poll, over 70 percent have no problem
with Gil’s wife covering her hair.

The second episode centered on Turkey’s other main internal cleavage, between the unitary and multicultural
views of Turkish society. The TAF command, alarmed by the consolidation of Kurdish autonomy in northern
Iraq after 2003, and confronted by the resumption of the PKK insurrection in 2004, began pressuring Prime
Minister Erdogan for military action. In a series of press conferences during the summer of 2007, General
Biiytlikanit insisted that an incursion into northern Iraq was necessary, and mused whether it should target
just PKK elements or the Iraqi Kurdish leadership there as well. The TAF, despite evident reluctance on
the part of both Erdogan’s government and the United States, finally launched air and artillery attacks in
December, followed by a land incursion on February 21, 2008.

On February 29, however, just one day after U.S. Defense Secretary Gates arrived in Ankara to urge a
rapid end to the incursion, it ended. The Turkish public, led by a sensationalist media into expecting a
decisive victory over the PKK, was taken wholly unprepared. Opposition leaders Deniz Baykal and Devlet
Bahgeli-whose parties have been closely aligned with the TAF, and who had accused the AK Party of treason
for advocating a political solution to the Kurdish question—also expressed disappointment, and drew a link
between American pressure and the incursion’s abrupt end. This prompted General Biiylikanit to deny any
such linkage, to claim that the incursion had limited objectives all along, and to post yet another note on
the General Staff website denouncing the criticisms as ”ignoble attacks... that have caused more damage
than the [PKK] traitors” themselves. This extraordinary polemic between the TAF and its traditional allies
continued as the latter asserted their democratic right to question any aspect of Turkish policy.

As gingerly as possible (given laws against insulting the military), several Turkish commentators have
lamented what Lale Sariibrahimoglu, writing in Today’s Zaman on March 13, called "the dangerous, self-
damaging course the [TAF] is taking.” The dilemma is that both recent episodes reflect a deeper evolution
in Turkey’s political development that is placing unprecedented stresses on the unitary secular-nationalist
paradigm championed by the TAF command and its allies—stresses that cannot simply be suppressed. To
the extent that the TAF allows its discourse to appear at odds with popular sentiment, whether on the
expression of religious or ethnic identities, it will undermine its own still-necessary function as a counter-
weight in Turkey’s fragile democratic equilibrium. That in turn could have very destabilizing consequences
for Turkey’s role abroad, which explains why in recent days American officials have been emphasizing the
need for compromise solutions to Turkey’s problems.
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Steven A. Cook (2008-03-18 10:35:47)

Both Malik Mufti and Michael Reynolds make incisive points about the role of the military in Turkish society and
the current stresses on Turkey’s officially secular political order. Two of Reynolds’ points should be amplified pri-
marily because I don’t believe he went far enough. First, observers should be deeply skeptical of any claims that the
Turkish armed forces are or have been committed to the principles of liberal democracy. Although supporters of the
officers are quick to remind that the TAF returned the government to civilians after each of the four coups d’etat
between 1960 and 1997, each episode coincided with the officers’ successful efforts—through some shrewd institutional
engineering—to narrow Turkey’s political arena. Second, the portrayal of the officers as deeply opposed to Islam
is, as Reynolds suggests, erroneous. Turkey’s commanders have used Islam for what they perceived to be political
advantage. For example, in order to gain support from religiously conservative notables in the Anatolian interior
during the nationalist struggle, Mustafa Kemal himself used Islam as a mechanism of political mobilization for his
project. After the 1980 coup, the officers went on a mosque- and imam-hatip school-construction binge in a misguided
endeavor to depoliticize Turkish society after a decade of left vs. right violence. Finally, to the larger point that Mufti
and Reynolds have made about the stresses on Turkey’s secular system: Dare I suggest that these strains are the
result of the failure of Kemalism to achieve ideological hegemony? Turkey has become too complex and differentiated
for the drab conformity that Kemalism demands. In the end, AKP and DTP may be shut down, but these efforts
reveal that the principles of Kemalism can only be enforced through coercion, which is the least efficient means of
political control. The avatars of Turkish secularism like Yasar Biiyiikanit and Abdurrahman Yalcinkaya are, despite
themselves, presiding over Kemalism’s deathwatch. [1/Steven A. Cook is Douglas Dillon Fellow at the Council on
Foreign Relations.

1. http://www.cfr.org/bios/10266/steven_a_cook.html

Michael Reynolds (2008-03-17 23:23:41)

Malik Mufti very nicely [1]describes the conflicting pressures facing the Turkish Armed Forces (TAF). I would add that
those same pressures—societal challenges to the conventional Kemalist understandings of secularism (religion strictly
subordinated to the state) and national unity (a unity based on a universal and homogenous Turkish identity)—are
subjecting the Kemalist establishment as a whole to stress. And like the military, the other parts of that establishment
are at a loss as to how to respond. But they do know they don’t like what they see. Turkey’s chief prosecutor, Abdur-
rahman Yalcinkaya, is now asking the Constitutional Court to ban the ruling Adalet ve Kalkinma Partisi (Justice and
Development Party) on charges of undermining secularism. As Malik noted, when the military warned the AKP-led
parliament not to elect Abdullah Giil president of the republic, the AKP called early elections and won in a landslide.
Now the chief prosecutor is upping the ante and trying to have the party shut down and 71 of its members banished
from politics for five years. Last November Yalc¢inkaya asked the court to shut down Turkey’s "Kurdish” party, the
Democratic Society Party (Demokratik Toplum Partisi). No decision has yet been made. Another point I would like
to make is that the reason why the TAF distrust any politics that smacks of Islam is not so much because they see
Islam as an illiberal force inimical to democracy or corrosive of Turkey’s putative pro-Western orientation but for a
simpler reason: they see doctrinal Islam as a source of crippling weakness. Foreign commentators typically portray
the TAF as a bastion of pro-Western sentiment and values in Turkey. Although not entirely incorrect, this depiction is
oversimplified. The Turkish Republic was not borne out of an experiment to realize the ideals of liberal democracy but
instead out of a desperate effort to salvage for Ottoman Muslims a chunk of territory—Anatolia—from a crumbling
empire under long-term assault by the Great Powers. That attempt was successful, and the forerunners to today’s
TAF played the key role in it. It was also exceptional. It is worth remembering that only two major countries in
the Middle East have escaped European occupation: Turkey and Saudi Arabia. In their search for an explanation
for their once invincible empire’s inability to beat back the European powers, the Young Turks at the turn of the
century identified Islam as a reactionary force that had impeded their society’s ability to match European advances in
technological, economic, and military might. Many Ottoman military officers, including but by no means limited to
Mustafa Kemal, subscribed to this general view, which drew heavily upon the materialist and positivist philosophies
then considered cutting-edge in Europe. Thus when they established the Turkish Republic, they were determined to
subordinate Islam to the state and contain its influence over society. An ancillary reason why the TAF are deeply
suspicious of Islam in politics is that it might suggest a loyalty to something beyond the Turkish state and in partic-
ular an affinity to Turkey’s Middle Eastern neighbors, and Arab neighbors especially. The Turkish Republic’s officer
corps has, by and large, traditionally been allergic to closer ties to the Arab world, seeing it as at best a geopolitical
quagmire to be avoided and at worst a source of cultural contamination that would undermine the republic should
it be embraced too closely. To return to Malik’s point, the TAF and Turkey’s secularist establishment as a whole
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will continue to find itself under stress. The current environment is a confusing one for the TAF as an institution.
The TAF rests on a world view that is not only obsolescing but that is today arguably counterproductive to its two
main goals, the perpetuation of a modern and unified society. Sharp minds within the TAF recognize this, although
the war in Iraq renewed the Turkish military’s nightmare of separatism (in this case Kurdish) backed by neo-imperial
powers (read the United States and the EU) and jolted the TAF to revert to its instincts and templates of threat
assessment it inherited from the late Ottoman period. But even when confused and under stress, the TAF remains a
remarkable and powerful institution, and one which should not be discounted or underestimated. [2/Michael Reynolds
is a member of MESH.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/2008/03/tough_times_for_turkeys_generals/
2. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/michael_reynolds/

Feeling safe in Iraq (2008-03-16 18:26)

From MESH Admin

This past Tuesday, the Department of Defense released its quarterly report to Congress, [1]Measuring Sta-
bility and Security in Iraq. The report documents the continuing decline in violence, but it also includes the
results of a January Irag-wide opinion poll, indicating a divergence of perception among Iraqis. Most Iraqis
believe that while their own neighborhoods are relatively calm, safe, and secure, they feel that the rest of
the country is not. As the report notes, the polls "continue to show that Iraqgis believe the security situation
is better locally than nationally.”

My neighborhood is calm.

o ; 100%
| Matinnwics Fvarage = BT | Parcent who agree I Hahorwie Jverags T 16% |
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1. http://www.defenselink.mil/pubs/pdfs/Master’20%20Mar08720-%20final}20signed . pdf

Is your book worth $30k? (2008-03-17 21:15)

From [1]Robert Satloff

Sl

The Washington Institute
BOOK PRIZE

for Nonfiction Books
on the Middle East

THE
WASHINGTON INSTITLITE 3

for Mear East Poficy

2] Attention all authors! If you have been toiling away in obscurity, frustrated
that a Field Guide to the Birds of the Middle East is in the Amazon top ten of Middle East books instead of
your just-published masterpiece, then The Washington Institute has the answer: [3]The Washington Institute
Book Prize.

For more than two decades, our Institute has focused not just on producing original policy-relevant re-
search but on helping our nation’s leaders distinguish between the "noise” that emanates from the Middle
East and the truly important facts, trends and developments that have an impact on American interests.
The avalanche of books that has emerged on Middle East politics and U.S. regional policy in recent years
has compelled us to expand our scope. The result is The Washington Institute Book Prize for non-fiction
books in English on the Middle East. The purpose of the prize is to identify the most outstanding new
works and give them the attention they deserve. To do that, we have established the world’s most lucrative
awards in the field of Middle East studies, with a top prize of $30,000 to the gold-medal winner chosen by
an independent jury of impeccable scholars. (Win a Pulitzer and you only get $10,000...)

So, contact your publisher. You have until May 1 to enter your book in the competition. Only new books

(©2010 Middle East Strategy at Harvard (MESH), 2007-2009° 143


http://www.defenselink.mil/pubs/pdfs/Master%20%20Mar08%20-%20final%20signed.pdf

BlogBook 2.3. March

(published since May 1, 2007) are eligible. And if you don’t have a submission for this year’s competition,
now is the time to start writing to make our deadline for 2009!

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/robert_satloff/
2. http://wuw.washingtoninstitute.org/templateCl1.php?CID=479
3. http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/templateC1l1.php?CID=479

Iraq: two scenarios revisited (2008-03-18 11:36)

In November 2002, the Chronicle of Higher Education asked a number of scholars this question: "What will
the world be like five years after a war with Iraq?” To mark the fifth anniversary of the Iraq war, MESH
asked all of the respondents to revisit their predictions. This week, MESH will post the responses it has
received.

Joseph S. Nye, Jr. is University Distinguished Service Professor at Harvard University’s Kennedy School of
Government, where he was formerly Dean. In 2002, he wrote: "When I served as chairman of the National
Intelligence Council, which prepares national intelligence estimates for the president, I used to remind my
staff that there are many futures, and their probabilities often depend on what we do. I offer two futures
that vary by whether the war is unilateral or multilateral.” Read his scenarios [1]here.)

From [2]Joseph Nye

Thanks for this reminder to look back. It is always useful to revisit predictions if the
exercise makes us more humble and less dogmatic about our views of the future. As I warned in my Chron-
icle article, there is never one future and what transpires is partly affected by our own actions. Instead
of predictions, I offered two scenarios, one optimistic and one pessimistic, to test the effect of whether our
actions were multilateral or not. My policy preference at the time was that we should not go to war without
the benefit of multilateral legitimacy. Overall, I still think this was the correct position.

My pessimistic scenario was generally correct but too pessimistic. Fortunately, the Hashemite Kingdom
and the Karzai presidency proved more robust than I portrayed. Turkey refused to allow the Fourth Infantry
Division to cross its territory, but did not restrict our access to its airspace. We did fall into Bin Laden’s
trap and Iraq proved a powerful recruitment device for Al Qaeda. As the CIA and MI-6 have estimated,
the number of terrorists have increased, but their major activities have been in the Middle East and Europe
rather than inside the United States as the scenario feared. Nonetheless, the overall thrust of the scenario
still seems correct and there is ample evidence that we squandered a great deal of our soft power in the Iraq
War.

My optimistic scenario was too optimistic, but it is impossible to test since the assumption of multilateral
intervention was not fulfilled. It is interesting to reread it, however, and note the widely held assumption
that some form of WMD (chemical or biological) would be found. That, of course, turned out to be wrong,
and the United States is weaker, not stronger in the region.
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1. http://chronicle.com/free/v49/i11/11b01002.htm
2. http://www.hks.harvard.edu/about/faculty-staff-directory/joseph-nye

Iraq, Israel, Arabs: weak linkage (2008-03-19 07:44)

In November 2002, the Chronicle of Higher Education asked a number of scholars this question: “What will
the world be like five years after a war with Iraq?” To mark the fifth anniversary of the Iraq war, MESH
asked all of the respondents to revisit their predictions. This week, MESH is posting the responses it has
received.

Tamara Cofman Wittes is a member of MESH. In 2002, she wrote: ”If the Iraqi threat is eliminated,
the Arab-Israeli conflict will again loom large.... The long-term interests of the United States demand a
successful peace process; that is why, five years after a war with Iraq, its long-term and short-term interests
are likely to align to push aggressively for a stable and equitable settlement to this century-old conflict.”
(Read the full prediction [1]here.)

From [2]Tamara Cofman Wittes

; On the whole, my in-five-years predictions for the state of play in the Arab-Israeli
conflict hold up pretty well. The prolonged U.S. military presence in Iraq did sour (further) regional opinion
of the United States, and did lend greater strength to those regional forces that feed on the concepts of
“occupation” and “resistance.” The crisis of post-Arafat Palestinian leadership has indeed dragged on, and
dragged down the prospects for peace. The Bush Administration, despite its intentions to the contrary,
did indeed find itself pulled (by the escalating violence and by pleas from Arab allies) into a new effort at
Israeli-Palestinian conflict resolution.

What I didn’t forsee was the Beirut spring that ousted Syria from Lebanon and added a new complexity to
regional diplomacy. The 2006 Hezbollah-Israel war clarified the rise of resistance-based Islamist militancy
as a significant threat, not only to Israel and America, but also to Arab regimes. Today, most Arab states
are boycotting the planned Arab League summit in Damascus, and Washington pushes against new Syrian-
Israeli negotiations in order to preserve its interest in Lebanese sovereignty. That’s an American priority I
don’t think anyone would have predicted in 2002.

But, Lebanon aside, I think I called it pretty well—and not because I've got a crystal ball. In point of
fact, the dynamics of the Arab-Israeli conflict were then, and remain today, fairly independent of the Amer-
ican engagement with Iraq. That’s why my predictions were safe to make five years ago.

1. http://chronicle.com/free/v49/i11/11b01101.htm
2. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/tamara_cofman_wittes/
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Iraq: price of negligence (2008-03-19 07:44)

In November 2002, the Chronicle of Higher Education asked a number of scholars this question: “What will
the world be like five years after a war with Iraq?” To mark the fifth anniversary of the Iraq war, MESH
asked all of the respondents to revisit their predictions. This week, MESH is posting the responses it has
received.

Robert Zelnick is Journalism Professor of National Security Studies at Boston University and a Research
Fellow at the Hoover Institution. In 2002, he wrote: "The best way to envision Iraq five years removed from
a successful American military effort is to envision an Iraq five years hence if the United States undertakes
no such campaign. Then the regime of Saddam Hussein or his son and handpicked successor, Uday, will
maintain the family stranglehold on the Iraqi people.... A reasonably free, justly governed, prosperous Iraq
may or may not be able to transform the entire Middle East. But five years down the road, it appears a far
better gamble than inaction.” (Read his full counter-scenario [1]here.)

From [2]Robert Zelnick

: Had the initial occupation of Iraq been conducted with the insight and dedication of
the Petraeus period, we would today be celebrating a successful and substantially completed operation, with
the failure to find WMDs recognized as being more a function of Saddam’s tactical trickery than a serious
failure of western intelligence.

Alas, we failed early on a number of well-documented fronts. We sent too few troops to mobilize a suc-
cessful occupation, failed to restore order early, were oblivious to the availability of massive unattended
weapons caches, engineered the dissolution of indigenous military and local security forces and failed to
insist on a controlled reinstatement of all but the most incorrigible Baath Party veterans. Our negligence
contributed to swelling partisan militias—many with links to the government—responsible for bloody acts
of murder, terror and the panicky evacuation of entire neighborhoods.

The price for this negligence has been great in terms of life and treasure, U.S. international standing and the
evaporation of the post-Cold War sense of national purpose and optimism.

But washing our hands and pulling out now would in my view compound the felony. For all our mis-
takes we have still dealt a heavy blow to Al Qaeda, disposed of Saddam and his chaos-generating regime,
and engineered a nifty switch in allegiance by a large number of Sunnis. The notion that somehow we could
“transform the region” does seem a bit excessive. But we may still be able to help stabilize it.

1. http://chronicle.com/free/v49/i11/11b01302.htm
2. http://wuw.hoover.org/bios/zelnick.html

Iraq: America in Muslim eyes (2008-03-20 07:40)

In November 2002, the Chronicle of Higher Education asked a number of scholars this question: “What will
the world be like five years after a war with Iraq?” To mark the fifth anniversary of the Iraq war, MESH
asked all of the respondents to revisit their predictions. This week, MESH is posting the responses it has
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received.

John L. Esposito is University Professor and Director of the Prince Alwaleed bin Talal Center for
Muslim-Christian Understanding at Georgetown University. In 2002, he wrote: "Five years after a U.S. war
with Iraq, it is likely that the Arab world will be less democratic than more and that anti- Americanism will
be stronger rather than weaker.” (Read his full prediction [1]here.)

From [2]John L. Esposito

It is both satisfying and yet depressing that my predictions five years ago have in
fact been realized. Anti-Americanism has grown exponentially in the Muslim world as it has in many other
parts of the world. Thus, the question “Why do they hate us?” remains important to ponder. Likewise,
while the spread of democracy has been the stated goal of the Bush administration, the charge that America
is does not seriously support democracy and really operates under a double standard continues to be
strongly leveled against us.

As we follow up on such issues after five years, what have we learned? To begin with, we have a
new tool to enhance our understanding. Rather than depending upon the opinions and predictions of
“experts,” we can listen to the people in the regions themselves by using data from the [3]Gallup World
Poll, which has been conducted since 2001 around the world.

Through 50,000 hour-long, face-to-face interviews with residents of more than 35 nations that are
predominantly Muslim or have substantial Muslim populations, we have the largest and most comprehensive
poll of the Muslim world, representing the voices of more than 90 percent of the world’s 1.3 billion Muslims,
young and old, educated and illiterate, female and male, living in urban and rural settings

Responses to both closed and open-ended questions tell us a lot. For example, starting with anti-
Americanism, our answers to the common question, “Why do they hate us?” have often been “They hate
who we are—our way of life, freedoms, democracy, and gender equality.” However, if we listen to the voices
of Muslim respondents, they contradict these views. When asked what they admired most about the West,
the top response was the West’s technology, its value system of hard work, responsibility and rule of law
and its fair political systems, democracy, human rights, free speech and gender equality.

On the other hand, when asked what they admire least about the West, among the top responses
was “hatred or degradation of Islam and Muslims.” And when asked what the most important thing
the United States could do to improve their quality of life, the most common response after “reduce
unemployment and improve the economic infrastructure” was “stop interfering in the internal affairs of
Arab/Islamic states,” “stop imposing your beliefs and policies,” “respect our political rights and stop
controlling us,” and “give us our own freedom.”

7 <

Thus, while we continue to talk about the importance of democracy and self-determination for the
Muslim world, majorities in Jordan, Egypt, Iran, Pakistan, Turkey, and Morocco disagree that the United
States is serious about spreading democracy in their region. In fact, looking at those we will call “Muslim
democrats”—those who believe that democracy is important to their progress and future—we find that this
group is more concerned about better relations with the West, but at the same time, more likely to view
the United States unfavorably. Only 5 to 10 percent respond that the United States is trustworthy, friendly
or treats other countries respectfully.
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What of the future? A major concern for the foreseeable future will center on stopping the growth
of global terrorism. While the military will continue to be needed to capture, kill and contain terrorists,
the broader challenge is to limit radicalization. As data from the Muslim world reveals, while majorities are
moderate, the number of politically radicalized is significant.

The Gallup Poll identified moderates and radicals by looking at those who said the 9/11 attacks
were completely justified and also had an unfavorable view of the United States. Moderates, the vast
majority (93 percent), said the 9/11 attacks were unjustified. The politically radicalized and thus potential
supporters of extremism—7 percent—said the attacks were completely justified and view the United States
unfavorably. Identifying respondents as “politically radicalized” does not mean they commit acts of violence,
but rather that they are a potential source for recruitment or support for terrorist groups.

Although concern among respondents about bias and Western political interference in their affairs
was widespread, the politically radicalized were far more intense in their belief that Western political,
military and cultural domination is a major threat. When asked to define their greatest fears about the
future of their country, the politically radicalized most frequently cite interference in their internal affairs
by other countries, national security, colonization, occupation, and fear of U.S. dominance.

Nearly two-thirds (63 percent) of the politically radicalized compared to 48 percent of moderates dis-
agree that “the U.S. will allow people in the region to ’fashion their own political future as they see fit
without direct U.S. influence.”” Surprisingly, 50 percent of the politically radicalized feel more strongly
that their progress will be helped by “moving toward governmental democracy” compared to 35 percent of
moderates. And even more surprising, the politically radicalized (58 percent) are more likely than moderates
(44 percent) to associate Arab/Islamic nations with an eagerness to have better relationships with the West.

In a post-9/11 environment in which many are caught between the contending and contentious views
of the battle of experts and pseudo-experts, we now have data that can lead the discourse and to guide
future policies aimed at reducing the threat of global terrorism.

More about mutual misperceptions and developing policies and programs designed to “win the minds
and hearts” of Muslims around the world can be found in the just-published book based on the Gallup
World Poll, [4]Who Speaks for Islam? What a Billion Muslims Really Think, which I have co-authored with
Dalia Mogahed.

Comments are limited to MESH members and invitees

1. http://chronicle.com/free/v49/i11/11b01001.htm

2. http://explore.georgetown.edu/people/jle2/

3. http://wuw.gallup.com/consulting/worldpoll/24046/About.aspx
4. http://astore.amazon.com/harvard-20/detail/1595620176

Martin Kramer (2008-03-20 10:41:27)

John Esposito was prescient to predict that the Iraq war would damage America’s standing in the eyes of Muslims.
There are different measures of the damage, and the Gallup World Poll is just one of them. But it’s indisputably the
case that the Iraq war represented a blow to U.S. prestige in Muslim public opinion. Contrast this with the ideological
[1]view of Jimmy Carter: "Even among the populations of our former close friends in the region, Egypt and Jordan,
less than 5 percent look favorably on the United States today. That’s not because we invaded Iraq; they hated Saddam.
It is because we don’t do anything about the Palestinian plight.” Perhaps Esposito should send a copy of his new book
to the sage from Plains, Georgia, inured though he may be to all evidence. Even the leading Palestinian intellectual
in America, Rashid Khalidi, would concede Esposito’s point. "Iraq has changed everything,” he has [2]written. "In
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Washington, a city obsessed with the present, it was easy to forget that as recently as a few years ago, the United
States was not particularly disliked in the Middle East and that al-Qaeda was a tiny underground organization with
almost no popular support.” In other words, the Iraq invasion did much more damage to U.S. standing than decades
of U.S. support for Israel and its occupation of Palestinian territories. It’s an important point to remember, as people
search for ways to restore U.S. prestige. But on Esposito’s other key prediction, he missed the mark. It isn’t so
that the Arab world is "less democratic” than it was on the eve of the Iraq war. According to Freedom House, one
Arab country, Lebanon, made a full-category upward move in this period, from "not free” to "partly free.” There were
significant improvements in the scores of Iraq (and, looking next door to the Arabs, Turkey), and mild improvements
in Saudi Arabia, Qatar, and Yemen. Egypt, bucking the trend, went down a notch in civil liberties. Overall, the Arab
Middle East looks more democratic today than it was before the Iraq war—to some extent, because of it. Esposito
was at least partly wrong on another score. In 2002, he wrote that the United States "will want compliant allies
and governments in the Arab world—and will fear open elections that might bring Islamist enemies to power. As a
result, the United States will be forced, at the end of the day, to support strong, authoritarian governments that will
rely on their security forces, political repression, and American aid.” In fact, in Iraq and the Palestinian territories,
the United States promoted elections that empowered Islamist parties. True, the Bush administration has pulled
back after witnessing the main consequence of its folly: the electoral legitimation of Hamas. But on balance, this
administration has done more to empower Islamists than any of its predecessors. Esposito deserves some credit there.
As T once noted in a [3]speech at Georgetown, many of the ideas that he championed in the 1990s made their way into
administration thinking. These include the diversity of Islamism and its openness to moderation through inclusion
in the political process. Both of these notions, I believe, are flawed, and my own criticism of Bush administration
policy has focused precisely on their adoption as core policy assumptions. But John has had more of an influence on
this administration than I have, so he really should give himself a pat on the back. He contributed his small share
to the emergence of the string of Islamist principalities that now dot the Middle East—and that bedevil U.S. policy.
[4]Martin Kramer is a member of MESH.

1. http://www.huffingtonpost.com/nathan-gardels/jimmy-carter-takes-on-isr_b_36134.html
2. http://wuw.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2007/11/09/AR2007110901568_pf .html
3. http://www.geocities.com/martinkramerorg/Georgetown.htm

4. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/martin_kramer/

Iraq: still no easy answers (2008-03-21 07:54)

In November 2002, the Chronicle of Higher Education asked a number of scholars this question: “What will
the world be like five years after a war with Iraq?” To mark the fifth anniversary of the Iraq war, MESH
asked all of the respondents to revisit their predictions. This week, MESH is posting the responses it has
received.

Barry Rubin is a member of MESH. In 2002, he wrote: ”A post-Saddam Iraq seen as reasonably
democratic, independent of American control, and improving its people’s lives might become a model,
promoting the cause of representative government and human rights in the region. If so, the United States
would get credit and not blame for its actions.” (Read his full prediction [1]here.)

From [2]Barry Rubin
1 was quite [3]worried at the time about the decision to invade Iraq. There was no doubt that
the United States and its allies could win the war militarily, but the key problem was what would happen

afterward. Why should one believe that Iraq would become democratic—and stable as well—virtually
overnight? Given the country’s history, political culture, and divisions this seemed unlikely.

And there was also the problem of risk. What if things went wrong? The existing situation was
about as good as one could expect. The failure of the Arab-Israeli peace process, due to Syria and the
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Palestinian leadership, as well as September 11 and other events had led many more people in America
and the West to understand how the region actually worked. They came to comprehend that the region’s
problems were not the fault of the United States or Israel, but were due to the nature of the regimes and
their ideologies.

I thought—and so did almost everyone in Israel I heard on this issue—that there was a huge amount of
naiveté in the U.S. policy. The general consensus was that as long as sanctions remained on Iraq, Saddam
was not going to be much of a threat. The real concern was Iran. Yet if things went wrong in Iraq, America’s
political capital would be squandered and Israel would be called upon to pay a large part of the price.

But there were two other factors to be considered. First, there was the situation of the Iraqi people.
How could one in good conscience advocate a policy in which they continued to live under such a brutal
dictatorship, especially if an alternative was available? The other was the point that America was at war.
And while this should not still criticism, it should also engender support.

How do things look five years later? It is easy to reach a conclusion but hard to be sure it is the
right one. Would it have been better if the invasion had never taken place? I can see arguments on both
sides. Regrettably, my worst fears about the cost in American prestige and credibility, as well as a return
to the old, bad analysis of the region, have come true.

I don’t think the United States can really win in Iraq, though it also cannot lose. What I mean by
this is that the U.S. effort, most recently the Surge, has improved the situation within Iraq, a state of affairs
that many see as a victory. Yet all U.S. forces can do is to create a situation of relative calm after which the
Iraqgi political system and military capability will decide what happens next. The United States can only
create suitable conditions for this—and it has—but how is the turnover to take place? If U.S. troops cannot
be withdrawn or even significantly reduced, what does this tell us?

And there is also another question about who will ultimately reap the benefits of victory within
Iraq. Does the added aspect of heightened Iranian influence mean the whole policy was a mistake? The
internal situation is difficult, not only in terms of Sunni-Shia divisions but also due to internal Shia splits,
the strength of Islamist sentiments, the ability of Iran and Arab neighbors to disrupt the society, and many
more.

What of the regional situation? The war in Iraq has had close to zero effect on the Arab-Israeli
conflict, as the removal of Iraq as a factor is in part balanced by the increase of Islamist power, though
this might well have happened any way. Nor did it have any meaningful effect on Iran’s drive for nuclear
weapons, the next big issue in Gulf security.

My prediction at the time was that the attack, if successfully carried out, would lead Arab govern-
ments to see the United States as a more dangerous enemy—and hence one not to be trifled with—and a
more serious security asset. If one looks at public opinion polls, it would seem the United States is more
unpopular in the Arabic-speaking world. But popularity is not the point. It makes us feel better or worse,
but is simply not the way Middle East politics work where it counts. And regarding what counts, I am not
sure one can say that these events have materially worsened U.S. relations with Arab regimes at all. The
ultimate result will depend on whether American intervention seems successful and if the United States is
seen as steadfast.

Finally, consider the tremendous irony of the situation and U.S. policy: the United States is sup-
porting an Iraqi government whose number-two ally is Iran while fighting proxies of its own allies, the Sunni
countries who oppose an expansion of Iranian influence!
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There were no easy answers in 2003; there are none now.

1. http://chronicle.com/free/v49/i11/11b01003.htm
2. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/barry_rubin/
3. http://www.tomgrossmedia.com/mideastdispatches/archives/000681.html

’Negotiating Arab-Israeli Peace’ (2008-03-24 12:12)

MESH invites selected authors to offer original first-person statements on their new books—why and how
they wrote them, and what impact they hope and expect to achieve. Daniel Kurtzer, former U.S. Ambas-
sador to Egypt and Israel, is the S. Daniel Abraham Professor of Middle East Policy Studies at Princeton
University’s Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs. His new book (with Scott Lasen-
sky) is Negotiating Arab-Israeli Peace: American Leadership in the Middle East.

From [1]|Daniel Kurtzer

NEGOTIATING
ARAB-ISRAELI

Two related questions have bothered me for many years. First, if the prospects for
progress toward a Middle East peace settlement looked so promising in the early 1990s, why did the situation
turn so bleak by the end of the century and even until today? Second, could/should the United States have
done anything more or different in order to affect the prospects for Middle East peace during this period?
Since the collapse of the Camp David summit in 2000, a number of memoirs, academic studies and articles
have been published in an effort to shed some light on these questions. While providing some answers to the
first question, these publications, in my view, fell short in dealing with U.S. policy and diplomacy.

After retiring from the Foreign Service in 2006 and joining the faculty of Princeton University’s Woodrow
Wilson School of Public and International Affairs, I devoted some attention to these issues. In the summer
of 2006, I offered two public lectures on the subject, exploring some of the factors related to U.S. decision-
making and diplomatic practice in the period after the 1991 Madrid Peace Conference. During the summer
of 2006, Ambassador Richard Solomon, President of the United States Institute of Peace, approached me
and asked if I would chair a study group to examine U.S. involvement in the peace process since the end
of the Cold War. The vehicle with which to pursue my interests was thus offered, and allowed me to do a
systematic study of the issue, not a memoir.

Working closely with Scott Lasensky of USIP, who served as co-director of the Study Group, we assem-
bled what can only be described as the “dream team” of academic/practitioner experts on U.S. policy and
the Middle East peace process: William Quandt of the University of Virginia, Shibley Telhami of the Univer-
sity of Maryland, and Steven Spiegel of UCLA. Over the next year, we interviewed 100 current and former
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policy makers and officials from the United States and the region. We also traveled to the region to meet with
Israeli and Arab officials who were not able to come to Washington. The result of these interviews and the
background research associated with the interviews is the book we just published, Negotiating Arab-Israeli
Peace: American Leadership in the Middle East.

The Study Group and I have had several target audiences for the book. Most importantly, we aimed to
have the book influence the policy choices and behavior of the next U.S. Administration, in the belief that
the next Administration would be looking for ways to improve upon the rather dismal peace process perfor-
mance and results of its predecessors. In the meantime, the Bush ’43 Administration launched the Annapolis
process, and so we shared our findings, before publication, with senior Administration officials, in the hope
that the process today could benefit from our findings.

We have also had in mind a larger audience for the book, among academics and the policy community. The
book focuses on the Middle East peace process, but it offers lessons that we believe have value in conduct-
ing U.S. diplomacy and negotiations elsewhere. Thus, the book is appropriate not only for university-level
courses on the Middle East, but also for courses on negotiations theory and practice and on U.S. foreign
policy since the end of the Cold War. Early reviews of the book have been very positive and have validated
our view that it has appeal for a wide policy and academic audience.

Can this book alone provide a magic key to resolving the Arab-Israeli conflict? Surely not, for the pri-
mary onus for resolving the conflict continues to rest with the parties themselves. However, as we assert in
the book, there is no doubting the importance of resolving the conflict for U.S. national security interests.
Since we know we can do diplomacy far better than we have done during the past fifteen years, the book
may make a modest contribution to a more successful U.S. approach to Arab-Israeli peacemaking.

[3]|Press Kit | [4]Excerpt | [5]Order from Publisher | [6]Amazon

. http://wws.princeton.edu/people/display_person.xml?netid=dkurtzer&display=Core
http://ecx.images-amazon.com/images/I/51B-RM6YtYL. jpg
http://www.usip.org/newsmedia/lasensky_kurtzer_press/index.html
http://bookstore.usip.org/resrcs/frontm/1601270305_intro.pdf
http://bookstore.usip.org/books/BookDetail . aspx?productID=183320
http://astore.amazon.com/harvard-20/detail/1601270305

> v W

"The Much Too Promised Land’ (2008-03-25 12:54)

MESH invites selected authors to offer original first-person statements on their new books—why and how
they wrote them, and what impact they hope and expect to achieve. Aaron David Miller is currently a public
policy scholar at the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, where he wrote his new book, The
Much Too Promised Land: America’s Elusive Search for Arab-Israeli Peace. He served as a Middle East
negotiator in both Republican and Democratic administrations.

From [1]Aaron David Miller
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THE
MUCH TOO
PROMISED

LAND
=

AARON DAVID MILLER

2] The Much Too Promised Land had a strange birth. Originally I had no in-
tention of writing it. I resigned from the Department of State in January 2003 after twenty years of working
on Arab-Israeli issues, much of them spent in American efforts to broker a negotiated peace. I left the State
Department not because I had lost faith in the power of American diplomacy, but because the end game for
Arabs and Israelis seemed years into the future. Having wrestled with the older generation of Arabs and
Israelis, I went off to head Seeds of Peace, a nonprofit NGO dedicated to fostering better understanding
among the younger generation.

But things changed. In the years after 9/11, I watched America struggle (and fail) in a Middle Eastern
world that was becoming more important than ever to our national interests and to our national security.
American failures grew largely out of a dysfunctional region where an authority deficit in places like Iraq,
Palestine, and Lebanon combined with the emergence of a virulent and extremist strain within Islam, the
potential proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, and rage at America for its presence in Iraq which
threatened American interests and credibility.

At the same time, American policy seemed to be making matters worse. It seemed to me we didn’t un-
derstand the world in which we were now embroiled. America was in an investment trap in the Middle East:
we couldn’t fix the region; and we couldn’t extricate ourselves from it.

Whatever else caused our Middle East predicament, it seemed to me that our challenges were made worse
from two self-inflicted wounds: first, we didn’t pay attention to the past, let alone learn from it; second, we
persisted in seeing the world not the way it was, but the way we wanted it to be. Our analysis of the region,
at least that on which the policy makers based their policy, seemed to flow more from ideology, short-term
goals and domestic politics. This was not a Republican or Democratic problem; it was an American problem.
In eight years under Bill Clinton, we seemed to stumble at peacemaking; in eight years under George W.
Bush, we fumbled badly at making war.

The Much Too Promised Land is an effort to look at American policy toward the Arab-Israeli negotia-
tions and to identify the reasons behind our successes and failures during almost fifty years. It’s not intended
as an “I told you so.” I was as much a cheerleader for unworkable policies as anyone during my time in
government. Drawing on experiences and anecdotes from my twenty years at the negotiating table under
six secretaries of state and on interviews with key principles (including Gerald Ford, Henry Kissinger and
Jimmy Carter) who presided over the diplomacy during the earlier period, I've identified those lessons worth
keeping in mind for the future. With all due respect to the British historian A.J.P. Taylor, who opined that
the only lesson of history is that there are no lessons, the past can be a cruel and unforgiving teacher if it’s
not at least taken seriously.

My hope is that The Much Too Promised Land will create, with clarity and honesty, a new frame of
reference to evaluate our policy toward the Arab-Israeli issue over the last forty years, and to identify those
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key ingredients that increase the chances of successes in the future. By the looks of the situation on the
ground, we’ll need that and a lot more.

[3]Audio Tour | [4]Excerpt | [5]Order from Publisher | [6]Amazon

1. http://www.wilsoncenter.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=sf.profile&person_id=166535

2. http://ecx.images-amazon.com/images/I/41CQ0GfdxeL. jpg

3. http://www.randomhouse.com/bantamdell/muchtoopromisedland/insidethebook.html

4. http://www.randomhouse.com/catalog/display.pperl?isbn=9780553384147&view=excerpt&ref=rhnet&name=
muchtoopromisedland

5. http://wuw.randomhouse.com/bantamdell/muchtoopromisedland/index.html

6. http://astore.amazon.com/harvard-20/detail/0553804901

Islamism and the media (2008-03-26 08:12)

From [1]Hillel Fradkin

THIZ FHOTO IS5 GURREMTLY UMAWAILAELE.

fIICI{r According to Philip Bennett, managing editor of the Washing-
ton Post, Americans lack a proper understanding of Islam. Contemporary media practice is to blame, and
it is the job of the same media to fix it. His immediate proposals: hiring more Muslim journalists, better
translations of Arabic words or terms and greater descriptive precision. The latter might include dropping
the term “Islamist” as a characterization of certain Muslim political movements. Bennett presented these
views in a talk delivered at the University of California-Irvine and it was [2]reported in the Daily Pilot, the
Newport Beach newspaper.

To be sure, Americans know relatively little about Islam. They also know relatively little about
Hinduism, Buddhism and Shintoism and not a few other things besides. Just why is it the special duty
of American newspapers to make Americans knowledgeable about Islam? And is it really plausible that
newspapers could accomplish this task? In fact, the proposals Bennett makes to address the problem are
more likely to do harm than good. But he may represent a growing consensus.

The first difficulty is that newspapers are simply not intended or designed to provide a general edu-
cation in any subject, let alone one like Islam, which has a 1,400-year long and complicated history. Their
role is to report the news. Of course, these days newspapers supplement that with feature stories, and if
these are good and long—indeed, very long—they can be helpful. But for better or for worse, if Americans
are to become deeply knowledgeable about Islam, they will have to invest more time and effort than is
required by reading newspapers.

Nor will having more Muslim reporters necessarily help. This assumes that Muslim reporters are
both necessarily deeply knowledgeable about Islam and have no intra-Muslim biases of their own. Take
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the division of contemporary Muslims into Sunnis and Shiites. The usual description of the character and
grounds of the differences between them in news stories is inadequate, limiting itself at best to its origin in
the quarrel about the succession to Muhammad. This is less adequate than it needs to be, and some fairly
simple remedy could be proposed.

But is the remedy more Muslim journalists? Quite a few Sunnis and Shiites know relatively little
about one another’s beliefs and history. Moreover, the antipathy between them could lead to biased
reporting—anti-Sunni or anti-Shiite respectively—of a different sort. Or does Bennett propose to have
both Sunnis and Shiites on staff and limit them to reporting on their respective affiliations? If so, one
might wonder why this practice should not be extended to other religions to allow for intra-Catholic,
intra-Protestant and intra-Jewish differences and disputes.

It is unclear whether Bennett has thought about any of this. But what is clear is that his idea re-
sembles an all too common and regrettable view that only members of specific religious or other societal
groups are fit students and interpreters of such groups. This view has its recent American origins in
American universities. It has already done a great deal of damage there, where one of its chief consequences
has been to render much scholarship akin to apologetics. It would be regrettable if apologetics were to
replace reporting as well.

There is some hint of this in Bennett’s remarks, particularly where the report comes to the question
of terms. Apparently there was some discussion of terms like ”jihad,” "madrassa,” and “hijab,” and
hand-wringing about their alleged mistranslation. What this meant with regard to madrassa and hijab
is not stated and is, even in the case of hijab, hard to imagine except for students like myself of arcane
medieval discussions of Sufism and related matters.

In the case of jihad, there was the standard belaboring of the fact that it sometimes means warfare
but also may mean “struggle and valiant attempt.” Precisely because this belaboring has become so
standard, it is hard to believe that “mistranslation” is today the issue or problem. The real and obvious
question is how many Muslims embrace the one or the other and with what energy, and that has nothing to
do with what newspapers say or do not say.

The somewhat new issue concerns the term “Islamist.” The use of this term is apparently being de-
bated in newsrooms, with some urging it to be dropped as too vague. This perhaps reflects and derives
from a similar debate in the American academy, where the issue less concerns vagueness than the possibility
that non-Muslims might identify Islamism—i.e., radical Islam—with Islam itself, and so identify Islam with
violence.

It would be unfortunate if this term were dropped. Indeed, it would make reporting more inaccu-
rate rather than less, and if accuracy is genuinely the concern of newspapers it should be retained. Although
the term Islamism is not free of ambiguities (neither is the word Islam itself, so should we stop speaking of it
as well?), it is not simply vague. It refers to the radical ideological and political movement which arose upon
the founding of the Muslim Brotherhood in 1928. To be sure, this movement now embraces a variety of
organizations, including Al Qaeda, which disagree and diverge from one another (often with great hostility).
But they still retain enough in common to be describable with the same term, and such distinctions among
them as are necessary can be appropriately made. (A case also can be made for Salafism, but its present
disadvantage is that, at best, it would cover only Sunni and not Shiite groups.)

At all events, the great utility and advantage of the term Islamism is precisely that it makes a dis-
tinction between Islam as such and its contemporary radical offshoots. In fact, so far as I'm aware its first
usage in English about forty years ago was by the late Pakistani theologian and scholar Fazlur Rahman.
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(For full disclosure, he was my teacher.) His purpose was precisely to draw this distinction and to protect
Islam from being confused with radical groups. Since this seems also to be the purpose of Mr. Bennett and
others, they would be well advised to continue using it. Otherwise they will contribute to that which they
fear: anti-Muslim bias.

Comments are limited to MESH members

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/hillel_fradkin/
2. http://wuw.dailypilot.com/articles/2008/03/04/religion/dpt-bennett03042008. txt

Martin Kramer (2008-03-27 15:55:53)

Ironically, the term "Islamism” was first adopted by the mainstream media in an effort to show sophisticated discern-
ment. In the 1970s and 1980s, most of the major newspapers described the same phenomenon as ”Islamic funda-
mentalism.” Because "fundamentalism” had such negative connotations in editorial boardrooms, editors were happy
to phase it out in favor of the seemingly more neutral Islamism. (For the complicated history of the word "Islamism,”
which is found even in the first edition of the Ozford English Dictionary, see this [1]article I wrote five years back.)
Increasingly, we have come to realize that the Islamists themselves would rather just be called Muslims since, to their
minds, they are merely professing true Islam. So while the demand for Muslim journalists to cover Islam is about
the notion that only like can represent like, the business of the terminology is about not imposing external categories
on those who are represented in scholarship and the media. Of course, if we were really to do that, we might as well
throw out the social sciences altogether. Politically, though, this has more to do with the intellectual effort to separate
Hezbollah and Hamas from Al Qaeda. This is because Hamas and Hezbollah are (supposedly) social movements,
whereas Al Qaeda is (supposedly) just a terrorist group. Having one term that puts them in the same category is
a problem, since [2]some in Washington would like to "engage” Hamas and Hezbollah. In fact, even Al Qaeda has a
social base, and Hezbollah and Hamas both practice terrorism. A real distinction is that Hezbollah and Hamas kill
mostly Israelis, whereas Al Qaeda kills mostly Americans. But this does seem like a rather thin reed on which to rest
an entirely different vocabulary of categorization. Hillel Fradkin is right: "They still retain enough in common to be
describable with the same term,” with nuance to follow. If the media do ever jettison Islamism, the effect will be to
privilege political considerations over analytical ones. [3/Martin Kramer is a member of MESH.

1. http://www.meforum.org/article/541
2. http://blogs.state.gov/index.php/entires/should_the_us_engage_hamas_in_the_peace_process_between_the_
israelis_and_pa/

3. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/martin_kramer/

Michael Young (2008-03-27 21:53:02)

I agree with [1]Hillel Fradkin that it is not up to the media to instill a proper understanding of Islam in the United
States, or anywhere else. In fact, that’s exactly contrary to what media should set as an objective for themselves. To
take on the role of educating the public has a profoundly positivist intonation to it; and journalists, infused with a
positivist duty to somehow instruct, may find themselves pursuing an educational mission rather than news stories
that might contravene that mission. Certainly, however, journalists today can use hefty crash courses in Middle East-
ern politics, culture and, most important, language. The absence of a functional knowledge of Arabic among most
correspondents in the region is a handicap whose disastrous consequences have yet to be properly gauged. That’s
where media should put their weight—not in altering the terminology in articles or translating Arabic terms more
accurately. Such steps may be welcome, but they are also, at best, superficial remedies for the deeper problem of
inadequate knowledge. Having said that, knowledge is not enough to be a good foreign journalist in the Middle East.
Common sense can be a useful antidote. As many alleged specialists have repeatedly shown in the United States,
too much cultural sensitivity can be an obstacle to understanding, or highlighting, the unpleasant realities of the
region. Hillel Fradkin worries about this in the case of Muslim journalists. I'm far less worried about them than I am
about Western journalists or academics who inject their indignation or parochial dislikes into the debate over events
in the Middle East. Most disturbing to me are those who will breezily use a liberal template to analyze and predict
the behavior of Islamist groups that, both in their actions and rhetoric, openly express the most violent intentions.
From my own experiences here in Lebanon, for example, I've repeatedly found that the most perceptive, curious, and
critical, even brutally critical, analysts of Hezbollah have been young Shiite journalists who don’t have a cultural chip
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on their shoulder when it comes to discussing the party. In contrast, rare are the Western journalists or academics who
apply a critical eye to Hezbollah (critical not in the sense of criticizing the party, but merely in evaluating, unpacking
and analyzing its motives). Instead, many will assess Hezbollah on the basis of a deep-seated perception that Western
states, particularly the United States, have historically behaved unjustly in the Middle East. In the shadow of such
Western cruelty, even radical Islamists come out looking good—unfortunate victims of Western intolerance. In fact,
there is a cottage industry manufacturing that particular tendency with respect to Hezbollah, whose devotees never
bother to ask the easy question: Why it is that Western media outlets, which supposedly mirror a corporate culture
innately hostile to justice and emancipation for Muslims, are so hopelessly fascinated by Hezbollah, to the detriment
of other Lebanese subjects of equal importance? For example, when was the last time you saw a report in a Western
outlet on Lebanon’s Maronites—or at least one that didn’t use the word “fascist” to describe the community? When
was the last time you read something on the transformation of the Sunnis in Beirut? Or about youth emigration from
Lebanon? Trust me, probably never. But a Hezbollah story will sell in a second. So much for the perceived Western
inclination to deny giving the party a voice. Rarely has an autocratic, armed, religious group been so well covered by
the secular, democratic, largely pacifist West. How does this relate to Philip Bennett’s argument? The real problem
is that news editors will instinctively eliminate a wide variety of fascinating topics from Middle East coverage because
these are deemed not important enough for a U.S. audience. Americans don’t understand the region not because there
aren’t enough Muslims in newsrooms or because “hijab” has been mistranslated; they don’t understand it because (a)
they usually don’t need to, and (b) media are selective in what they address. I have no great illusions that things
will soon change. As I noted earlier, it’s not up to media to offer us a syllabus on the Middle East. I believe in the
functionality of news, and if most Americans don’t see a need to follow up on regional politics, then it might very
well be useless to force the issue. But I also think that markets create themselves. Among the things that would
help interest more readers is to push journalists to be better informed about what it is they’re writing about, to learn
Arabic, which would forcibly expand the range of topics covered, and to get rid of that perennial sense of Western
guilt that makes many of those writing about the Middle East hesitate to call a spade a spade. [2/Michael Young is
a member of MESH.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/2008/03/islamism_and_the_media/
2. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/michael_young/

MESHNet is coming (2008-03-26 10:20)

From [1]Stephen Peter Rosen and [2]Martin Kramer
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(3] From the inception of this public website, we imagined that
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it would have a companion forum for the exchange of ideas among persons with a professional interest in
U.S. strategy and foreign policy. We call that companion MESHNet. MESHNet is a members-only message
board, ideal for hosting open and structured discussions. We plan to develop MESHNet as a place where
established and budding experts can express views among their peers, and where we can quickly congregate
to enlighten and update one another during the crises that inevitably punctuate the affairs of the Middle
East.

MESHNet will be launched next Tuesday, April 1. If you think you might qualify for membership, we
urge you to apply. Read more about MESHNet [4]here, and apply [5]here.

. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/stephen_peter_rosen/
. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/martin_kramer/

. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/meshnet/

. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/meshnet/

Ot W N

. http://forums.mideaststrategy.net/tool/register/meshnet/register

Anti-Wahhabism: a footnote (2008-03-27 15:07)

The U.S. Department of Defense has released translations of a number of Iraqi intelligence documents dating
from Saddam’s rule. Most of them deal with the regime’s support for terrorism. One of them is a General
Military Intelligence Directorate report from September 2002, entitled "The Emergence of Wahhabism and
its Historical Roots.” (The translation may be downloaded [1]here.) The report made the claim that the
grandfather of Muhammad ibn Abd al-Wahhab, founder of the school, was a merchant from Bursa in Turkey
who was a [2]DOnme—that is, a crypto-Jew. According to the intelligence report, his name, Sulayman,
was originally Shulman. (Al Kamen [3]writing yesterday in the Washington Post: ”Of course! The Saudi
Shulmans!”) —MESH

From [4|Bernard Haykel

o 1 The Iraqi document echoes a well-known Turkish conspiracy theory—probably fabricated by
one Ayyub Sabri Pasha—which claims that the British sought to weaken the Ottoman empire by creating
the Wahhabi movement. The British sought to sow dissension among Muslims and the Wahhabis obliged
by anathemizing (takfir) the Ottomans and making licit rebellion and the waging of warfare against the
Sultan in Istanbul. The British accomplished this through a British spy named Hempher. His story has been
published in a little pamphlet entitled [5]Confessions of a British Spy. It is a neat little tale, not unlike the
Protocols.

The fact that an Iraqi officer was recapitulating it in 2002 in a "top secret document” indicates how desperate
the Iraqi regime was to vilify the Saudis and Wahhabis. It perhaps also indicates that the Iraqi regime could
not have been colluding with the Salafis (e.g., Al Qaeda) because the latter would not take kindly to a
blanket attack on the Wahhabis, with whom they identify and for who they have considerable affinity, as a
pre-modern reformist movement.

1. http://www.fas.org/irp/eprint/iraqi/wahhabi.pdf
2. http://www. jcpa.org/JCPA/Templates/ShowPage.asp?DRIT=5&DBID=1&LNGID=1&TMID=111&FID=388%PID=1666&I1D=
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1669&TTL=The_D/C3/,B6nmes: _Crypto-Jews_under_Turkish_Rule

3. http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2008/03/25/AR2008032503055.html
4. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/bernard_haykel/

5. http://www.hakikatkitabevi.com/download/english/14-Confessions0£f%20ABritishSpy.pdf

Why the ’return’ to Islam? (2008-03-29 11:12)

From [1]Philip Carl Salzman

. I would like to take up and elaborate somewhat Adam Garfinkle’s [2]point (in a com-
ment on an earlier post) about ”a theologicalization of Islamic societies, defined as the process whereby the
status of religion as a legitimate carrier of the public weal grows and the status of politics of a legitimate
carrier of the public weal declines.”

The reason for this, I think, is clear [writes Garfinkle]: The pressures of modernization,
greatly increased over the past few decades, are accentuating the internal divisions within most
Muslim societies between secularists and nativists/fundamentalists, with traditionalists and the
neo-orthodox... squeezed in between, and the vocabulary of dispute becoming increasingly moral-
ist, in this case Islamic.

The tribal population of Iranian Baluchistan that I studied in the 1970s had, prior to conquest (or "state
consolidation”) by Reza Shah in the 1930s, been entirely independent and had enthusiastically engaged in
predatory raiding of Persian peasant populations. Since their ”encapsulation” by the Persian state, they
were forced to face the fact that they were militarily, politically, economically, and culturally weaker than
the Persians, and that their pride as independent warriors and nomadic livestock owners could no longer be
sustained.

Who were they now (after the conquest) and what could they take pride in? They turned to religion,
not least because they were Sunni, and religion is a diacriticum between them and the Shia Persians. Re-
ligious intensification included increased and collective praying, going on the Hajj, and sending children to
madrasse in Pakistan. The chief was no longer addressed as Sardar, his political title, but as Hajji, his earned
religious title.

Perhaps this process of religious intensification in Baluchistan can serve as a miniature of what has tran-
spired in the Middle East more generally. The Arabs, and Persians, and to a degree the Turks, have fallen in
status, power, and prestige—and perhaps most important, in honor—as the West has ascended. (We must
remember that honor in the Middle East rests with no less than full independence, and even better, with
domination of others.) Middle Easterners were faced with trying to recover and reassert their position and
standing. They tried nationalism, which failed (as shown in Fouad Ajami’s brilliant account, [3]The Dream
Palace of the Arabs), and they tried socialism, which, aside from transfers from the USSR, also failed.

What was left to them to try? How could they assert their equality, or, better, superiority? The an-
swer, of course, is a turn, or return, to religion, for which it is ever possible to claim superiority. Religion
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of course is a diacriticum that distinguishes the Middle East from the West, and readily available is the
non-refutable claim that Islam is superior to Western religion or non-religion, and therefore that the Middle
East (and the Islamic world in general) is superior to the West.

It thus appears that a critical factor in “theologicalization” or religious intensification in the Middle East is
Middle Eastern identity and its wounds under Western military, political, economic, and cultural superiority.
The heartrending call among Arabs to save their honor is highly indicative. The re-turn to Islam and hope
for redemption is the obvious consequence.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/philip_carl_salzman/
2. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/2008/03/overcoming_fitna/#comment-258
3. http://astore.amazon.com/harvard-20/detail/0375704744

’Fitna’ and the 'Euroweenies’ (2008-03-29 12:24)

From [1]Josef Joffe

2] N The British website LiveLeak.com has removed Fitna, [3]intoning
that it had to "place the safety of its staff above all else.” You would have thought that this is a typical
reaction for all those "Euroweenies,” as the satirist Peter O”Rourke once called America’s cousins from across
the sea: Let’s cave in to the mere threat of violence. In fact, the debate is a lot more thoughtful and diverse.

This is all the more significant because European constitutional practice does not share the American tradi-
tion of the "heckler’s veto.” First enunciated by Justice Douglas in Terminiello v. City of Chicago, 337 U.S.
1 (1949), the basic idea is that utterances, works of art or rallies must not be suppressed just because they
might arouse uncontrollable anger on the part of those who take offense. (The actual term "heckler’s veto”
was first invoked in Brown v. Louisiana, 383 U.S. 131, 1969.) The most dramatic recent case was a planned
demonstration by American Nazis in Skokie, Illinois in 1978, a home to many survivors of the Holocaust. An
Illinois appeals court lifted the ban. That episode gave rise to the immortal scene in Blues Brothers, where
John Belushi and Dan Akroyd plow their car into the Nazi ranks, hurling them into the lake below.

Yet in Europe, the mere expectation of communal violence against hateful speech routinely leads to bans and
prohibitions. Significantly, the Dutch government has imposed no such sanctions on Geert Wilder’s Fitna.
The Hague as well as the EU have merely condemned the 16-minute film. On the other hand, no television
station would air it, so Wilders had to "premiere” it on the Internet.

Fitna is the kind of montage that can be applied to anything in order to disgrace it. The familiar tools
are selectivity, suggestive juxtaposition, incendiary commentary. In that, Fitna resembles your basic anti-
semitic tract where quotes from the Hebrew Bible are used to depict Jews as murderous fanatics and their
god as a vengeful, cruel deity—never mind what else is in the corpus and how revelation has been changed
by two millennia of interpretation.

Come to think of it, as the respected NRC Handelsblad [4]reminded its readers, the agitprop produced
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by Sergei Eisenstein or Michael Moore used the very same techniques. And what about Al Gore’s An In-
convenient Truth, which oscillates between manipulation and mendacity, but profits from its obeisance to
contemporary standards of correctness?

The Dutch have not forgotten the murder of politician Pim Fortuyn and the filmmaker Theo Van Gogh,
and so this haven of multiculturalist laissez-faire has become a lot less tolerant of militant self-righteousness
in the name of Allah. So have the French in the aftermath of bloody riots by young Muslims in their squalid
suburbs. The Germans, always willing to turn the other cheek, given their murderous racism in the Nazi
years, have been shocked by foiled terrorist plots as well as "honor killings” in their midst. Perhaps, Euro-
peans are also afflicted by a nagging sense of shame, having left little Denmark in the lurch while the country
faced boycotts and burning embassies in the wake of the Muhammad cartoons.

This time, Europe is walking the fine line between appeasement and self-assertion. The Dutch are a perfect
example. No, they would not ban Fitna. Instead, they went into full defensive mode. The government dis-
patched faxes to the municipalities: Beware, Fitna is on the Net. The police were placed on alert throughout
the land. Embassies in Islamic countries were instructed to ready emergency procedures planned long ago,
all the way to preparing for evacuation.

On the other hand, the Dutch bent over backward to assuage Muslim rage, knowing full well that such fury
is never spontaneous, but a convenient pretext for scoring another Big One in the "clash of civilizations.”
Dutch diplomats were dispatched to assure Muslim regimes that Fitna was strictly a private affair—and by
no means condoned by the powers that be. Alas, so the line went, we Westerners have a tradition of free
speech that keeps governments from enforcing an official truth.

What these emissaries did not cite, one surmises, is another, now safely banished part of our history. This
is those three centuries of million-fold annihilation in the name of the One True God, be he the Lord or a
secular Deity, as in the guise of Stalin or Hitler. To invoke this bloody past in defense of free speech would
have been totally incorrect, the kind of cultural hauteur that would assign to the West a higher perch on the
scale of civilizational progress.

MESH Updater: Visit this additional post and thread, [5]0vercoming
’Fitna’, for more commentary on the prelude and aftermath of the film.
The film may be viewed [6]here.

So far, so good. In their Friday sermons, Muslim clerics in Holland called for reasonability and restraint. So
far, the government’s ”"counter-insurgency” apparatus is just idling. Islamic bloggers are keeping the flames
of rage low. Have these good folks been intimidated by the harsher mood in Europe? A note of caution: In
the wake of the Danish Muhammad cartoons, it took a few weeks before the propaganda engines in Libya,
Pakistan and Egypt kicked in.

Next stop is Germany, where a municipal theater in Potsdam, a suburb of Berlin, will premiere Salman
Rushdie’s Satanic Verses on Sunday. Recall that this led to Khomeini’s death fatwa against the author in
1989 and innumerable eruptions of Muslim rage throughout the world. Recall also the submissive response
by the Archbishop of Canterbury, Robert Runcie: ”Only the utterly insensitive can fail to see that... Salman
Rushdie’s book has deeply offended Muslims both here and throughout the world.”

This time, twenty years later, submission and self-assertion, rage and restraint are more balanced. For
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Barry Rubin (2008-03-30 15:27:53)

I disagree with Josef Joffe. First, Fitna isn’t merely the application of propaganda that could be used on any topic.
The problem is that those committing the violence explicitly base themselves on the doctrines described in the film.
Second, several Islamists have remarked that they have no problem with the film’s presentation except for the cartoon
of Muhammad and the implied threat (not carried out) to tear a copy of the Quran. Third, even the Dutch Muslim
community has had to admit that there is nothing slanderous in the film, nothing that gives them any basis for action
under the kinds of laws that Joffe cites. No, the film is accurate. And let’s face it, the makers were careful not to live
up to the pre-release hype about the film. There is room for an interesting debate regarding several points, but the
filmmakers demonstrated their main theme: that radical Islamist terrorists base themselves on tradition and respect
for Islamic texts, and this is a key reason for their legitimacy and growth. The question, then, is what to do about
it. Wilders makes a hardly extremist suggestion: moderate Muslims should challenge these readings. True, if Wilders
is saying they should revise the Quran itself, this is an unlikely approach and not the best strategy to follow. But
it is no stretch to say that they must offer alternative interpretations. Very little of this debate has gone on in the
Muslim world. To demonize the film is to contribute to avoiding that needed discussion. One can easily win popularity
in the West by misstating what is in the film or the issues that are at stake. This serves nobody’s interest except
the revolutionary Islamists. Here is how I would state the problem from the European standpoint: The European
reaction was probably justified on the basis of what they thought would be in Fitna, based on Wilders’ own previous
statements. It is not at all justified on the basis of the actual film. There is no need to ridicule or insult Europeans
on this issue, but clearly if people are going to react to this film, they should look at its actual content and come to
grips with the real and important issues it raises. [1/Barry Rubin is a member of MESH.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard. edu/mesh/members/barry_rubin/

America in the Middle East (2008-03-31 08:02)

From [1]Bernard Lewis

- : One hears a great deal in the Middle East, and to some extent else-
where, of American imperialism. This is a term which is both inaccurate and misleading; it reveals a lack of
understanding both of what America is about and of what the word ’imperialism’ means.
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For a better understanding, I can go back to the history classes in my primary school where my educa-
tion in history began. When the Romans came to Britain some two thousand years ago, and when the
British went to India a few hundred years ago, an exit strategy was not uppermost in their minds. They had
quite a different purpose, a different intention, and they stayed for a long time.

If one looks at the more detailed criticism that is leveled against America and American policies in the
Middle East, the particular charge is not so much that America is engaging in imperialism as that America
is failing to meet its imperial responsibilities. In other words, the assumption is that there has to be an
imperial power, a successor to the British and French empires. That is the role in which history has cast
America, and the Americans are failing to fulfill it.

In considering the possible role of America, I am inevitably reminded of a remark made by a Turkish
general at a dinner party in Ankara very shortly after Turkey joined NATO in 1952, I believe. He was asked
how he felt about this new alliance, and he said (and I recall it vividly), "The problem with having the
Americans as your allies is you never know when they’ll turn round and stab themselves in the back.” I have
often been reminded of that wise saying, particularly in recent years and months and days, in following the
course of events in the region, and more particularly in the United States.

The future role of America in the Middle East is difficult to predict. I would say that, on the whole,
America is unlikely to play a major, still less a dominant role in the region. I see a growing American
reluctance to become involved in this troublesome region, and a growing anxiety to ask first and foremost
how do we get out of there. It seems to me therefore that the U.S. role in the Middle East role will be limited
to certain interest groups, to certain specific interests and to one or two other factors.

Let me just enumerate these as a reminder. Specific interest groups obviously include the Jews. But
the famous (or infamous) Israel lobby is by no means the only lobby; there are other lobbies that have
been much more active though much less talked about. Another group with an interest in this area is the
Christian Evangelicals, and to these we may now increasingly add a third: the growing Muslim population
in the United States who will have their own interests, their own concerns about what is happening in this
part of the world.

What specific interests does America have in the region? Oil immediately comes to mind. Trade is not
vastly important; there are other regions of much greater commercial importance. Strategy? That was very
important during the Cold War but since then, the Middle East has lost most of its strategic importance,
except of course for Middle Easterners.

There is another element of American influence, and that is what those who dislike it call ’cultural imperi-
alism’: the enormous impact of American popular culture in the region, which grows day by day, affecting
people in even the most unlikely settings. I am told for example that in Iran, where satellites are forbidden,
the basij, the young revolutionary guards who go around with orders to destroy any satellites, are bribed to
tolerate satellites, the price being a free seat to watch their favorite program—and the most popular program
is Baywatch. American cultural imperialism, as its critics call it, is an important and rapidly growing—one
might almost say overwhelming—factor in much of the region, and that will probably remain as the most
important single American involvement.

Bernard Lewis made these remarks in a speech at Tel Aviv University on January 21.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/bernard_lewis/
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Nuclear transfers: comparing Iran and Pakistan (2008-03-31 13:30)

From [1]Daniel Byman

% U.S. and world attention is focused understandably on the Iranian nuclear program. The list of reasons
to worry about an Iranian bomb is exceptionally long and, for the most part, legitimate.

One area where I disagree, however, is on the question of whether it is likely that Iran would transfer a
nuclear weapon to a terrorist group such as Hezbollah. As I argue in a [2]recent article for Studies in Conflict
and Terrorism, I believe that this is unlikely. On the demand side, Iran has exercised considerable care
with what it has not transferred to Hezbollah. For example, the Lebanese group has not received chemical
weapons despite their being part of Iran’s arsenal for over two decades. In addition, Iran remains concerned
about escalation and appears to recognize that unconventional weapons transfers to terrorists in general, to
say nothing of passing on a nuclear weapon, is a true red line. Finally, and perhaps even more important,
Hezbollah itself has evinced little interest in a nuclear weapon. The group has achieved remarkable political
and military successes with its current weaponry and tactics, and it is not clear how a nuclear weapon would
help it advance its agenda.

The bigger danger is Pakistan, including (or perhaps even more so) under a civilian government. Pak-
istan is vulnerable to both a deliberate transfer of a nuclear weapon from a lower-level military official to
jihadist organizations, including domestic ones, as well as theft and corruption. In addition, the Pakistani
government’s possible (I would say probable) complicity with the A.Q. Khan network suggests that Islam-
abad is not properly cautious on the nuclear side.

Finally, Al Qaeda and its affiliates have regularly demonstrated their strong interest in a nuclear weapon.
They are willing to cajole, bribe, or steal in their quest, and they have a large and growing network within
Pakistan. Al-Qaeda’s aims are far more ambitious and bloody than those of Hezbollah, and a nuclear weapon
would serve its visions of violence and vengeance.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/daniel_byman/
2. http://wuw.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/articles/2008/03_iran_byman/03_iran_byman.pdf

2.4 April

Disraelia (2008-04-01 00:24)

From [1]Stephen Peter Rosen and [2]Martin Kramer

Today is April Fools’ Day, and no day could be more auspicious for an exercise in counterfactual
history. In that spirit, MESH is pleased to offer a new paper by MESH member [3]Walter Laqueur, entitled
[4]Disraelia: A Counterfactual History, 1848-2008. Laqueur, whose many books include an [5]acclaimed
history of Zionism, has put together an anthology of would-be documents, predicated on the counterfactual
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premise that large-scale Jewish immigration to Ottoman Palestine began in 1848. In Laqueur’s controlled
speculation, Disraeli occupies the place of Herzl. Laqueur writes to us:

Even a few lines of this alternative modern history of the Middle East should make it clear
that there is no rivalry with [6]The Yiddish Policemen’s Union. Counterfactual history—what
might have happened—is no idle enterprise. What did actually happen cannot be evaluated
unless it is put into some context and this includes, of course, the question what might have
happened. This we shall never know for certain. But given some knowledge of history, there is
room for speculation, and given the role of accident in history, developments which may seem
today far-fetched might easily have taken place.

One issue which greatly intrigued me is the fact that there is no equal justice in international
relations, that different standards are applied, that big powers are not treated the same way as
small countries. Why belabor the obvious? Because there is such great reluctance to call a spade
by its name. There is the pretense of equal rights and standards, but in fact... I tried to provide
a dispassionate outline in this essay.

So as not to spoil the pleasure, we won’t say more. [7]Download here (pdf), read, and reflect.

This also inaugurates our new e-publication, Middle East Papers. These are planned as occasional stud-
ies distributed via this site, on any subject we believe might interest our readers. Middle East Papers have
their own [8]page, and new numbers will always be announced on this weblog.

MESH Update: See Martin Kramer’s [9]comment on Disraelia, at his Jerusalem Post blog.
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Amnon Rubinstein (2008-04-07 14:36:30)
Walter Laqueur’s [1]brief exercise in "what if” history is fascinating, highly original and totally authentic. The counter-
factual documents are so convincing that one is tempted to believe in their authenticity. Indeed, the main argument
is totally valid: had Zionism appeared half a century earlier, things would have been totally different and Israel, or
rather Disraelia, would have become a power to be reckoned with, immune to the bash-Israel propaganda which is
aimed at it now. This is a powerful point—although I doubt that even given this premise, there would have been a
Nazi ambassador to Tel Aviv. [2[Amnon Rubinstein is professor of law and former president of the Inter-Disciplinary

Center (IDC) Herzliya, Israel. He was also a member of the Israeli Knesset.

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/pages/laqueur_disraelia/
2. http://wuw.idc.ac.il/staff/cv/ArubinsteinCVEng. pdf
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’Culture and Conflict in the Middle East’ (2008-04-02 12:01)

MESH invites selected authors to offer original first-person statements on their new books—why and how
they wrote them, and what impact they hope and expect to achieve. Philip Carl Salzman is professor of
anthropology at McGill University and a member of MESH. His new book is Culture and Conflict in the
Middle East.

From [1]Philip Carl Salzman

Cittore aod Confiict

1w Yiiie Fas

. ¢ Scientifically-inspired anthropology, to which I optimistically but anachronistically
adhere, aims not only to describe cultures around the world, but to explain the causes and consequences
of particular cultures. It is an immodest goal, perhaps, but a worthy endeavor. Culture and Conflict in
the Middle East attempts to explain why, in the Middle East, we so reliably find relentless partisanship,
unending conflict, and conscienceless repression of those not holding power.

I argue that a major influence is Arab culture, grounded in Bedouin culture—understanding “culture” as
cognitive frames which serve as “models of” the way the world is, and “models for” action in the future. Two
major characteristics of Arab culture are particularist group loyalty, and balanced or complementary oppo-
sition. These models serve well for decentralized social control and security in segmentary tribal settings,
but are uncongenial to inclusive polities and universalistic legal regimes.

This analysis is a vision seen from afar, a long way from my grounded ethnographic field research among
the nomadic tribes of Iranian Baluchistan. During the 1960s and 1970s, I lived and carried out research for
26 months mainly but not exclusively among the Yarahmadzai (Shah Nawazi) tribe in the Sarhad highlands
and Maskel lowlands. In fact my main research was even more particular than that, as I resided for most
of the time with one herding camp of the Dadolzai lineage, although I visited many other camps and some
other tribes and settlements. My full report, Black Tents of Baluchistan (Smithsonian, 2000), gives a fairly
reliable picture of many aspects of tribal life in the Sarhad.

The challenge was how to draw on a detailed case study to gain a more general understanding of a broad
and diverse region; that is, how to base an understanding of the Middle East, and particularly the Arab
Middle East, on my study of Iranian tribes in Baluchistan. As the late Clifford Geertz said about his project
in Islam Observed, “Merely to state such a program is to demonstrate a certain lack of grasp upon reality.
What results can only be too abbreviated to be balanced and too speculative to be demonstrable.... [We]
court superficiality and confusion at the same time.”

But I have perhaps misled you in seeming to suggest that I must jump, on my own, from the study of
Baluchistan to that of the Middle East. In reality, anthropology, no less than other academic disciplines, is
not a solitary, individualistic endeavor. Rather, it is a collective enterprise: we stand on the shoulders of our
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intellectual ancestors, hone our skills and understandings against our coevals, and draw on the accumulated
knowledge of our fellows. So while I depend on my research in Baluchistan for an insight into the workings
of tribes, my leap from the Iranian world to the Arab world lands me on a solid foundation of findings by
Arabist anthropologists, and beyond them of findings by sociologists, political scientists, literary analysts
and other experts, whom I draw upon and quote extensively and shamelessly in the book. Even so, any such
synthesis is a stretch, and risky. Yet how else can we reach general understandings?

My argument, that Arab culture influences people’s outlooks and decisions, raises the question how reli-
ably cultural principles are manifested in behavior, in action. The answer is: generally, but not always.
Culture is one influence, but there are others; and any culture consists of a variety of principles, not all of
which are entirely compatible with all of the others. So the results are more statistical than mechanical; that
is, moral norms generate statistical norms, but the tails on the distributions are both morally and statistically
abnormal.

Postcolonial theorists, inspired by Edward Said’s Orientalism, take a harder line, arguing that no gener-
alization about the Middle East is valid, because such generalizations suppress the variety and diversity of
reality, essentialize where no essence exists, and imposes disparaging interpretations in the service of impe-
rialism and colonialism. But my judgment is that these postcolonial arguments are unsound and without
foundation. First, all concepts and categories, without which thinking is impossible, are abstractions, en-
compassing the many variations of the unique individuals (whether trees, camels, or cultures) included. So
abstraction and generalization are not only not the wrong things, they are the only things possible. Second,
all peoples and societies are not the same; they are different, and differ significantly. Ignoring these indis-
putable differences is not good manners; it is ignorance or denial.

It is not news that just about anything significant said about the Middle East will be controversial, or,
as we like to say now, contested. In writing this book, I have gone out on a long limb. Some readers will like
it, while others will be reaching for their saws. For example, Marwan Kabalan [3]argues that reference to
tribalism is simply finding another way to blame Arabs for Western misdeeds. As for other readers, I hope
that tough-minded assessments of the evidence will prevail over partisan fervor.

[4]Excerpt | [5]Publisher | [6]Amazon
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"The Politics of Intelligence and American Wars with Iraq’ (2008-04-04 16:54)

MESH invites selected authors to offer original first-person statements on their new books—why and how
they wrote them, and what impact they hope and expect to achieve. Ofira Seliktar is a professor of political
science at Gratz College and adjunct professor at Temple University, specializing in predictive failures in
intelligence. Her new book is The Politics of Intelligence and American Wars with Iraq.

From Ofira Seliktar
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[1] The genesis of my book The Politics of Intelligence and American Wars with
Iraq is rooted in my experience teaching a class on the Middle East at Texas A &M University during the
revolution in Iran in 1979. Most of my students were ROTC cadets who hoped to serve in intelligence, yet
had difficulty understanding how a country could opt for what they defined as a regressive revolution. After
having researched a [2]book on the Carter administration’s failure to predict the fundamentalist revolution
in Iran, I realized that such problems transcended my classroom, as they represent a more general difficulty
in comprehending foreign societies and, especially, the Middle East.

Some of these problems relate to the pervasive influence of realist theory in international relations; countries
are considered to be rational unitary actors which are said to share our view of what a nation’s interest is.
Naturally, realist theory does not accommodate non-state actors like Al Qaeda or rogue regimes (like Syria
and Iran) which have collaborated with terrorist organizations to destabilize the region and, in the process,
incurred the high cost of international isolation and sanctions.

Another source of misperception stems from the writings of many Middle East experts who have down-
played the impact of the virulent strand of Islam which gave birth to terrorism on the scale practiced by
Osama bin Laden. Indeed, my book documents in great detail how—until 9/11—most observers dismissed
the possibility of a mega-terrorist attack and argued that bin Laden was a cold war-style bogeyman.

More to the point, The Politics of Intelligence draws attention to the perils of intelligence gathering and
analysis in Iraq since 1980, a country notorious for its secretive ways, a byzantine political system and a
hard-to-decipher dictator with a penchant for bizarre behavior. The Carter drive to “clean up” the in-
telligence community, coupled with the equally energetic Clinton era “scrub,” hobbled the few remaining
intelligence assets of the CIA with legal limitations that rendered the operational branch highly risk-averse.
All this occurred while the specter of WMD in the Middle East made the issue of Islamist terrorists with
murky ties to state sponsors more urgent.

When Clinton bombed the Al Shifa pharmaceutical factory in Khartoum in 1998, he acknowledged this
linkage, for the CIA had determined that Iraqi engineers had developed chemical weapons for Al Qaeda at
that site. Yet, criticism of the “wag the dog” presidency made the administration reticent either to pursue bin
Laden or to target Iraq. Obtaining evidence about Hussein’s nonconventional weapons program was equally
difficult given the virtual lack of American intelligence on the ground. After Iraq expelled UNSCOM in 1998,
the United States was forced to rely on assorted sources, including allied intelligence services, Arab leaders,
defectors and former inspectors. The resulting CIA Iraq estimate contended that Hussein had retained parts
of his WMD program and was intent on enlarging its scope.

The 9/11 attack and the anthrax scare added urgency to the issue of Islamist terrorism and rogue states.
The CIA, which had failed to predict the attack, was further disgraced when evidence of an Al Qaeda chem-
ical weapons program was uncovered in Afghanistan and northern Iraq where Saddam Hussein sponsored
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a terrorist group allied with Al Qaeda. The realization grew that—in the murky world of WMD), Islamist
terrorists and less than rational rogues like Iraqg—there may not be enough “smoking gun”-grade evidence,
a standard for action. Thus, the Bush administration embraced preemption and invaded Iraq.

The failure to find WMD and the high cost of the war have generated tremendous criticism, including
the allegation that a group of Jewish neoconservatives in the administration, acting on behalf of the state of
Israel, manipulated the intelligence in order to trick the United States into an unnecessary war. The backlash
has also rehabilitated the realist idea that the Middle East is populated by rational state actors that play
by universal rules.

I hope that The Politics of Intelligence and American Wars with Iraq will contribute to the debate about
the difficulties of understanding the highly complex nature of the Middle East regimes. The Iraqi estimate
revealed numerous problems: verification of nuclear proliferation, questionable rationality of state actors and
their terrorist proxies, difficulty of penetrating such networks, murky and inconclusive evidence. These will
continue to plague the United States in the years to come.

[3]Order from Publisher | [4]Amazon
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No peace without victory (2008-04-07 00:01)

From [1]Philip Carl Salzman

E ..

”America’s current policies represent a fundamental departure from [America’s] centuries-
old tradition,” concludes Michael B. Oren in a [2]recent op-ed. In previous interventions in the Middle East,
”American military action was seen as an ancillary to—rather than as a substitute for—diplomacy. And in
no case did U.S. troops remain on Middle Eastern soil longer than their missions required.”

Oren cites Jefferson’s military invasion of the Barbary states in 1805, Theodore Roosevelt’s military in-
tervention in Morocco in 1904, and Eisenhower’s military expedition to Lebanon in 1958 as precedents.
"Many of America’s interests and objectives in the Middle East have remained consistent since Jefferson’s
day, but the means to attaining them have changed.” As these means do not seem to have succeeded and
have brought American into disrepute, Oren recommends that "Americans must return to the traditions
established by their forebears,” specifically:

e "Use military might to defend basic interests but know when to cease fighting and negotiate.”

e "Support Israel but spare no effort to forge peace agreements between it and the Arab world.”
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e "Most importantly, heed the advice proffered by George McClellan, the former Union general and
Middle East traveler, in 1874: Americans must learn to 'weigh (the Middle East) by (its) own rules.”

But reflecting on some of the precedents Oren cites, it appears that, in his advice, he has forgotten another
element in historically successful interventions: defeating the enemy. This worked for Jefferson and in other
major U.S. military engagements, too well known to recite here. These precedents offer an “operational”
criterion to apply to Oren’s advice that we "know when to cease fighting and negotiate.” It is this: cease
fighting when you have defeated the enemy.

Oren’s similar advice to Israel is to jump to negotiation and press a "peace” agreement home. But if|
following Oren’s precedents, defeat of enemies is the path to successful negotiation and agreement, how can
a peace agreement be made prior to imposing a defeat on Israel’s enemies?

Finally, and "most importantly,” weigh the Middle East by its own rules—always good advice, and, if I
may say so, an approach usually advocated by anthropologists, of which I'm one. What, then, are "Middle
Eastern rules”? Cultural analysis (e.g. Charles Lindholm’s [3]The Islamic Middle East) suggests that Middle
Eastern rules come down to these:

e "People choose the strong horse over the weak horse” (as [4]suggested by a prominent Middle Eastern
informant).

e The goal is always to dominate your enemy and dominate the peace.

e Respect comes from strength and fortitude.

If these are the Middle Eastern rules, what will Middle Easterners think of governments and peoples who
are not willing to fight to conquer, who want peace so much that they will sue for it and beg for it, and who
will not back up their diplomacy with strength and fortitude?

Osama. bin Laden, who told us about horses, has asserted that the West is too decadent to defend itself. Is
our and our allies” obsession with “disproportionate” strikes against enemies and our apparent reluctance to
contemplate defeating them evidence that bin Laden is correct?

1. http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/members/philip_carl_salzman/

2. http://www.iht.com/articles/2008/03/17/opinion/edoren.php

3. http://astore.amazon.com/harvard-20/detail/1405101466/

4. http://www.npr.org/news/specials/response/investigation/011213.binladen. transcript.html

Iraq: options by elimination (2008-04-08 00:10)

From [1]Stephen Peter Rosen

...when you have eliminated the impossible, whatever remains, however improbable, must be
the truth.”

—Sir Arthur Conan Doyle (Sherlock Holmes)
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Seme === What are the alternatives available to the United States in Iraq? Three appear to
be worth considering.

First, the United States might consider withdrawing its forces to the areas that produce the bulk of Iraqi
oil in the south. This would enable the United States to ensure that oil is pumped and exported from the
country, and to prevent Iraqi oil revenues from going to a hostile government. This would mean the defense of
an enclave, supported by physical and electronic barriers, and would reduce the manpower needed to defend
the U.S. position in Iraq. Periodic raids would be conducted to spoil impending attacks on those enclaves.
While this would deny Iran or a hostile Iraqi government the ability to use oil revenue for hostile purposes,
this would be an openly imperial seizure of territory, which would confirm every worst suspicion of the United
States in the Islamic world, and perhaps lead other countries to make similar grabs of oil producing areas.

Second, the United States could withdraw U.S. ground forces from Iraq, but maintain a naval and air
force presence in the Gulf and the Gulf states. We would accept whatever state emerged as dominant in
Iraq, and hope that economic motives would lead it to produce and sell Iraqi oil in the world market. Though
the oil revenue might flow into the hands of people we do not like, the remaining American military presence
in the region would deter Iraqi or Iranian military aggression or coercion of the Gulf states. Money might
flow from Iraq to terrorist organizations, and Iraq might become an area within which terrorists could be
trained, but this is happening now. American air power and special forces could strike at terrorist training
camps to reduce their level of operations, and to retaliate against egregious terrorist attacks.

Until 2007, this appeared to be a serious option. It now appears less attractive. The acceleration of the
Iranian nuclear enrichment program and the decrease in the credibility of any American or Israeli action
against Iranian nuclear weapons productions facilities mean that an American withdrawal would take place
against the backdrop of a nuclear Iran. The credibility of American guarantees to the Gulf states in that
context would be low. Moreover, the demographics of Iraq are such that we can expect disproportionately
large numbers of young Iraqi males of military age for the next fifteen years. They are likely to be unem-
ployed, and easy recruits for militias, street mobs, and the like.

In short, absent an effective Iraqi state that has a monopoly of force, and that can put young men to
work or put them in a national army, the demographic foundation of Iraqi society seems unlikely to support
any kind of social peace. Endemic war internal to Iraq would be the consequence of this option. Endemic
internal war in Iraq, a nuclear Iran, and the withdrawal of American forces would seem to create the condi-
tions for an expansion of Iranian control over Iraqi and Persian Gulf oil production and sales.

The remaining option is the continuation of current levels of American ground forces in Iraq, with an
increased emphasis on building an Iraqi police force and national army from the ground up, with continued
American operations to clear and secure populated areas, and continued American air and artillery support
for Iraqi ground force operations against insurgents. This would have to be supported by an expansion of
the Army and Marine Corps. While costly, it is not clear where else in the world the United States would
need to deploy its ground combat forces. Iranian influence would be balanced by American ground, naval,
and ai